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The Chesley Drive File
Durham, NH

Updated August, 2007

This compilation of documents, which reads from most current to the past, represents a
history of discussion in Durham related to Chesley Drive — a residential cul-de-sac in the
Faculty neighborhood that borders the Mill Plaza property. Despite its size, this file is
not an exhaustive list of Chesley-related correspondence. It was started by former Town
Planner Duane Hyde during the 2000 Master Planning process and updated and placed
in pdf format in August, 2007 to inform the efforts of architecture teams working with the
Mill Plaza Study Committee and their partners with AIANH (American Institute of
- Architects New Hampshire Chapter) as they explore conceptual designs for redeveloping
the Plaza property. The original file, which should contain the latest information, is kept

Jor the public in the Town Planning office.



Overview of Contents

2007

v' “A Brief History of Mill Plaza Property” — an excerpt of draft April 1, 2007
report, “Criteria for Design Teams of the Durham/ AIA150 Community

Partnership.”

2000

v" Excerpt from Chapter 3 of the 2000 Durham Master Plan addressing vehicular
access via Chesley Drive

v January, 2000 petition by 200 residents living outside the Faculty neighborhood
opposed to vehicular access to the Plaza via Chesley Drive

1990s

v" June, 1999 petition by residents on Faculty Road opposing vehicular access to the
Plaza via Chesley Drive

v’ April 4, 1994 letter from town denying permit for development of the Osgood lot
(Lot 06-03-19) and related documents

v' January 10, 1994 excerpt of Town Council minutes on debate over extendiilg
Chesley Drive to Plaza

v" Record of five petitions in 1993 opposed to opening vehicular traffic to Plaza —
totaling 220 signatures, and three 1994 news articles about Chesley Drive issue.

v' Excerpt of Oct 4, 1993 Town Council minutes of public hearing on extending
vehicular access to the Plaza via Chesley Drive.

v" Oct 15, 1993 letter with results of poll of Church Hill Apartment residents on
Chesley Drive issue.

v' Jan 3, 1993 Memo to the Town Council detailing a “limited impact analysis of
proposed Chesley Drive connector to the Plaza.”

v' Nov 2, 1993 raw data from traffic study by Strafford Regional Planning
Commission.

v July 30, 1991 letter from town denying driveway permit from end of Chesley
Drive and related map.



1970s

v May 29, 1979 minutes of Planning Board meeting regarding a parking plan at the
Plaza site and related background documents,

v March, 1977 Application for Plaza site review

v" Various 1974 and 1973 documents, minutes and letters regarding the development
of the Plaza property and vehicular access to the site.



“A Brief History of Mill Plaza Property” — an excerpt of draft April
1, 2007 report, “Criteria for Design Teams of the Durham/ AIA150
Community Partnership.”

A Brief History of the Mill Plaza

At about the time Julian Smith (a current Town Councilor and our MPSC vice chair)
bought a house in Durham in 1965, the property that would become the site of the Mill
Plaza went on the market. Dick Houghton recently told the Mill Plaza Study Committee
that although some members of the business community thought the town should acquire
the property and establish a town center there, the three selectmen were not interested
because there was at that time no pressing need for more space to conduct town business.
At that time, the selectmen and various town boards met in the Court House — and the
town clerk and police department were also housed in the Court House while the Public
Works Department operated in several buildings on what is now the back of the Town
Hall parking lot. And in those days, of course, the town library was located in the
University of New Hampshire’s Dimond Library.

Exactly forty years ago, in 1967, two New Hampshire developers, Sam Tamposi and Ed
Lehoullier, began the process of developing a nearly 10-acre parcel east of Mill Road
between College Brook and the rear of buildings along Main Street. In their first
conceptual plan for the development of the property that would become the Plaza, they
proposed two town roads across their property: one running just north of College Brook
from what was then and still is the end of Chesley Drive all the way to Mill Road, and a
second coming down from Main Street across the Grange property and connecting at a
right angle to the extension of Chesley Drive. Nothing came of the plan to build those
two proposed town roads — and the first phase of the Plaza development opened in 1969
with a single building containing five businesses, including a grocery, a pharmacy, and a
hardware store serviced by a parking lot about half the size of the present lot.

In 1968, at town meeting, that warrant included an article to see if the town would
purchase land and buildings located at 29 Main Street, two doors east of the town-owned
Grange, “to provide facilities for relocation and expansion of the Town offices.” That
article failed by a vote of 360 to 88. In 1969, the board of selectmen, which had
expanded from three to five members, decided to buy the two buildings that were later
combined to make our present town hall.

Early in 1973, a traffic engineer for the New Hampshire Department of Public Works and
Highways wrote to Becky Frost, the chair of the Durham Planning Board, to say that it
would be “advantageous” to have additional vehicular access to the Plaza from Chesley
Drive on the east and from Main Street via the Grange property on the north.

In 1974, as part of the process for approving and expansion of the parking lot and the
construction of a second building on the site, the developers deeded to the town a right-
of-way parallel to the brook connecting Chesley Drive to Main Street with the stipulation
that the town would have to vote at town meeting to build that town road within two
years and build and accept that town road within five years of that vote. At the Durham
Town Meeting in March 1974, Durham voters rejected a proposal put forward by Town
Selectmen to extend Chesley Drive as a vehicular route to Mill Road. Instead, voters
approved an amended proposal to extend Chesley Drive only as a foot and bicycle path.
The vehicular right-of-way became null and void.
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Over the years, several attempts to extend Chesley Drive into the Plaza have been
defeated — in town meeting votes and in efforts to write the goal into the zoning
ordinance and the master plan. Hundreds of residents, both inside and out of the Faculty
neighborhood have signed petitions, written letters and attended meetings to voice
support for preserving the buffer and wetland between Chesley Drive and the Mill Plaza.
This green pedestrian-and-bike friendly corridor is used by residents across town as a
gateway between the downtown, the Faculty neighborhood, and the Mill Pond. As a
result of a town-wide petition and concerted engagement of the Faculty neighborhood,
the town’s current master plan calls for its enhancement as a pedestrian gateway to the
Mill Pond and further states that Chesley Drive “should be excluded from evaluation as
an option for improved access to the Mill Plaza.” These sentiments were echoed strongly
in the neighborhood focus group hosted in July for this report (For more information, See
Section 5, and Chesley Drive folder in Appendix).

In 1983, the original developers sold the two buildings and other improvements (but not
the land) to John Pinto, an investment banker doing business as Colonial Durham
Associates. Ten years later, in 1993, the original developers sold the land itself to Mr.
Pinto. As time passed, the police department moved out of town hall into its own facility
on Dover Road — and Public Works moved to Stone Quarry Drive.

In 1995, the town's Community Development Plan observed what had been obvious for
some years: “The Mill Plaza makes up a large portion of the Central Business District
and is currently not used to its potential.” That plan had as a goal: “To actively engage
the owners of the Mill Plaza in the improvement of the buildings and open space.”

In 1997, the Durham Public Library moved out of the UNH library and began searching
for a permanent home. In 2000, Durham's Master Plan established a number of goals you
will find quoted in the Mill Plaza Study Committee's draft “Vision Statement” (Found in
Section 5 of this report).

Last year, two things happened: the town administrator undertook a space-needs
assessment for both the town hall and the library — and some members of the council and
of the library board of trustees became interested in the possibility of locating a new town
center at or next to a redeveloped Plaza. As a result, Neil Niman, the chair of the

Town Council, Town Administrator Todd Selig, and others met with John Pinto, the
owner of the Plaza, to discuss that possibility. After the meeting, Mr. Pinto wrote a letter
to Todd Selig in which he suggested the Town begin “to develop design specifications”
that would result in “both an improved tax base and better symmetry between the Town,
the University, and [the Plaza] property.” Late last year, the Council voted to establish
the Mill Plaza Study Committee and charged it with “the development of a future vision
for the Mill Plaza site.” As mentioned in the Introduction and Overview, the MPSC’s
efforts have blossomed in the new collaboration with AIANH and its AIA150 partners,

Finally, on July 18, the Council Chair, the Town Administrator and representatives from
AIA150 and the MPSC met with John Pinto to provide an update on their efforts. Mr.
Pinto reinforced his support for the process underway and we look forward to working
with him closely as the design and facilitation process progresses.
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Chapter 3 — Downtown and COmmercial Core

Option A: Access to Mill Plaza via an extenswn of Church Hzll Road
Positives

Reduces traffic on Mill and Faculty Roads.
Opens backside of Church Hill for commercial use.
Tmproves walk to Mill Plaza from elderly housmg

Negatxves

Land acquisition costs would be h1gh

'Road construction costs would be high, estimated to be
$500,000 to $1,000,000 mcludmg land acqulsmon costs.

Optwn B: Two-way access ﬁ'om Main Street in the area of the Grange
Positives

May reduce ttaffic on Mill and Faculty Roads

Negatives

Land acquisition costs are hlgh , B
Road construction costs are high due to slope and ledge.

May not alleviate traffic on Main Street from south or east due -
to traffic avoidance of the Main Street/Route 108 mtersect:on

Big grade difference to resolve

Does not alleviate traffic on the Main Street/Pettee Brook loop
nor does it 1mprove access to the plaza.

Chesley Drzve should specifically be excluded from evaluation as an optzon for
zmproved access to Mill Plaza for the following reasons: -

Strong historic and contmumg opposition from the entire |
neighborhood, not just the residents from Chesley Drive.

‘Neighborhood residents have stated that they prefer to put up

with the current traffic on their streets rather than to alter the
nature of the current footpath through the woods to the M111

Plaza

The problems with the orientation, parkmg, and landscapmg of
the Plaza.

The degradauon of re51dent1al property values that would result
from a Chesley Drive connection. - -

The broad impact on and the lack of access to the Mill Pond

- Greenway, natural resources, and pedestrian access. ,

The poor sight distance at Mill Pond Road.

The desire to maintain Chesley Dnve asa pocket
ne1ghborhood " '

Durham Master Plan 2000



C‘hapter 3 — Downtown and Commercial Core .

e The desire to maintain pedestnan and recreational- access to the
M1]1 Plaza and downtown. ’

This recommendation to exclude Chesley Drive from consideration was
made due to the above stated reasons, after consideration was given to the
potential positive aspects of such a connection Wthh include:

e Properties could be zoned for busmess allowmg residents to
: capture value. - : :
o e Theroad isin place and would be i inexpensive to connect. Cost of
' connection is estimated at $50,000 to $100,000. '
e The connection would reduce traffic on Mill and Faculty Roads.

- e No property acquisition is required.
- The Town would have additional commercial land 1f the,Chesley
Drive area were commerclally zoned Lo _ ' /

R A

OBJECTIVE #3:

Promote mixed-use (aparl:ments/retaﬂ/commermal) development to
encourage in-fill and mcreased density and height in the built

environment.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Expand office/retail space by allowing aparl:ments to be mcluded asa
‘mixed use on the second and third floors of three-story bulldmgs and
on the third and fourth floors of four-story buildings with two floors of
commercial space. This plan will provide economic stability due to .
the income from apartment rentals and will also increase available

commercial space

.2. Eliminate commercial and réStdenﬁal use parking requirements in the -
CBD in order to encourage full commercial development of properties
to the street and property hnes :

OBJECTIVE #4

Create a new zone, Professional Office District, along Madbury Road. (See
Downtown and Commercial Core map, page 3.3) See d1$cussmn in the
Professwnal Office District section of tlus chapter. ~

Durham Master Plan 2000 3.5



PETITION TO THE DURHAM PLANNING BOARD

January 2000

We, the undersigned residents of Durham who live outside the Faculty Neighborhood, express our
strong support for the Master Plan Steering Committee's vote to exclude Chesley Drive from further
) study of a possible additlonal vehicular entrance and/or exit from the Mill Plaza.

, As those who value the pedestnan nature of Durham's downtown know, the Chesley/Faculty footpaths
are a treasure enjoyed by residents of all parts of town. The woods and wetland surrounding the paths
provide a crucial buffer between the commercial core and Durham's largest downtown neighborhood,
with its parks and scenic walking areas. As we walk from the Mill Plaza into the Chesley marsh, we
leave behind the asphalt of a large parking lot, and we escape the noises, glare, and fumes of cars
and stores. We enter a world of woods and wetland, of a winding brook and a wooden footbridge, of
intersecting paths where neighbors meet and talk. This area is one of the gems that has earned

: Durham the dlstlnctron of bemg "Tree Clty, USA." :

The College Brook greenway and the Chesley footpaths provrde the best pedestnan access from the
~ center of town to the Mill Pond Park, the Smith Chapel Reservation, and the Oyster River Park. These
routes are popular with famrlres, chlldren elderly, workers on lunch break, bird watchers, and nature
lovers. Walkers, joggers, bike riders, and rollerbladers frequent these paths and quret streets. This

- area helps to make Durham a specral place to llve and work

The idea of destroylng the pedestnan character of this small nature preserve is not a new one. Making
Chesley Drive a through street has been "studied" numerous times over the last 25 years. Each time it
has been overwhelmingly rejected for numerous good reasons. But every time the destruction of the
~ Chesley marsh and footpaths has been "studied," the nerghborhood and the other Durham residents
. who value this area have been thrown into months of anxiety and distress. -Each previous "study" of
“Chesley Drive has swallowed up the time and energy of hundreds of Durham residents. We are
pleased to see that the Master Plan Steering Committee has had the wisdom to finally put this
question to rest and to advocate the protection of the Chesley footpaths and the College Brook
greenway (in Chapters 3 and 4, with consistent recommendation throughout the plan). We urge you
to accept and endorse this position regarding the preservation of one of the few remalnlng patches of
scenlc wetland and forest in the heart of our downtown :
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PETITION TO THE DURHAM PLANNING BOARD

January 2000

" We, the underSIgned resndents of Durham who live outside the Faculty Nelghborhood express our

strong support for the Master Plan Steering Committee's vote to exclude Chesley Drive from further
study of a possnble additional vehlcular entrance and/or exit from the Mill Plaza.

As those who value the pedestrian nature of Durham's downtown know, the Chesley/Faculty footpaths
are a treasure enjoyed by residents of all parts of town. The woods and wetland surrounding the paths

- provide a crucial buffer between the commercial core and Durham's largest downtown neighborhood, -

with its parks and scenic walking areas. As we walk from the Mill Plaza into the Chesley marsh, we
leave behind the asphalt of a large parking lot, and we escape the noises, glare, and fumes of cars
and stores. We enter a world of woods and wetland, of a winding brook and a wooden footbridge, of

_ mtersectmg paths where neighbors meet and talk. This area is one of the gems that has earned
' Durham the distinction of belng "Tree City, USA."

The College Brook greenway and the Chesley footpaths provrde the best pedestrran access from the
center of town to the Mill Pond Park, the Smith Chapel Reservation, and the Oyster River Park. These

- routes are popular with families, children, elderly, workers on lunch break, bird watchers, and nature

lovers. Walkers, joggers, bike rlders, and rollerbladers frequent these paths and quiet streets This

’ area helps to make Durham a specral place to live and work.

The ldea of destroymg the pedestnan character of thlS small nature preserve is not a new one. Maklng

Chesley Drive a through street has been "studied" numerous times over the last 25 years. Each time it

" has been overwhelmingly rejected for numerous good reasons. But every time the destruction of the

EE SIgnature

Chesley marsh and footpaths has been "studied,” the neighborhood and the other Durham residents
who value this area have been thrown into months of anxiety and distress. Each previous "study" of
Chesley Drive has swallowed up the time and energy of hundreds of Durham residents. We are .
pleased to see that the Master Plan Steenng Committee has had the wisdom to finally put this -
question to rest and to advocate the protection of the Chesley footpaths and the College Brook
greenway (in Chapters 3 and 4, with consistent recommendation throughout the plan). We urge you

to ‘accept and endorse this position regardlng the preservation of one of the few remalnlng patches of

scenlc wetland and forest |n the heart of our downtown "
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PETITION TO THE DURHAM PLANNING BOARD

January 2000,

We, the undersigned residents of Durham who live outs'lde the Faculty Neighborhood, express our
strong support for the Master Plan Steering Committee's vote to exclude Chesley Drive from further
study of a possrble additional vehicular entrance and/or exrt from the Mill Plaza.

As those who value the pedestnan nature of Durham s downtown know, the Chesley/Faculty footpaths

are a treasure enjoyed by residents of all parts of town. The woods and wetland surrounding the paths
provide a crucial buffer between the commercial core and Durham's largest downtown neighborhood,
with its parks and scenic walking areas. As we walk from the Mill Plaza into the Chesley marsh, we
leave behind the asphalt of a large parking lot, and we escape the noises, glare, and fumes of cars
and stores. We enter a world of woods and wetland, of a winding brook and a wooden footbridge, of |

~intersecting paths where neighbors meet and talk. This area is one of the gems that has earned
Durham the drstmctron of belng "Tree City, USA " =

The College Brook greenway and the Chesley footpaths provide the best pedesb*ran access from the
center of town to the Mill Pond Park, the Smith Chapel Reservation, and the Oyster River Park. These
routes are popular with families, children, elderly, workers on lunch break, bird watchers, and nature
- lovers. Walkers, joggers, bike riders, and rollerbladers frequent these paths and quiet streets Thrs
_ area helps to make Durham a specral place to Ilve and work :

The idea of destroyrng the pedestrran character of this small nature preserve is not a new one. Making
Chesley Drive a through street has been "studied" numerous times over the last 25 years. Each time it
has been overwhelmingly rejected for numerous good reasons. But every time the destruction of the
Chesley marsh and footpaths has been "studied,” the neighborhood and the other Durham residents
~ who value this area have been thrown into months of anxiety and distress. Each previous "study" of

Chesley Drive has swallowed up the time and energy of hundreds of Durham residents. We are

pleased to see that the Master Plan Steering Committee has had the wisdom to finally put this

question to rest and to advocate the protection of the Chesley footpaths and the College Brook -
- greenway (in Chapters 3 and 4, with consistent recommendation throughout the plan). We urge you
~ to accept and endorse this position regarding the preservation of one of the few remarnrng patches of
: scenlc wetland and forest in the heart of our downtown .

»’?>.\\ 8 “;.; 3 \"mcd“\e\ ’oe.
> . i) Jép/q« e il Dnve
N\, L~ NeAR wl~ LRl Oie,
/At‘ Do Ty Zuulfb ?t*m_/ ] A? W/\u\uw
)x' ,“ Tames K. Gare A WJW
»—”f/ L Ao bl L fs ﬂ/.é 7 /;;,,;4., U fJoere
Voo (0 v Tppis £ Shea 15 PurchldDeove
(X ing K. hosch  Catherine K- Leach 1M Fairchild B
Vil [ Zeood — Do C.LEACK 14 Fairchild Dr.
| %m Rt A Hw o Lawdndd Dr-




PETITION TO THE DURHAM PLANNING BOARD

January 2000

We, the undersigned residents of Durham who live outside the Faculty Neighborhood, express our
strong support for the Master Plan Steering Committee's vote to exclude Chesley Drive from further
study of a possible addrtronal vehicular entrance and/or exit from the Mill Plaza.

As those who value the pedestrian nature of Durham s downtown know, the Chesley/Faculty footpaths
are a treasure enjoyed by residents of all parts of town. The woods and wetland surrounding the paths
provide a crucial buffer between the commercial core and Durham's largest downtown neighborhood,
with its parks and scenic walking areas. As we walk from the Mill Plaza into the Chesley marsh, we
leave behind the asphalt of a large parking lot, and we escape the noises, glare, and fumes of cars
and stores. We enter a world of woods and wetland, of a winding brook and a wooden footbridge, of
intersecting paths where neighbors meet and talk. This area is one of the gems that has earned
Durham the dlstlnctlon of belng "Tree Clty, USA "

The College Brook greenway and ﬁwe Chesley footpaths provide the best pedestrran access from the

center of town to the Mill Pond Park, the Smith Chapel Reservation, and the Oyster River Park. These

routes are popular with families, children, elderly, workers on lunth break, bird watchers, and nature

lovers. Walkers, joggers, bike riders, and rollerbladers frequent these paths and quiet streets. This
area- helps to make Durham a speclal place to live and work.

The ldea of destroylng the pednstnan character of this small nature preserve is not a new one. Making
Chesley Drive a through street has been "studied" numerous times over the last 25 years. Each time it
has been overwhelmingly rejected for numerous good reasons. But every time the destruction of the
Chesley marsh and footpaths has been "studied,” the neighborhood and the other Durham residents -
who value this area have been thrown into months of anxiety and distress. Each previous "study" of
Chesley Drive has_swallowed up the time and energy of hundreds of Durham residents. We are
pleased to see that the Master Plan Steerlng Committee has had the wisdom to finally put this
questlon to rest and to advocate the protection of the Chesley footpaths and the College Brook
greenway (|n Chapters 3 and 4, with consistent recommendation throughout the plan). We urge you;
to accept and endorse this position regarding the preservation of one of the few remalnmg patches of
scenlc wetland and forest in the heart. of our downtown ‘
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PETITION TO THE DURHAM PLANNING BOARD

v January 2000

We the undersigned residents of Durham who live outside the Faculty Neighborhood, express our
strong support for the Master Plan Steering Committee's vote to exclude Chesley Drive from further
. study of a possrble additional vehlcular entrance and/or exit from the Mill Plaza. -

~ As those who value the pedestrian nature of Durham's downtown know, the Chesley/ Faculty footpaths
are a treasure enjoyed by residents of all parts of town. The woods and wetland surrounding the paths
provide a crucial buffer between the commercial core and Durham's largest downtown neighborhood,
with its parks and scenic walking areas. As we walk from the Mill Plaza into the Chesley marsh, we
leave behind the asphalt of a large parking lot, and we escape the noises, glare, and fumes of cars.
and stores. We enter a world of woods and wetland, of a winding brook and a wooden footbridge, of
intersecting paths where neighbors meet and talk. This area is one of the gems that has earned
Durham the dlStll'lCthﬂ of belng “Tree City, USA."

The College Brook greenway and the Chesley footpaths provrde the best pedestnan access from the
center of town to the Mill Pond Park, the Smith Chapel Reservation, and the Oyster River Park. These
routes are popular with families, children, elderly, workers on lunch break, bird watchers, and nature
lovers. Walkers, joggers, bike riders, and rollerbladers frequent these paths and quiet streets ‘This
area helps to make Durham a specnal place to llve and work ,
The |dea of destroymg ‘the pedestnan character of thlS small nature preserve is not a new one. Makmg
Chesley Drive a through street has been "studied" numerous times over the last 25 years. Each time it
has been overwhelmingly rejected for numerous good reasons. But every time the destruction of the
Chesley marsh and footpaths has been "studied," the neighborhood and the other Durham residents
- who value this area have been thrown into months of anxiety and distress. Each previous "study" of )
Chesley Drive has swallowed up the time and energy of hundreds of -Durham residents. We are ]
pleased to see that the Master Plan Steering Committee has had the wisdom to finally put this
-~ question to rest and to advocate the protection of the Chesley footpaths and the College Brook
- greenway (in Chapters 3 and 4, with consistent recommendation throughout the plan). We urge you
- to accept and endorse this position regarding the preservatlon of one of the few remalnlng patches of
L scenlc wetland and forest in the heart of our downtown SO : , .
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“PETITIONTO THE DURHAM PLANNING BOARD

January 2000 '

We, the undersngned residents of Durham who live outs:de the Faculty Neighborhood, express our
strong support for the Master Plan Steering Committee's vote to exclude Chesley Drive from further
study of a possible additional vehicular entrance and/or exit from the Mill Plaza.

As those who value the pedestrian nature of Durham's downtown know, the Chesley/FacuIty footpaths
are a treasure enjoyed by residents of all parts of town. The woods and wetland surrounding the paths
provide a crucial buffer between the commercial core and Durham's largest downtown neighborhood,
- with its parks and scenic walking areas. As we walk from the Mill Plaza into the Chesley marsh, we
leave behind the asphalt of a large parking lot, and we escape the noises, glare, and fumes of cars
and stores. We enter a world of woods and wetland, of a winding brook and a wooden footbridge, of
intersecting paths where neighbors meet and talk. This area is one of the gems that has earned
Durham the distinction of being "Tree Cnty, USA "

The College Brook greenway and the Chesley footpaths provide the best pedestrian access from the
center of town to the Mill Pond Park, the Smith Chapel Reservation, and the Oyster River Park. These
routes are popular with families, children, elderly, workers on lunch break, bird watchers, and nature
lovers. Walkers, joggers, bike riders, and rollerbladers frequent these paths and qunet streets. This
area helps to make Durham a spec:al place to live and work.

The idea of destroying the pedestrian character of this small nature preserve is not a new one. Making
Chesley Drive a through street has been "studied" numerous times over the last 25 years. Each time it
has been overwhelmingly rejected for numerous good reasons. But every time the destruction of the
Chesley marsh and footpaths has been "studied," the neighborhood and the other Durham residents
who value this area have been thrown into months of anxiety and distress. Each previous "study" of
. Chesley Drive has swallowed up-the time and energy of hundreds of Durham residents. We are

- : pleased to see that the Master Plan Steering Committee has had the wisdom to finally put this

question to rest and to advocate the protection of the Chesley footpaths and the College Brook
- greenway (in Chapters 3 and 4, with consistent recommendation throughout the plan). We urge you
to accept and endorse this position regarding the preservation of one of the few remalnmg patches of
scenic wetland and forest in the heart of our downtown
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PETITION TO THE DURHAM PLANNING BOARD

January 2000

We the under5|gned resndents of Durham who live outside the Faculty Nelghborhood express our -
strong support for the Master Plan Steering Committee's vote to exclude Chesley Drive from further
“study of a possible addltlonal vehicular entrance and/or exit from the Mill Plaza.

As those who value the pedestnan nature of Durham's downtown know, the Chesley/Faculty footpaths
are a treasure enjoyed by residents of all parts of town. The woods and wetland surrounding the paths
provide a crucial buffer between the commercial core and Durham's largest downtown neighborhood,

with its parks and scenic walking areas. As we walk from the Mill Plaza into the Chesley marsh, we
leave behind the asphalt of a large parking lot, and we escape the noises, glare, and fumes of cars
~and stores. We enter a world of woods and wetland, of a winding brook and a wooden footbridge, of
intersecting paths where neighbors meet and talk. This area is one of the gems that has earned
Durham the distinction of being "Tree Clty, USA." :

The College Brook greenway and the Chesley footpaths provxde the best pedestnan access from the
center of town to the Mill Pond Park, the Smith Chapel Reservation, and the Oyster River Park. These
~ routes are popular with families, children, elderly, workers on lunch break, bird watchers, and nature
lovers. Walkers, joggers, bike riders, and rollerbladers frequent these paths and quiet streets. This
area helps to make Durham a specual place to live and work. : ‘

The idea of destroylng the pedestrlan character of this small nature preserve is not a new one. Making
- Chesley Drive a through street has been "studied" numerous times over the last 25 years. Each time it
has been overwhelmingly rejected for numerous good reasons. But every time the destruction of the

Chesley marsh and footpaths has been "studied,” the neighborhood and the other Durham residents : -

“who value this area have been thrown into months of anxiety and distress. Each previous "study" of

Chesley Drive has swallowed up the time and energy of hundreds of Durham residents. We are -

pleased to see that the Master Plan Steering Committee has had the wisdom to finally put this
question to rest and to advocate the protection of the Chesley footpaths and the College Brook

- greenway (in Chapters 3 and 4, with consistent recommendation throughout the plan). We urge you -

“to accept and endorse this position regarding the preservation of one of the few remaining patches of
vscemc wetland and forest in the heart of our downtown
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PETITION TO THE DURHAM PLANNING BOARD

January 2000

We, the undersrgned residents of Durham who live outs:de the Faculty Neighborhood, express our'
- strong support for the Master Plan Steering Committee's vote to exclude Chesley Drive from further -
study of a possible additional vehicular entrance and/or exit from the Mill Plaza.

As those who value the pedestrian nature of Durham's downtown know the Chesley/Faculty footpaths

- are a treasure enjoyed by residents of all parts of town. The woods and wetland surrounding the paths
provide a crucial buffer between the commercial core and Durham's largest downtown neighborhood,
with its parks and scenic walking areas. As we walk from the Mill Plaza into the Chesley marsh, we
leave behind the asphalt of a large parking lot, and we escape the noises, glare, and fumes of cars
and stores. We enter a world of woods and wetland, of a winding brook and a wooden footbridge, of

~ intersecting paths where neighbors meet and talk. This area is one of the gems that has earned
Durham the distinction of belng "Tree Clty, USA " : v

The College Brook greenway and the Chesley footpaths provide the bcst pedestnan access from the
center of town to the Mill Pond Park, the Smith Chapel Reservation, and the Oyster River Park. These
routes are popular with families, children, elderly, workers on lunch break, bird watchers, and nature
lovers. Walkers, joggers, bike riders, and rollerbladers frequent these paths and quiet streets This
area helps to make Durham a special place to live and work .

The idea of destroying the pedestrian character of this small nature preserve is not a new one. Maklng
Chesley Drive a through street has been "studied" numerous times over the last 25 years. Each time it
- has been overwhelmingly rejected for numerous good reasons. But every time the destruction of the
Chesley marsh and footpaths has been "studied," the neighborhood and the other Durham residents
who value this area have been thrown into months of anxiety and distress. Each previous "study" of
- Chesley Drive has swallowed up the time and energy of hundreds of Durham residents. We are
pleased to see that the Master Plan Steering Committee has had the wisdom to finally put this ‘
“question to rest and to advocate the protection of the Chesley footpaths and the College Brook
greenway (in Chapters 3 and 4, with consistent recommendation throughout the plan). We urge you
to accept and endorse this position regarding the preservation of one of the few remalnmg patches of
scenic wetland and forest in the heart of our downtown- :
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PETITION TO THE DURHAM PLANNING BOARD

January 2000

We, the undersigned residents of Durham who live outside the Faculty Neighborhood, express our
strong support for the Master Plan Steering Committee's vote to exclude Chesley Drive from further
study of a possible additional vehicular entrance and/or exit from the Mill Plaza.

As those who value the pedestrian nature of Durham's downtown know, the Chesley/Faculty footpaths
are a treasure enjoyed by residents of all parts of town. The woods and wetland surrounding the paths
provide a crucial buffer between the commercial core and Durham's largest downtown neighborhood,

. with its parks and scenic walking areas. As we walk from the Mill Plaza into the Chesley marsh, we
leave behind the asphalt of a large parking lot, and we escape the noises, glare, and fumes of cars
and stores. We enter a world of woods and wetland, of a winding brook and a wooden footbridge, of
intersecting paths where neighbors meet and talk. This area is one of the gems that has earned
Durham the distinction of being "Tree City, USA."

The College Brook greenway and the Chesley footpaths provide the best pedestrian access from the
center of town to the Mill Pond Park, the Smith Chapel Reservation, and the Oyster River Park. These
routes are popular with families, children, elderly, workers on lunch break, bird watchers, and nature
lovers. Walkers, joggers, bike riders, and rollerbladers frequent these paths and quiet streets. This
area helps to make Durham a special place to live and work.

The idea of destroying the pedestrian character of this small nature preserve is not a new one. Making
Chesley Drive a through street has been "studied" numerous times over the last 25 years. Each time it
has been overwhelmingly rejected for numerous good reasons. But every time the destruction of the
Chesley marsh and footpaths has been "studied," the neighborhood and the other Durham residents .
who value this area have been thrown into months of anxiety and distress. Each previous "study" of
Chesley Drive has swallowed up the time.and energy of hundreds of Durham residents. We are
pleased to see that the Master Plan Steering Committee has had the wisdom to finally put this -
question to rest and to advocate the protection of the Chesley footpaths and the College Brook
greenway (in Chapters 3 and 4, with consistent recommendation throughout the plan).. We urge you
to accept and endorse this position regarding the preservation of one of the few remaining patches of
scenic wetland and forest in the heart of our downtown.
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PETITION TO THE DURHAM PLANNING BOARD

January 2000

- We, the underéigned residents of Durham who live outside the Faculty Néighborhood, expreSS' our
strong,support for the Master Plan Steering Committee's vote to exclude Chesley Drive from further
- study of a possible additional vehicular entrance and/or exit from the Mill Plaza. i '

As those who value the pedestrian nature of Durham's downtown know, the Chesley/Faculty footpaths
are a treasure enjoyed by residents of all parts of town. The woods and wetland surrounding the paths
provide a’crucial buffer between the commercial core and Durham's largest downtown neighborhood,
with its parks and scenic walking areas. As we walk from the Mill Plaza into the Chesley marsh, we
leave behind the asphalt of a large parking lot, and we escape the noises, glare, and fumes of cars
+and stores. We enter a world of woods and wetland, of a winding brook and a wooden footbridge, of
intersecting paths where neighbors meet and talk. This area is one of the gems that has earned
Durham the distinction of being "Tree City, USA." ' : .

The College Brook greenway and the Chesley footpaths provide the best pedestrian access from the
center of town to the Mill Pond Park, the Smith Chapel Reservation, and the Oyster River Park. These
routes are popular with families, children, elderly, workers on lunch break, bird watchers, and nature
lovers. Walkers, joggers, bike riders, and rollerbladers frequent these paths and quiet. streets. This
area helps to make Durham a special place to live and work. - R
The idea of destroying the pedestrian character of this small nature preserve is not a new one. Making
Chesley Drive a through street has been "studied" numerous times over the last 25 years. Each time it
has been overwhelmingly rejected for numerous -good reasons. But every time the destruction of the
. Chesley marsh and footpaths has been "studied," the neighborhood and the other Durham residents
who value this area have been thrown into months of anxiety and distress. Each previous "study" of
Chesley Drive has swallowed up the time and energy of hundreds of Durham residents. We are
pleased to see that the Master Plan Steering Committee has had the wisdom to finally put this -
question to rest and to advocate the protection of the Chesley footpaths and the College: Brook
- greenway (in Chapters 3 and 4, with consistent recommendation throughout the plan). We urge you
to accept and endorse this position regarding the preservation of one of the few remaining patches of
scenic wetland and forest in the heart.of our downtown. '

. !
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PETITION TO THE DURHAM PLANNING BOARD

January 2000

We, the undersigned residents of Durham who live owtside the Faculty Neighborhood, express our
strong support for the Master Plan Steering Committee's vote to exclude Chesley Drive from further
study of a possible additional vehicular entrance and/or exit from the Mill Plaza.

As those who value the pedestrian nature of Durham's downtown know, the Chesley/Faculty footpaths
are a treasure enjoyed by residents of all parts of town. The woods and wetland surrounding the paths
provide a crucial buffer between the commercial core and Durham's largest downtown neighborhood,
with its parks and scenic walking areas. As we walk from the Mill Plaza into the Chesley marsh, we
leave behind the asphalt of a large parking lot, and we escape the noises, glare, and fumes of cars
and stores. We enter a world of woods and wetland, of a winding brook and a wooden footbridge, of
intersecting paths where neighbors meet and talk. This area is one of the gems that has earned
Durham the distinction of being "Tree City, USA." '

The College Brook greenway and the Chesley footpaths provide the best pedestrian access from the
center of town to the Mill Pond Park, the Smith Chapel Reservation, and the Oyster River Park. These
routes are popular with families, children, elderly, workers on lunch break, bird watchers, and nature
lovers. Walkers, joggers, bike riders, and rollerbladers frequent these paths and quiet streets. This
area helps to make Durham a special place to live and work. '

The idea of destroying the pedestrian character of this small nature preserve is not a new one. Making
Chesley Drive a through street has been "studied" numerous times over the last 25 years. Each time it
has been overwhelmingly rejected for numerous good reasons. But every time the destruction of the
Chesley marsh and footpaths has been "studied," the neighborhood and the other Durham residents
who value this area have been thrown into months of anxiety and distress. Each previous "study" of
Chesley Drive has swallowed up the time and energy of hundreds of Durham residents. We are
‘pleased to see that the Master Plan Steering Committee has had the wisdom to finally put this
question to rest and to advocate the protection of the Chesley footpaths and the College Brook
greenway (in Chapters 3 and 4, with consistent recommendation throughout the plan). We urge you
to accept and endorse this position regarding the preservation of one of the few remaining patches of- _
scenic wetland and forest in the heart of our downtown.

signature name address
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PETITION TO THE DURHAM PLANNING BOARD

January 2000

We, the undersigned residents of Durham who live outside the Faculty Neighborhood, express our
strong support for the Master Plan Steering Committee's vote to exclude Chesley Drive from further
study of a possible additional vehicular entrance and/or exit from the Mill Plaza.

As those who value the pedestrian nature of Durham's downtown know, the Chesley/Faculty footpaths
are a treasure enjoyed by residents of all parts of town. The woods and wetland surrounding the paths
provide a crucial buffer between the commercial core and Durham's largest downtown neighborhood,

with its parks and scenic walking areas. As we walk from the Mill Plaza into the Chesley marsh, we
leave behind the asphalt of a large parking lot, and we escape the noises, glare, and fumes of cars
and stores. We enter a world of woods and wetland, of a winding brook and a wooden footbridge, of
intersecting paths where neighbors meet and talk. This area is one of the gems that has earned
Durham the distinction of being "Tree City, USA."

The College Brook greenway and the Chesley footpaths provide the best pedestrian access from the
center of town to the Mill Pond Park, the Smith Chapel Reservation, and the Oyster River Park. These
routes are popular with families, children, elderly, workers on lunch break, bird watchers, and nature
lovers. Walkers, joggers, bike riders, and rollerbladers frequent these paths and quiet streets. This
area helps to make Durham a special place to live and work.

The idea of destroying the pedestrian character of this small nature preserve is not a new one. Making
Chesley Drive a through street has been "studied” numerous times over the last 25 years. Each time it
has been overwhelmingly rejected for numerous good reasons. But every time the destruction of the
Chesley marsh and.footpaths has been "studied," the neighborhood and the other Durham residents -
who value this area have been thrown into months of anxiety and distress. Each previous "study" of -
Chesley Drive has -swallowed up the time and energy of hundreds of Durham. residents. We are
‘pleased to see that the Master Plan Steering Committee has had the wisdom to finally put this
question to rest and to advocate the protection of the Chesley footpaths and the College Brook
greenway (in Chapters 3 and 4, with consistent recommendation throughout the pian). We urge you
to accept and endorse this position regarding the preservation of one of the few remaining patches of
scenic wetland and forest in the heart of our downtown.
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PETITION TO THE DURHAM PLANNING BOARD

January 2000

We, the undersigned residents of Durham who live outside the Faculty Neighbdrhood, €xpress our
strong support for the Master Plan Steering Committee's vote to exclude Chesley Drive from further
study of a possible additional vehicular entrance and/or exit from the Mill Plaza.

As those who value the pedestrian nature of Durham's downtown know, the Chesley/Faculty footpaths
are a treasure enjoyed by residents of all parts of town. The woods and wetland surrounding the paths
provide a crucial buffer between the commercial core and Durham's largest downtown neighborhood,
with its parks and scenic walking areas. As we walk from the Mill Plaza into the Chesley marsh, we
leave behind the asphalt of a large parking lot, and we escape the noises, glare, and fumes of cars

- and stores. We enter a world of woods and wetland, of a winding brook and a wooden footbridge, of
intersecting paths where neighbors meet and talk. This area is one of the gems that has earned
Durham the distinction of being "Tree City, USA."

The College Brook greenway and the Chesley footpaths provide the best pedestrian access from the

center of town to the Mill Pond Park, the Smith Chapel Reservation, and the Oyster River Park. These

routes are popular with families, children, elderly, workers on lunch break, bird watchers, and nature
- lovers. Walkers, joggers, bike riders, and rollerbladers frequent these paths and quiet -streets. This
~ area helps to make Durham a special place to live and work.

The idea of destroying the pedestrian character of this small nature preserve is not a new one. Making
Chesley Drive a through street has been "studied" numerous times over the last 25 years. Each time it
has been overwhelmingly rejected for numerous good reasons. But every time the destruction of the
Chesley marsh and footpaths has been "studied," the neighborhood and the other Durham residents
who' value this area have been thrown into months of anxiety and distress. Each previous "study" of
Chesley Drive has swallowed up the time and energy of hundreds of -Durham residents. We are
pleased to see that the Master Plan Steering Committee has had the wisdom to finally put this
question to rest and to advocate the protection of the Chesley footpaths and the College Brook
greenway (in Chapters 3 and 4, with consistent recommendation throughout the plan). We urge you’

- to accept and endorse this position regarding the preservation of one of the few remaining patches of
scenic wetland and forest in the heart of our downtown. '

signature . name address
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PETITION TO THE DURHAM PLANNING BOARD

January 2000

We, the undersigned residents of Durham who live outside the Faculty Neighborhood, express our
strong support for the Master Plan Steering Committee's vote to exclude Chesley Drive from further
study of a possible additional vehicular entrance and/or exit from the Mill Plaza.

As those who value the pedestrian nature of Durham's downtown know, the Chesley/Faculty footpaths
are a treasure enjoyed by residents of all parts of town. The woods and wetland surrounding the paths
provide a crucial buffer between the commercial core and Durham's largest downtown neighborhood,
with its parks and scenic walking areas. As we walk from the Mill Plaza into the Chesley marsh, we
leave behind the asphalt of a large parking lot, and we escape the noises, glare, and fumes of cars
and stores. We enter a world of woods and wetland, of a winding brook and a wooden footbridge, of
intersecting paths where neighbors meet and talk. This area is one of the gems that has earned
Durham the distinction of being "Tree City, USA." -

The College Brook greenway and the Chesley footpaths provide the best pedestrian access from the
center of town to the Mill Pond Park, the Smith Chapel Reservation, and the Oyster River Park. These
routes are popular with families, children, elderly, workers on lunch break, bird watchers, and nature
lovers. Walkers, joggers, bike riders, and rollerbladers frequent these paths and quiet streets. This
area helps to make Durham a special place to live and work.

The idea of destroying the pedestrian character of this small nature preserve is not a new one. Making
Chesley Drive a through street has been "studied” numerous times over the last 25 years. Each time it
has been overwhelmingly rejected for numerous good reasons. But every time the destruction of the ]
Chesley marsh and footpaths has been "studied," the neighborhood and the other Durham residents -~
who value this area have been thrown into months of anxiety and.distress. Each previous "study" of -~
Chesiey Drive has. swallowed up the time-and energy of hundreds of Durham residents. We are - =
pleased to see that the Master Plan Steering Committee has had the wisdom to finally put this
question to rest and to advocate the protection of the Chesley footpaths and the College Brook
greenway (in Chapters 3 and 4, with consistent recommendation throughout the plan). We urge you

to accept and endorse this position regarding the preservation of one of the few remaining patches of
scenic wetland and forest in the heart of our downtown.

sagnature" name address
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PETITION TO THE DURHAM PLANNING BOARD

January 2000

We, the undersigned residents of Durham who live outside the Faculty Neighborhood, express our
strong support for the Master Plan Steering Committee's vote to exclude Chesley Drive from further
study of a possible additional vehicular entrance and/or exit from the Mill Plaza.

As those who value the pedestrian nature of Durham's downtown know, the Chesley/Faculty footpaths
are a treasure enjoyed by residents of all parts of town. The woods and wetland surrounding the paths
provide a crucial buffer between the commercial core and Durham's largest downtown neighborhood,

with its parks and scenic walking areas. As we walk from the Mill Plaza into the Chesley marsh, we
leave behind the asphalt of a large parking lot, and we escape the noises, glare, and fumes of cars
and stores. We enter a world of woods and wetland, of a winding brook and a wooden footbridge, of
intersecting paths where neighbors meet and talk. This area is one of the gems that has earned
Durham the distinction of being "Tree City, USA."

The College Brook greenway and the Chesley footpaths provide the best pedestrian access from the
center of town to the Mill Pond Park, the Smith Chapel Reservation, and the Oyster River Park. These
routes are popular with families, children, elderly, workers on lunch break, bird watchers, and nature
lovers. Walkers, joggers, bike riders, and rollerbladers frequent these paths and quiet streets. This
area helps to make Durham a special place to live and work.

The idea of destroylng the pedestrian character of this smaH nature preserve is not a new one. Making
-. Chesley Drive a through street has been "studied" numerous times over the last 25 years. Each time it
- has been overwhelmingly rejected for numerous good reasons. But every time the destruction of the
Chesley marsh and footpaths has been "studied," the neighborhood and the other Durham residents
who value this area have been thrown into months of anxiety and distress. Each previous "study" of-
Chesley Drive has swallowed up the time and energy of hundreds of Durham residents. We are
pleased to see that the Master Plan Steering Committee has had the wisdom to finally put this
question to rest and to advocate the protection of the Chesley footpaths and the College Brook
greenway (in Chapters 3 -and 4, with consistent recommendation throughout the plan). We urge you
to accept and endorse this position regarding the preservation of one of the few remaining patches of
~ scenic wetland and forest in the heart of our downtown.
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PETITION TO THE DURHAM PLANNING BOARD

January 2000

We, the undersigned residents of Durham who live outside the Faculty Neighborhood, express our
strong support for the Master Plan Steering Committee's vote to exclude Chesley Drive from further
study of a possible additional vehicular entrance and/or exit from the Mill Plaza.

As those who value the pedestrian nature of Durham's downtown know, the Chesley/Faculty footpaths
are a treasure enjoyed by residents of all parts of town. The woods and wetland surrounding the paths
provide a crucial buffer between the commercial core and Durham's largest downtown neighborhood,
with its parks and scenic walking areas. As we walk from the Mill Plaza into the Chesley marsh, we
leave behind the asphalt of a large parking lot, and we escape the noises; glare, and fumes of cars
and stores. We enter a world of woods and wetland, of a winding brook and a wooden footbridge, of
intersecting paths where neighbors meet and talk. This area is one of the gems that has earned
Durham the distinction of being "Tree City, USA."

The College Brook greenway and the Chesley footpaths provide the best pedestrian access from the
center of town to the Mill Pond Park, the Smith Chapel Reservation, and the Oyster River Park. These
routes are popular with families, children, elderly, workers on lunch break, bird watchers, and nature
lovers. Walkers, joggers, bike riders, and rollerbladers frequent these paths and quiet streets. This
area helps to make Durham a special place to live and work.

The idea of destroying the pedestrian character of this small nature preserve is not a new one. Making
Chesley Drive a through street has been "studied" numerous times over the last 25 years. Each time it
- has been overwhelmingly rejected for-numerous good reasons: But every time the destruction of the
_ Chesley marsh and footpaths has been "studied,” the neighborhood and the other Durham residents
who value this area have been thrown into months of. anxiety and distress. Each previous "study" of

Chesley Drive has swallowed up -the time and energy of hundreds of Durham residents. We are -

pleased to see that the Master Plan Steering Committee has had the wisdom to finally put this
question to rest and to advocate the protection of the Chesley footpaths and the College. Brook
greenway (in Chapters 3 and 4, with consistent recommendation throughout the plan). We urge you
to accept and endorse this position regarding the preservation of one of the few remaining patches of
scenic wetland and forest in the heart of our downtown. :

signature - name address

‘@&mouWQQM/ KANSS AR 2 m&xs?ﬂ'dge

QTJ\' A \«.,(]:\ e & LOMB 264 Dursam £7T, QoA
SO TRecer Allyesd 195 Duatoe €5 Had.
&nr‘m\& & (\u’&dﬁk Tennnglt HQWE - VA3 Didhen OF W=
s M S

%/' jACK K3m(>el( | 2 \%WJ,\W 2 R
i ,&,\C G_Jl/(;\ doun G Bacnor Y7 Sarspy Breoew T

guj%’] Do f‘ma\,Ua re Evett | 3‘\ mew%\v% Cd

5/{}/1)1/;/,1 : @Zh/ua/ _ TRISH BELLHER. Todnpy BReoK De.

Aetref), S

. Jl. s il R SKNNEL 27 GAI9EK LN,
CLaidl, ol 9 [l Poiit Peud

Jo



PETITION TO THE DURHAM PLANNING BOARD

January 2000

We, the undersigned residents of Durham who live outside the Faculty Neighborhood, express our
strong support for the Master Plan Steering Committee's vote to exclude Chesley Drive from further
study of a possible additional vehicular entrance and/or exit from the Mill Plaza.

As those who value the pedestrian nature of Durham's downtown know, the Chesley/Faculty footpaths
are a treasure enjoyed by residents of all parts of town. The woods and wetland surrounding the paths
provide a crucial buffer between the commercial core and Durham's largest downtown neighborhood, -
with its parks and scenic walking areas. As we walk from the Mill Plaza into the Chesley marsh, we
leave behind the asphalt of a large parking lot, and we escape the noises, glare, and fumes of cars
and stores. We enter a world of woods and wetland, of a winding brook and a wooden footbridge, of
intersecting paths where neighbors meet and talk. This area is one of the gems that has earned
Durham the dustlncnon of being "Tree City, USA." _
The College Brook greenway and the Chesley footpaths provide the best pedestnan access from the
center of town to the Mill Pond Park, the Smith Chapel Reservation, and the Oyster River Park. These
routes are popular with families, children, elderly, workers on lunch break, bird watchers, and nature
lovers. Walkers, joggers, bike riders, and rollerbladers frequent these paths and quiet streets. Th|s
area helps to make Durham a special place to live and work. :

The |dea of destroying the pedestrian character of this small nature preserve is not a new one. Maklng
- Chesley Drive a through street has been "studied" numerous times over the last 25 years. Each time it
has been overwhelmingly rejected for numerous good reasons. But every time the destruction of the -
Chesley marsh and footpaths has been "studied," the neighborhood and the other Durham. residents
who value this area have been thrown into months of anxiety and distress. Each previous "study" of _
Chesley - Drive has swallowed up the time and energy of hundreds of Durham residents. We are
pleased to see that the Master Plan Steering Committee has had the wisdom to fi inally put this
question to rest and to advocate the protection of the Chesley footpaths and the College Brook

- greenway (in Chapters 3 and 4, with consistent recommendation throughout the plan). We urge you

to accept and endorse this position regarding the preservation of one of the few remammg patches of
scenic wetland and forest in the heart of our downtown.
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PETITION TO THE DURHAM PLANNING BOARD

January 2000

We, the underSigned residents of Durham who live outside the Faculty Neighborhood, express our
strong support for the Master Plan Steering Committee's vote to exclude Chesley Drive from further
study of a possible additional vehicular entrance and/or ex1t from the Mill Plaza.

As those who value the pedestrian nature of Durham's downtown know, the Chesley/Faculty footpaths

are a treasure enjoyed by residents of all parts of town. The woods and wetland surrounding the paths

provide a crucial buffer between the commercial core and Durham's largest downtown neighborhood,
with its parks and scenic walking areas. As we walk from the Mill Plaza into the Chesley marsh, we

leave behind the asphalt of a large parking lot, and we escape the noises, glare, and fumes of cars

and stores. We enter a world of woods and wetland, of a winding brook and a wooden footbridge, of

intersecting paths where neighbors meet and talk. This area is one of the gems that has earned

Durham the distinction of being "Tree City, USA."

The College Brook greenway and the Chesley footpaths provide the best pedestrlan access from the
center of town to the Mill Pond Park, the Smith Chapel Reservation, and the Oyster River Park. These
routes are popular with families, children, elderly, workers on lunch break, bird watchers, and nature
lovers. Walkers, joggers, bike riders, and rollerbladers frequent these paths and quiet streets. This
area helps to make Durham a special place to live and work

The idea of destroying the pedestnan character of this small nature preserve is not a new one. Making
Chesley Drive a through street has been "studied" numerous times over the last 25 years. Each time it
has been overwhelmingly rejected for numerous good reasons. But every time the destruction of the
Chesley marsh and footpaths has been "studied," the neighborhood and the other Durham residents
_who value this area have béen thrown into months of anxiety and distress. Each previous "study" of
Chesley Drive has swallowed up the time-and energy of hundreds of Durham residents. We are
_pleased to see that the Master Plan Steering Committee has had the wisdom to finally put this |
question to rest and to advocate the protection of the Chesley footpaths and the College Brook
greenway (in Chapters 3 and 4, with consistent recommendation throughout the plan). We urge you
to accept and endorse this position regarding the preservation of one of the few remaining patches of
scenic wetland and forest in the heart of our downtown.

signature name ) address
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PETITION TO THE DURHAM PI__ANNING BOARD —

January 2000

- We, the unders:gned residents of Durham who live outside the Faculty Neighborhood, express our
strong support for the Master Plan Steering Committee's vote to exclude Chesley Drive from further
study of a possible additional vehicular entrance and/or exit from the Mill Plaza.

As those who value the pedestrian nature of Durham's downtown know, the Chesley/Faculty footpaths
are a treasure enjoyed by residents of all parts of town. The woods and wetland surrounding the paths
provide a crucial buffer between the commercial core and Durham's largest downtown neighborhood,

with its parks and scenic walking areas. As we walk from the Mill Plaza into the Chesley marsh, we
leave behind the asphalt of a large parking lot, and we escape the noises, glare, and fumes of cars
and stores. We enter a world of woods and wetland, of a winding brook and a wooden footbridge, of
intersecting paths where neighbors meet and talk. This area is one of the gems that has earned
Durham the d:stlnctlon of being "Tree City, USA."

- The College Brook greenway and the Chesley footpaths provide the best pedestnan access from the
center of town to the Mill Pond Park, the Smith Chapel Reservation, and the Oyster River Park. These
routes are popular with families, children, elderly, workers on lunch break, bird watchers, and nature
lovers. Walkers, joggers, bike riders, and rollerbladers frequent these paths and quiet streeis This
area helps to make Durham a special place to live and work.

The idea of destroying the pedestrian character of this small nature preserve is not a new one. Making
Chesley Drive a through street has been "studied" numerous times over the last 25 years. Each time it
has been overwhelmingly rejected for numerous good reasons. But every time the destruction of the
Chesley marsh and footpaths has been "studied," the neighborhood and the other Durham residents

_ who value this area have been thrown into months of anxiety and distress. Each-previous "study" of

- Chesley Drive has swallowed up the -time and erergy of hundreds of Durham residents. We are

* pleased to see that.the Master Plan Steerlng Committes “has had the wisdom- to ﬁnally put this

- question to rest-and to advocate the protection of the Chesley footpaths and the College Brook

- greenway (in Chapters 3 and 4, with consistent recommendation throughout the plan). We urge you
to accept and endorse this position regarding the preservation of one of the few remaining patches of
scenic wetland and forest in the heart of our downtown -

name address
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.PETITION TO THE DURHAM PLANNING BOARD

January 2000

We, the undersigned residents of Durham who live owtside the Faculty Neighborhood, express our
strong support for the Master Plan Steering Committee's vote to exclude Chesley Drive from further
study of a possible additional vehicular entrance and/or exit from the Mill Plaza. :

As those who value the pedestrian nature of Durham's downtown know, the Chesley/Faculty footpaths
are a treasure enjoyed by residents of all parts of town. The woods and wetland surrounding the paths
provide a crucial buffer between the commercial core and Durham's largest downtown neighborhood,
with its parks and scenic walking areas. As we walk from the Mill Plaza into the Chesley marsh, we
leave behind the asphalt of a large parking lot, and we escape the noises, glare, and fumes of cars
and stores. We enter a world of woods and wetland, of a winding brook and a wooden footbridge, of
intersecting paths where neighbors meet and talk. This area is one of the gems that has earned
Durham the distinction of being "Tree City, USA." '

The College Brook greenway and the Chesley footpaths provide the best pedestrian access from the

- center of town to the Mill Pond Park, the Smith Chapel Reservation, and the Oyster River Park. These
routes are popular with families, children, elderly, workers on lunch break, bird watchers, and nature
lovers. Walkers, joggers, bike riders, and rollerbladers frequent these paths and quiet streets. ThlS
area helps to make Durham a spec:al place to live and work

The |dea of destroylng the pedestrian character of this small nattre preserve is not a new one. Making
Chesley Drive a through street has been "studied" numerous times over the last 25 years. Each time it
has been overwhelmingly rejected for numerous good reasons. But every time the destruction of the
Chesley marsh and footpaths-has been "studied," the neighborhood and the other Durham residents
who value this area have been thrown into months of anxiety and distress. Each previous "study" of
Chesley Drive has swallowed up the time and energy of hundreds of Durham residents. We are -
pleased to see that the Master Plan Steering Committee has had the wisdom to finally put this
question to rest and to advocate the protection of the Chesley footpaths and the College Brook
greenway (in Chapters 3 and 4, with consistent recommendation throughout the plan). We urge you
to accept and endorse this position regarding the preservation of one of the few remaining patches of
scenic wetland and forest in the heart of our downtown.

si nature name .‘ address
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- Joshua Meyrowitz f i

Seven Chesley Drive LY
Durham, NH 03824-2702 USA |
(603) 868-5090 FAX: (603) 868-6123 5

"Lr’\f\if\g"z(z J{ib
T0WN OF L

‘ 5 January 2000
Neil Wylie, Chair ‘
Durham Planning Board

Dear Mr. Wylie:

I am pleased to write in support of the Master Plan’s recommendations in Chapters Three
and Four to protect the College Brook greenway and to preserve the pedestrian character of the
wooded wetland area that is nestled between the rear of the Mill Road Plaza and the residential
streets of Faculty Road and Chesley Drive.

These Master Plan recommendations rest on a strong historical foundation. At the Durham
Town Meeting in March 1974, Durham voters rejected a proposal put forward by Durham Selectmen to
extend Chesley Drive as a vehicular route to Mill Road. Instead, voters approved an amended proposal to
extend Chesley Drive only as a foot and bicycle path (Publick Occurrences, 3/15/74, p. 15) ‘ o

Over the last 25 years, the paths through the wooded wetland connecting Chesley Drive to the
shoppmg plaza and linking Faculty Road to the Chesley foot and bike path (via the small wooden bridge
over the College Brook) have become a heavily used and highly valued feature of the downtown. These
paths are traveled by foot, bike, rolllerblade, and stroller. They are used for pedestrian travel to and from:
the Mill Pond and are part ofa passive recreatlon loop through the Facuhy Nelghborhood ‘ :

A number of subsequent proposa]s to convert Chesley Drive to a through street for cars have been
rejected by voters (in the days of Town Meetings) and, more recently, by the Town Council. In January
1994, for example, the Town Council voted unanimously to reject a proposal to extend Chesley Drive as a
vehicular through street (Foster's, 1/11/94, p. 21), after the Red Tower Association and more than 220
Durham residents wrote letters, signed petitions, and attended meetings to oppose the extension of
Chesley Drive. The couricil even expressed its hope that this issue would never arise again.

For the Planning Board’s reference, I have enclosed some material from the last time the town
explored the Chesley issue. (This was right before my family moved into the neighborhood in mid-
1994, but I've drawn a small sample of material from the files of neighbors on other streets who were
- involved in the fight to preserve the Faculty~Chesley woods/wetland at that time. )

As the enclosed sample material indicates, thls issue has been extensxvely explored and
debated in the past. Indeed, several studies have been conducted over the last decade alone. The
~extension of Chesley Drive was studied as part of the 1990 zoning ordinance, but was rejected at
public hearings. Just a few years later, a study by the consulting firm Vanasse, Hangen, Brustlin, Inc.
concluded that extending Chesley. Drive would have negative environmental and neighborhood
impacts. The Town nevertheless decided to "study" the issue again in 1993 and 1994, which, after
drawing on the extensive time and input of hundreds of residents, eventually led to unanimous Town

Council rejection of the plan.

. I believe that the Master Plan Steering Committee correctly recognized that the key facts are
well known and don't need to be "studied” again: 1) Building a road through the small wooded
wetland at the end of Chesley Drive would be technically easier and less expensive than other
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Professor of Communication

Horton Social Science Center - C ( > )

University of New Hampshire - ' —— U—tne —

Durham, NH 03824-3586 USA DAy - - Nes
(603) 862-3031 (office & 24-hr. voice mail) 5

FAX: (603) 862-1913 o Raad L T Tt LB

E-Mail: joshua.meyrowitz@unh.edu : !

Ray Belles, Chair ‘ )
Durham Master Plan Steering Committee . ﬁw ‘.-p""’
14 Deer Meadow Road ' Mdteccc )l dove C,ON.,JL,\
Durham NH 03824 | Sleged oo s
| \
Dear Ray: : -

| thought you might be interested in seeing the enclosed material from the last time
the town explored extending Chesley Drive into the plaza. This was right before we
moved into the neighborhood (in 1994), and I've drawn a small sample of material
from the files of neighbors on other streets who were involved in the fight to preserve
the Faculty-Chesley woods/wetland at that time. ‘

As the enclosed sample material indicates, this issue has been extensively "studied"
and debated before. The 1992(?) study by the consulting firm Vanasse, Hangen, -
Brustlin, Inc. concluded that extending Chesley Drive would have negative
environmental and neighborhood impacts. The Town nevertheless decided to "study"
the issue again in 1993 and 1994, which, after drawing on the time and input of
hundreds of residents, eventually led to unanimous Town Council rejection of the
plan. '

| hope that the Steering Committee recognizes that the key facts are known and
don’t need to be "studied" again: 1) Building a road through the small wooded
wetland at the end of Chesley Drive will be technically easier and less expensive than
other potential additional entry points to the plaza; 2) a Chesley link to the plaza will
save a few minutes for those driving to the plaza from the Newmarket direction of
108 (including those coming from Durham Point Road); 3) A Chesley through street
will probably reduce some of the traffic on Faculty Road, at least in the short run, but
Faculty Road will still be heavily travelled, especially at commuter times; and 4)
residents of the greater Faculty Neighborhood (on Chesley, Mill Pond, Oyster River,
Burnham, Thompson, Magrath, Valentine Hill, Croghan, Hoitt, Garden, and Faculty)
are overwhelmingly opposed to the plan--as are many residents from other parts of
town. :
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The reasons for this’ opposition are clear even from the drafts of the Master Plan,
which express the importance of protecting "pocket neighborhoods," preserving and

+ enhancing the College Brook to Mill Pond greenway, maintaining and enhancing the

pedestrian nature of the downtown, preserving safe places for children and elderly to
walk, and encouraging passive recreation activities in town. The discussion of
creating a road through a wetland buffer between our neighborhood and the plaza
runs counter to all the these goals. :

Indeed, contrary to what one line in a Downtown Subcommittee draft suggested,
Chesley Drive itself is not a "pocket neighborhood." It is merely one street in the
Faculty Neighborhood, the largest pocket neighborhood in Durham. And if one
wants to appreciate why virtually all the residents in the Faculty Neighborhood are
passionately opposed to touching the woods and wetlands between Faculty Road,
Chesley Drive, and the plaza, the best place to start is on streets such as Faculty,
Burnham, and Thompson, rather than on Chesley Drive.

The Faculty Nelghborhood enjoys its proximity to the campus and plaza, but we also
suffer from it by way of downtown noise, lights, smells, traffic, and debris from the
plaza. Most.the streets in the development have small lots without much privacy from
the street or from each other. It may be difficult for those who live in some other
areas of town and have the benefit of space, green buffer zones, and quiet to realize
how much this neighborhood relies on the small wooded, wetland buffer that
provides some protection from the "commercial core." Most of the residents use the
path through the woods that starts at Faculty Road and Thompson Lane and winds
to the bridge over College Brook to meet the Chesley foot path. Indeed, many here
feel that the Chesley cul-de-sac is what creates the "pocket" that defines this as a
neighborhood, rather than simply a series of crowded house lots adjacent to the
campus and plaza. :

Chesley Drive is also used as a key pedestrian route to the Mill Pond area. And
given the town’s hunger for downtown parks, we should also keep in mind that
Margery Milne’s lot (which she willed to the town) begins at the mouth of Chesley
Drive. This is a stunning 2-acre lot fronting on College Brook, the Oyster River, and
the Mill Pond. In the future, even more than now, Chesley Drive will be seen as the
town’s pedestrian gateway to the Greater Mill Pond Park. (See enclosed map.)

For all these reasons, residents of the Faculty Neighborhood and many residents
from other parts of town will fight for preservation of this area.

It would be a shame for the Master Plan process to get bogged down in a renewal of
this debate. And it would be sad if the Steering Committee puts this neighborhood
through months of stress and ambiguity once again by suggesting “further study" of
this issue. Instead, | hope that the Steering Committee recommends protecting the
Faculty-Chesley woods and wetland and the pedestrian nature of this area. Many
towns have come to regret the destruction of areas such as this, and it would be a
pity for Durham to repeat those mistakes.

Best regards,

—N\ i\
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Py -~ TOWN OF DURHAM
: 15 NEWMARKET ROAD
DURHAM, NH 03824-2898
Tel: 603/8686-5571
Fax: 603/868-5572

N

September 27, 1993 W g_/c,_yg g{a//gfm

- T Nk I
Dear Faculfy Development/Red Tower Area Resident:

I am writing to request your feedback and input into a proposal Beincr considered by
the Town Council. The concept of extending Chesley Drive to connect to the Mill Road

- Plaza shopping center is being reviewed by the Town Council. Prior to making any decision

as to whether or not to move forward with the extension, The Councﬂ invites your
‘comments and suggestions in writing or at a public hearing scheduled for’,MONDAY
OCTOBER 4, 1993 AT 7:00 P.M. IN THE MULTIPURPOSE ROOM OF THE OYSTER
RIVER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL.

The concept of extending Chesley Drive to connect to the Mill Road Plaza has been
studied and discussed for a number of years. During the development of the recent traffic
and parking plan prepared for the Town and the University of New Hampshire by the
consulting firm of Vanasse, Hangen, Brustlin, Inc., the concept of the extension was again

eviewed for its merit as one element of a program to reduce traffic and parking problems
within the downtown area. It was the conclusion of VHB that the extension not be

R
recommended at this time due to the potential environmental and neighborhood impacts -

compared with the potential reduction in the traffic on Main Street.

During their review of the recommendations of the VHB plan, the Town Council
directed the Town staff 1o investigate further the potential environmental impacts and
construction costs of a Chesley Drive extension. The staff prepared prehmmarv cost
estimates and conducted preliminary research as tc what the pctential environmental
impacts might be. Based on this research, it appeared that the nnvuonmental impacts would
be relauvely minor and able to be mitigated. The staff also prepared cost estimates for a
full scale extension, including sidewalks, Mill Pond Road/Chesley Drive improvements,
improvements to the existing Chesley Drive and drainage improvements. In addition, the
staff was asked to prepare a cost estimate for a phased project, whereby a temporary

connection would be made and monitored over a time period. If it was deemed that the - .

- connection was beneficial, it would be 1mplemented in a permanent manner. If not, it

would be removed.

The Town Council is interested in your thoughts and views on this topic. While we

realize that this topic has come up on several occasions in the past, the Town is interested .
in making a final determination as to whether or not the project should go forward. The -
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Letter to Faculty Develop./Red Tower Residents
Re: ‘Proposed Chesley Drive Connector Road
September 217, 1993 Page 2

Council believes that the proposed extension could provide benefits to the overall traffic
flow pattern within the Town, but does not want to implement 2 solution that will unduly
impact any of our neighborhoods in an adverse manner.

We hope you can make the meeting on October 4, 1993. If not, or as a supplement
to any verbal comments, please feel free to respond in writing to the Town Administrator's
Office by October 13 1993. All written correspondence will be forwarded to the Town

Council.-

‘ Shouid youb-ha've qu"estionsb or like additional informé.tion please contact Rob
Houseman, Director of Planning and Zoning, Skip Grady, Director of Public Works, or me.
‘We welcome the opportumty to talk with you.

Thank you for your 1ntercst.
Smcerely, ' %@
rry Wood
: dministrator



January 7, 2000 l

!
To the Planning Board,‘Durham, NH or j i

To Whom it May Concern PLANNING, ZONING & CODE EN
Y N TOWN OF DUKHAM NIS ENF.

I have been a resident of Durham for 30 years, living on Burnham Avenue for the entire time. I
have had 4 children graduate from Oyster River High School. None of them ever rode a school
bus. I say all this because I believe I am reasonably qualified to offer my opinion on a subject
which may come before this body. On the whole I believe the Master Plan, a result of hard work,
is very good, but one thing bothers me . I understand there is still some mention of Chesley Drive
being made into a through street with the possibility of commercial building alongside College
Brook.

The houses in the Faculty and Red Tower areas are home to a great number of children. A stop
sign was installed at the intersection of Faculty Road and Thompson Lane to ensure the safety of
the children who cross the street there to continue through the path in the woods, across the
bridge over College Brook and on to school via the Chesley footpath. This is the shortest way to
school - children will find the shortest way - and in my mind the safest. Chesley is also. the safest
way ‘to get from the Church Hill Apartments to the shopping center, and many residents there
must walk as many are without automobiles. I can see no good reason to put these two age
groups in harm’s way for anyone’s monetary gain.

My second and even greater concern: the idea of having a shopping center’s traffic - or even a
percentage of it - emptying onto Mill Pond Road in the middle of an S-curve is insane. There is a
constant stream of traffic at both rush hours as almost half the world comes to and from UNH
through the Newmarket Road - Faculty Road corridor daily as it is. You think it is difficult

- getting out onto Mill Road; try getting off Mill Pond or onto it at 4 p.m. or 8 a.m.

Third but equally distressing is the idea of building along College Brook. There should be in place
a protection of green spaces and water already. How can you consider putting up commercial
buildings backing this area to say nothing of the abutters, who moved there in good faith. To do
this in order to line anyone’s pocket is unconscionable. I would like to strongly suggest that this
whole idea be permanently shelved.

Sincerely, -
Eta H. Hathor

Leta H. Flather

7 Burnham Ave

Durham, NH 03924
603-868-5178

¥



v o June 1999
PETITION

To the Durham Master Plan Steering Committee, Durham Town Council, and Durham Planning Board:

We, the undersigned property owners on and alongside FACULTY ROAD in Durham, are distressed to
hear that our claimed interests are being invoked by the Downtown and Commercial Core Subcommittee
of the Master Plan in a renewed discussion of making Chesley Drive a through street into the Mill Road
Plaza. We have not been consulted by this subcommittee, and our views are being misrepresented.

Although the traffic on Faculty Road might be slightly reduced as a result of an extension of Chesley
Drive, we are strongly opposed to making Chesley Drive a through street for cars.

We, along with the other residents of the larger Faculty Nelghborhood use and cherish the quiet foot
paths that run between Faculty Road, the Chesley foot path, and the rear of the plaza. Chesley Drive is
a key pedestrian link to the Mill Pond. It is also a key part of the Faculty Development walking/biking
passive recreation loop that connects the Faculty/Chesley woods paths, the Mill Pond, Smith Chapel
Reservation, the Oyster River Park (and then back agam through Garden Lane, Faculty Road, the foot
paths, and on and on). Indeed, the Chesley cul de sac is one of the key features that defines this whole
area as a "neighborhood" and that makes it a pleasant place to walk, rollerblade, and bicycle.

The Chesley cul de sac provides a safe and beautiful path for walking to shopping, the post office, and
the middle and high schools. The woods and wetland around College Brook-and the foot paths are places
that offer interaction with neighbors and quiet contemplation and apprematlon of birds and other wildlife.
These would be destroyed by making Chesley a through street, resulting in a decrease in property values
and in quality of life for the entire Faculty Neighborhood. Further, the entire town would lose a safe
pedestrian pathway from Mill Road, the plaza, and Main Street (via the Grange) to the Mill Pond park.

We urge you to drop consideration of this destructive plan and to recognize the history of strong
- community opposition to this idea whenever it has come up in the past. Indeed, we hope the Master Plan
will explicitly recommend protecting the entire College Brook Greenway, including the Chesley cul de sac.
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CHESLEY .XLS

NO BUILD/BUILD ANALYSIS -

CHESLEY DRIVE

Cursory Qualitative Traffic Analysis

2-way 1-way (in) |1-way (out) |[Emerg. ent.
A Rte 108/Mill Pnd Rd
1 N B, before NC NC NC . NC
2 N B, left turn, Mill Pnd I* I* NC NC
2 S B, right turn, Mill Pond I* I* NC NC
1 S B, after NC NC T NC
B Rte 108/ Main St
1 N B, before R R I* NC
2 N B, left turn onto Main R R NC NC
3 N B, after : NC NC NC NC
3 S B, before NC NC NC NC
2 S B, right turn, Main st R R NC NC
1 S B, after | | NC NC
C Main St/Madbury Rd
1 W B, before R R NC NC
2 E B, straight thru } R NC R NC
3 E B, left turn, Madbury R NC R NC
D Madbury/Pette Brook
1 N B, thru NC NC NC NC
2 N b, left turn, Pette Brook R R NC NC
E Pette Brook/Main St
1 W B, right turn, Main St NC NC NC NC
2 W B, left turn, Main St R R NC NC
F Main St/ Mill Rd
1 E B, before R R NC NC
2 E B, right turn, Mill Rd R* R* NC NC
3 E B, after R R NC NC
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CHESLEY.XLS

G Mill Rd/Plaza entrance
1 N B, before R R NC NC
2 N B, right turn, Plaza R* R NC NC
3 N B, after R* NC R NC
3 S B, Before R* R* NC NC
2 S B, left turn, Plaza R* R* NC NC
1 S B, after R NC R NC
H Mill Rd/Faculty Rd
1 S B, left turn, Faculty R NC R NC
2 S B, after NC NC NC NC
2 N B, right turn, Faculty NC NC NC NC
1 N B, before - NC NC NC NC
| Facuity/Mill Pond Rd
1 E B, right turn, Mill Pond R* NC NC NC
2 E B, before R NC R NC
3 . |E B, left turn, Mill Pond R NC R NC
3 W B, right turn, Faculty R* R* NC NC
2 W B, thru NC NC NC NC
J Mill Pond/Chesley Drive
1 W B, before I* I* NC NC
2 W B, right turn, Chesley I* I* NC NC
3 W B, after R* R* NC NC
3 E B, before R NC NC NC
2 E B, left turn, Chesley | | NC NC
1 E B, after I* R * NC
NC = LITTLE OR NO CHANGE (anticipated) E B = EAST BOUND
I = INCREASE (anticipated) W B = WEST BOUND
"|IR = REDUCTION (anticipated) S B = SOUTH BOUND

* = SIGNIFICANT CHANGE IN VOLUME (anticipated)

NB = NORTH BOUND
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SITE CODE : 72133900 STRAFFORD REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION
: ILE: SRPC#600

LOCATION : Mill Plaza Entrance
CITY/TOWN : Durham
NODE A/B : Mill/Mill Plaza ATE: 10/25/93
TIME MONDAY 25 TUESDAY 26 WEDNESDAY 27  THURSDAY 28 FRIDAY 29 WEEK AVERAGE
BEGIN XXXX EXIT XXXX EXIT XXXX EXIT XXXX EXIT XXXX EXIT XXXX EXIT
12:00 AM * * 0 22 0 32 0 31 0 30 0 19
1:00 * * 0 10 0 15 0 11 0 33 0 11
2:00 * * 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 1 0 2
3:00 * * 0 3 0 2 0 -] 0 3 0 2
4:00 * * 0 9 0 5 0 8 0 9 0 5
5:00 * * 0 4 0 9 0 5 0 17 0 5
6:00 * * . 0 26 0 65 0 64 0 21 0 29
7:00 * * 0 133 0 211 0 2% 0 143 0 130
8:00 * * 0 316 0 305 0 303 0 328 0 208
9:00 * * 0 378 0 367 0 448 0 499 0 282
10:00 * * 0 386 0 412 0 445 0 202 0 240
11:00 * * 0 466 9 454 0 523 0 0 1 240
12:00 PM * * 0 497 - 0 490 0 6408 0 0 0 265
1:00 * * 0 448 0 418 0 435 0 0 0 216
'2:00 * * 0 423 0 400 0 461 0 0 0 214
3:00 0 414 0 516 0 437 0 479 0 0 0 263
4:00 0 553 0 575 0 590 0 581 0 0 0 328
5:00 0 512 0 485 0 446 0 527 0 0 0 281
6:00 0 399 0 385 0 408 0 396 0 0 0 226
7:00 0 258 0 259 0 306 0 310 0 0 0 161
8:00 0 172 0 187 0 148 0 216 0 0 0 103
9:00 0 80 0 89 0 92 0 80 0 0 0 48
10:00 0 36 0 51 0 57 0 57 0 0 0 28
11:00 0 26 0 35 0 42 0 31 0 0 0 19
TOTALS 0 2450 0 5703 9 5712 0 6322 0 1296 0 0 0 0 1 3325
COMBINED TOTALS
12:00 AM * 22 32 31 30 0 0 19
1:00 * 10 15 11 33 0 0 11
2:00 * 0 1 3 11 0 0 2
3:00 * 3 6 3 0 0 2
4:00 * 9 5 8 9 0 0 5
5:00 * 4 9 5 17 0 0 5
- 6:00 * 26 65 64 21 0 0 29
7:00 * 133 211 294 143 0 0 130
8:00 * 316 305 303 323 0 0 208
9:00 * 378 367 448 499 0 0 282
10:00 * 386 412 445 202 0 0 240
11:00 * 466 463 523 0 0 0 241
12:00 PM * 497 490 608 0 0 0 265
1:00 * 448 418 435 0 0 0 216
2:00 * 423 400 461 0 0 0 214
3:00 414 516 437 479 0 0 0 263
4:00 553 575 590 581 0 0 0 328
5:00 512 ' 485 446 527 0 0 0 281
6:00 399 385 - 408 396 0 0 0 226
7:00 258 259 306 310 0 0 0 161
8:00 172 187 148 216 0 0 0 103
9:00 80 89 - 92 80 0 0 0 48
10:00 36 51 57 57 0 0 0 28
11:00 26 35 42 31 0 0 0 19

..................................................................................................................................



SITE CODE : 72133900 STRAFFORD REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION PAGE: 1
LOCATION : Mill Plaza Entrance ) FILE: SRPC#600
CITY/TOWN : Durham )

NODE A/B : Mill/Mill Plaza DATE: 10/25/93
TIME MONDAY-25 : XXXX EXIT COMBINED TUESDAY-26 :  XXXX EXIT COMBINED
BEGIN AM  PM AM  PM AM  PM AM  PM AM  PM AM  PM
12:00 * * * * * * 0 0 9 146 9 146
12:15 * * * * * * 0 0 & 142 4 142
12:30 * * * * * * 0 0 8 101 8 101
12:45 * * * * * * 0 0 1 108 1 108
1:00 * o * * * * 0 0 5 93 5 93
1:15 *  x * * * * 0 0 3 118 3 118
1:30 * * * * * * 0 0 2 119 2 119
1:45 * * * * * * 0 0 o 118 0 118
2:00 * * * * * * 0 0 0 88 0 88
2:15 * * * * * * 0 0 0 113 o 113
2:30 * 0 * 34 * 34 0 0 0 101 0 101
2:45 * 0 * 107 * 107 0 ()} 0 121 0 121
3:00 * 0 * 95 * 95 0 0 1 118 1 118
3:15 * 0 * 9% * 9% 0 0 0 131 o 131
3:30 * 0 * 121 * 121 0 0 0 140 0 140
3:45 * 0 * 104 * 104 0 0 2 127 2 127
4:00 * 0 * 110 * 110 0 0 0 142 0 142
4215 * 0 * 161 * 161 0 0 2 118 2 118
4:30 * 0 * 137 * 137 0 0 0 143 0 . 143
4145 * 0 * 145 * 145 0 0 7 172 71
5:00 * 0 * 129 * 129 0 0 1110 1 110
5:15 * 0 * 114 * 114 0 0 0 129 0 129
5:30 * 0 * 141 * 141 0 0 1 126 1 126
5:45 * 0 * 128 * 128 0 0 2 120 2 120
6:00 * * 99 * 99 0 0 3126 3 126
6:15 * 0 * 131 * 131 0 0 6 91 6 9N
6:30 * 0 * 97 * 97 0 0 6 85 6 8
6:45 * 0 * 72 * 72 0 0 11 83 1 83
7:00 * 0 * 86 * 86 0 0 24 63 2 63
7:15 * 0 * 68 * 68 0 0 26 58 26 58
7:30 * 0 * 50" * 50 0 0 35 83 35 83
7:45 * 0 * 54 * 54 0 0 48 55 48 55
8:00 * 0 * 58 * 58 0 0 76 51 76 51
8:15 * 0 * 36 * 36 0 0 69 47 69 47
8:30 * 0 * 43 * 43 0 0 70 43 70 43
8:45 * 0 * 35 * 35 0 0 101 46 101 46
9:00 * 0 * 26 * 26 0 0 71 40 71 40
9:15 * 0 * 20 * 20 0 0 93 13 93 13
9:30 * 0 * 14 * 14 0 0 9% 18 9% 18
9:45 * 0 * 20 * 20 0 0 120 18 120 .18
10:00 * 0 * 8 * 8 . 0 0 88 16 88 16
10:15 * 0 * 12 * 12 0 0 8 13 8 13
10:30 * 0 * 8 * 8 0 0 114 4 114 4
10:45 * 0 * 8 * 8 0 0 98 - 18 98 18
11:00 * 0 * 4 * 4 0 0 127 8 127 8
11:15 * 0 * 1 * 1 0 0 131 11 131 1N
11:30 * 0 * 7 * 7 0 0 109 14 109 14
11:45 * 0 * 4 * 4 0 0 99 2 99 2
TOTALS * 0 * 2591 * 2591 0 0 1753 3950 1753 3950
JAY TOTALS * 2591 2591 . * 5703 5703

§ TOTAL * .9 *  %100.0 0 0 %100.0%100.0

JEAK HOUR * * * 415 * 4315 * * 10:30 4:00  10:30 4:00
IOLUME * * * 572 * 572 * x 470 575 470 575

'WH.F. * * * 0.89 * 0.89 * * 0.90 0.84 0.90 0.84



72133900

Mill plaza Entrance
Durham

Mill/Mill Plaza

SITE CODE :
LOCATION :
CITY/TOWN :
NODE A/B :

..................................................................................................................................

WEDNESDAY-27 : XXXX

PM

TIME
BEGIN

z

TOTALS 9 0
DAY TOTALS 9
% TOTAL

PEAK HOUR *
VOLUME » * o
P.H.F. * o

STRAFFORD REGIONAL PLANNIﬁG COMMISSION

EXIT COMBINED THURSDAY-28 :

AM  PM AM  PM

9 119 9 119

8 141 8 141

10 131 10 131

5 99 5 99

7 8 7 8

8 110 8 110

o 11 o 1M

0 108 0 108

1 95 1 95

0 112 0 112

0 70 o 70

0 123 0 123

0 % 0 %

0 101 0 101

0 119 0 119

2 123 2 123

0 17 IRV

2 163 2 163

0 136 0 136

3 7% 3 17%

1 137 1137

2 105 2 105

2 ot 2 9

4 113 4 113

6 108 6 108

1% 106 1% 106

15 95 15 95

30 % 0 0w

38 112 38 112

42 60 42 60

6 73 60 73

62 61 62 61

7 44 7 4

52 75 29

49 43 49 43

104 32 104 32

109 17 109 17

87 25 87 25

72 3 72 23

9 27 99 27

11115 111 15

91 1" 91 1

89 18 8 18

121 13 121 13

111 10 11110

111 10 120 10

113 18 113 18

119 4 19 4

1878 383 1887 3834
5712 5721

99.5 %100.0

10:45 4:15  10:45 4:15

456 610 465 610

0.94 0.8  0.96 0.88

EXIT
AM  PM
8 159
5 147
13 156
5 146
8 80
3112
0 112
0 13
2 123
1 109
0 128
0 101
2 121
0 115
2 127
2 116
0 150
2 1N
5 151
1149
1 149
0 147
0 109
4 122
5 101
5 122
2 91
30 8
61 92
61 65
7 8
95 67
78 51
72 59
82 48
71 58
01 20
109 25
120 15
118 20
98 20
93 20
121 9
133 8
136 10
127 6
19 10
141 5
2141 4181
6322

%100.0%100.0

11:00 12:00
523 608
0.93 0.96

PAGE: 2
FILE: SRPC#500

DATE: 10/27/93
COMBINED
AM  PM
8 159
5 147
13 156
5 146
8 80
3 112
0 112
0 131
2 123
1109
0 128
0 101
2 121
0 115
2 127
2 116
0 150
2 1A
5 151
1149
1149
0 147
0 109
4 122
5 101
5 122
26 91
30 8
61 92
61 65
77 86
95 67
78 51
72 59
82 48
71 58
101 20
109 25
120 15
118 20
98 20
93 20
121 9
133 8
136 10
127 6
19 10
141 5
2141 4181
6322

11:00 12:00
523 608
0.93 0.96



3

PAGE:
FILE

STRAFFORD REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

1 72133900

SITE CODE
LOCATION

SRPC#500

Mill Plaza Entrance

Durham
: Mill/Mill Plaza

CITY/TOWN
NODE A/B

DATE: 10/29/93

R R R R Rl e R E R T N g S

COMBINED

AM

EXIT

XXXX

SATURDAY-30 :

COMBINED

XXXX EXIT

FRIDAY-29 :

TIME
BEGIN

PM PM

PM

AM

PM

PM

PM

- AM

00
15
30
45
15
1:30
1:45

2

12:
12:
12:
12:
00
:00
2:15
2:30
2:45
00
3:15
:30
3:45
4:00
4:15
4:30
4145
5:00
5:15
5:30 .
5:45
6:00
6:15
6:30
6:45
7:00
7:15
7:30
7

31

31

36
40

36
40

36
69

36
69
60

45

8:00
8:15

8

60

79
120

30

120

8:45
9:00

9

140
114

140

15
30
9:45

M4
116
129
119

116
129
119

00
2:15

)

83

83

:30
J:45
[:00
1:15
=30
|:45

1296 0 1296 0

0

ITALS

1296

1296

%100.0

\Y TOTALS
TOTAL

0

0

00
499

0.89

9:00
499

0.89

AK HOUR
ILUME

H.F.



72133902 STRAFFORD REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION PAGE: 1

SITE CODE :
LOCATION : Mill Rd W of Mill Plaza entran . FILE: SRPC#01
CITY/TOWN : Durham
NODE A/B : Main/Faculty DATE: 10/25/93
TIME MONDAY 25 TUESDAY 26 WEDNESDAY 27  THURSDAY 28 FRIDAY 29 .SATURDAY 30 "SUNDAY 31 WEEK AVERAGE
BEGIN -EB- -WB- -EB- -WB- -EB- -WB- -EB- -WB- -EB- -WB- -EB- -WB- -EB- -WB- -EB- -WB-
12:00 AM * * 56 38 44 36 43 45 64 71 0 0 0 0 34 31
1:00 * * 26 23 20 19 19 27 33 48 0 0 0 0 16 19
2:00 * * 10 9 , 4 2 13 8 15 15 0 0 0 0 7 5
3:00 * * 6 5 5 1 -8 7 8 8 0 0 0 0 4 3
4:00 * * 2 3 4 2 5 7 3 9 0 0 0 0 2 3
5:00 * * 22 15 22 1 21 6 28 15 0 0 0 0 15 7
6:00 * * 59 36 73 40 73 31 51 48 0 0 0 0 42 25
7:00 * * 297 220 290 228 285 227 277 208 0 0 0 0 191 147
8:00 * * 233 242 261 234 267 232 265 245 0 0 1] 0 171 158
9:00 * * 270 229 291 252 299 272 309 233 0 0 0 0 194 164
10:00 * * 217 21 252 241 296 247 1946 151 0 0 0 0 159 141
11:00 * * 317 203 290 219 307 224 0 1 0 0 0 0 152 107
12:00 PM * * 319 242 341 298 352 272 0 0 0 0 ‘0 0 168 135
1:00 * * 300 269 339 273 284 264 0 0 0 0 0 0 153 134
2:00 * * 298 257 318 302 345 261 0 0 0 0 0 0 160 136
3:00 351 281 393 352 382 346 389 353 0 0 0 0 0 0 216 190
4:00 415 346 438 324 453 352 416 338 0 0 0 0 0 0 246 194
5:00 - 383 342 432 407 433 322 473 404 0 0 0 0 0 0 245 210
6:00 326 311 345 312 400 318 387 287 0 0 0 0 0 0 208 175
7:00 257 203 250 209 277 219 263 229 0 0 0 .0 0 0 149 122
8:00 238 179 263 196 216 165 265 183 0 0 0 0 0 0 140 103
9:00 212 158 207 163 184 150 173 175 0 0 0 0 0 0 110 92
10:00 135 104 121 96 126 124 108 109 0 0 0 0 0 0 69 61
11:00 82 74 75 60 85 80 78 93 0 0 0 0 0 0 45 43
TOTALS 2399 1998 4956 4121 5108 4234 5169 4301 1247 1052 0 0 0 0 2896 2405
COMBINED TOTALS
12:00 AM * 94 80 88 135 0 0 65
1:00 * 49 39 46 81 0 0 35
2:00 * 19 6 21 30 0 0 12
3:00 * 1 6 15 16 0 0 7
4:00 * 5 6 12 12 0 0 5
5:00 * 37 33 27 43 0 0 22
6:00 * 95 13 104 99 0 0 67
7:00 * 517 518 512 485 0 0 338
8:00 * 475 495 499 510 0 0 329
9:00 * 499 543 571 542 0 0 358
10:00 * 428 493 543 345 0 0 300
11:00 * 520 509 - 531 1 0 0 259
12:00 PM * 561 639 624 0 0 0 303
1:00 * 569 612 548 0 0 0 287
2:00 * 555 620 D 606 0 0 0 296
3:00 632 745 728 742 0 0 0 406
4:00 761 762 805 754 0 0 0 440
5:00 725 839 755 877 0 0 [¢] 455
6:00 637 657 718 674 0 0 0 383
7:00 460 : 459 ‘ 496 492 0 0 0 271
8:00 417 459 381 448 0 0 1] 243
9:00 370 370 334 348 0 0 0 202
10:00 239 217 248 217 0 0 0 130
11:00 156 135 165 171 0 0 0 88

e i i i e RPN



STRAFFORD REGIONAL PLANNING COMMI§$ION

PAGE:

1
FILE: SRPC#601

DATE: 10/25/93

..................................................................................................................................

..................................................................................................................................

....................................................................................................................

SITE CODE : 72133902

LOCATION : Mill Rd W of Mill Plaza entran
CITY/TOWN : Durham

NODE A/B : Main/Faculty

TIME MONDAY-25 : -EB- -WB-
BEGIN AM PM AM PM
12:00 * * * *
12:15 * * * *
12:30 * * * *
12:45 * * * *
1:00 * * * %
1:15 * * * %*
1:30 * * % *
1:45 %* %* * %*
2:00 * * * *
2:15 * % * *
2:30 * 28 * 28
2:45 * 9 * 74
3:00 * 78 * 7
3:15 * 86 * 69
3:30 * 90 * 61
3:45 * 97 * 80
4:00 * 94 * 76
4:15 * 96 * 83
4:30 * 123 * 9%
4:45 * 102 * 93
5:00 * 89 * 67
5:15 * 105 * 93
5:30 * 83 * 89
5:45 * 106 * 93
6:00 * 107 - * 91
6:15 * 7 * 73
6:30 * 68 * 69
6:45 * 80 * 78
7:00 * 9 * 56
7:15 * 54 * 57
7:30 * 56 * 48
7:45 * 51 * 42
8:00 * 53 * 41
8:15 * 80 * 49
8:30 * 53 * 41
8:45 * 52 * 48
9:00 * 78 * 47
9:15 * 56 * 37
9:30 * 46 * 37
9:45 * 32 * 37
10:00 * 40 * 27
10:15 * 36 bl 31
10:30 * 33 * 16
10:45 * 26 * 30
[1:00 * 22 * 22
11:15 * 25 * 15
11:30 * 22 * 26
[1:45 * 13 * 11
OTALS * 2506 * 2100
'AY TOTALS 2506 2100

y TOTAL * 54,4 * 45.6
EAK HOUR * 4:30 * 5:15
OLUME * 419 366
LH.F. *  0.85 * 0.98

* % % % & % 4 % * #

w
o

*
*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

* 153
* 149
* 155
* 13
* 177
* 170
* 179
* 217
* 195
* 156
* 198
* 172
* 199
* 198
* 144
* 137
* 158
* 152
* m
* 104
* 93
* 94
* 129
* 94
* 100
* 125
*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

*

AM  PM
20 76
1% 7
1% 108

8 61
7 7%
8 65
6 T2
5 87
5 99
A ¢
17N
0 57
1 78
1 110
3 125
1 80
0 9
2 9
0 125
0 125
2 131
3 09
7 102
10 100
9 82
10 66
13 93
27 104
50 88
66 61
78 56
103 45
65 82
58 51
57 68
53 62
65 61
61 52
79 59
65 35
45 36
60 31
54 26
58 28
100 19
65 25
68 20
8 11
1515 3441
4956
55.1 54.4
11:00 4:30
317 480
0.79 0.92

-UB.
AM PM
8 59
12 68
10 63
8 52
5 59
5 56
8 66
5 88
6 80
0 53
1 61
2 63
2 76
2 101
1 92
0o 83
0o 8
I 4
2 7
1 9%
3 9N
1 10
4 107
7 108
2 9N
8 63
% 65
12 93
20 66
41 40
66 41
93 62
67 67
52 39
62 42
61 48
62 43
55 37
57 42
55 41
3% 29
57 20
53 28
67 19
65 17
41 20
41 1"
56 12
1234 2887
4121
 44.9 45.6
7:30 5:00
278 407
0.75 0.94

COMBINED
AM PM
28 135
26 142
2% 171
16 113
12 135
13 121
1% 138
10 175
11179
4 124
2 132
2 120
3 154
3 2n
4 217
1 163
0o 178
2 169
2 19
1219
5 222
4 200
11 209
17 208
11173
18 129
27 158
39 197
70 154
107 101
144 97
196 107
132 149
110 90
119 110
114 110
127 104
116 8
136 101
120 76
79 65
117 51
107 5S4
125 . 47
165 36
106 45
109 31
140 23
2749 6328
9077
7:30 4245
582 850
0.7 0.9



SITE CODE : 72133902 STRAFFORD REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION PAGE: 2
LOCATION : Mill Rd W of Mill Plaza entran . . FILE: SRPC#601
CITY/TOWN : Durham
NODE A/B : Main/Faculty DATE: 10/27/93
TIME WEDNESDAY-27 : -EB- -WB- COMBINED THURSDAY-28 : -EB- -WB- COMBINED
BEGIN AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM
12:00 12 124 10 74 22 198 16 85 15 70 31 155
12:15 9 57 8 65 17 122 7 81 15 70 2 151
12:30 13 76 9 61 2 137 9 113 12 60 21 173
12:45 10 84 9 98 19 182 1" 3 3 72 14 145
1:00 8 113 8 7 16 184 6 59 11 58 17 117
1:15 4 61 3 62 7 123 3 66 5 62 8 128
1:30 ) 7 5 63 11 140 6 75 7 56 13 13
1:45 2 88 3 77 5 165 4 84 4 88 8 172
2:00 1 100 0 67 1 167 6 101 3 80 9 181
2:15 0 3 0 ‘55 0 128 4 90 2 60 6 150
2:30 2 .63 0o 73 2 136 2 78 1 57 3 135
2:45 1 82 2 107 3 189 1 76 2 64 3 140
3:00 2 108 1 82 3 190 3 72 3 64 6 136
3:15 1 100 0 94 1 194 2 96 0 99 2 195
3:30 2 88 0 79 2 167 3 12 3 112 6 233
3:45 0 85 0 91 0 177 0 100 1 78 1 178
4:00 1 107 0 89 1 196 0 78 2 80 2 158
4:15 1 118 0 89 1207 3 105 1 77 4 182
4:30 0 113 0 89 0 202 0 109 2 86 2 195
4:45 2 115 2 85 4 200 2 124 2 95 4 219
5:00 2 112 2 71 4 183 2 158 1 93 3 251
5:15 4 101 2 . 76 6 177 0 102 1 94 1 196
5:30 9 112 1 88 10 200 11 103 0 15 11 218
5:45 7 108 6 87 13 195 8 110 4 102 12 212
6:00 : 11 M 4 78 15 189 8 90 3 72 11 162
6:15 13 107 ] 80 19 187 14 89 6 69 20 158
6:30 19 104 14 67 3 17 23 101 13 78 36 179
6:45 30 78 16 93 46 171 28 107 9 68 37 175
7:00 A 70 19 69 63 139 38 89 17 73 55 162
7:15 67 56 39 45 106 101 69 68 31 60 100 128
7:30 78 7 - 76 51 154 127 70 59 70 46 140 105
7:454 101 75 94 54 195 129 108 47 109 50 217 97
8:00 64 59 49 39 113 98 - 81 64 81 39 162 103
8:15 : 51 40 56 40 107 80 53 53 40 50 93 103
8:30 62 59 51 33 113 92 63 78 56 41 119 119
8:45 84 58 78 53 162 111 : 70 70 55 53 125 123
9:00 . 104 73 84 45 188 118 68 49 68 50 136 99
9:15 58 44 48 38 106 82 75 37 75 41 150 78
9:30 50 36 44 33 94 69 91 47 81 33 172 80
9:45 79 31 76 34 155 65 65 40 48 51 113 91
10:00 88 34 63 39 151 73 55 39 45 30 100 69
10:15 61 34 62 23 123 57 55 26 55 37 110 63
10:30 49 34 50 27 99 61 98 24 58 19 156 43
10:45 54 22 66 35 120 57 88 19 89 23 177 42
11:00 85 26 52 23 137 49 92 27 57 23 149 50
11:15 58 21 55 18 113 39 68 17 47 32 115 49
11:30 67 18 59 20 126 38 74 16 56 17 130 33
|1:45 80 20 53 19 133 39 73 18 64 21 137 39
"OTALS 1556 3552 1285 2949 2841 6501 1636 3533 1333 2968 2969 6501
JAY TOTALS 5108 4234 9342 5169 4301 9470
; TOTAL 54.8 54.6 45.2 45.4 55.1 54.3 44.9 45.7
'EAK HOUR 7:15 4:15 7:30 2:45 8:15 4:00 10:30 4:15 7:30 5:00 7:15 4:45
'OLUME . 310 458 275 362 570 805 346 496 300 404 619 884

H.F. 0.77 0.97 0.73 0.85 0.76 0.97 0.88 0.78 0.69 0.88 0.71 0.88



SITE CODE : 72133902 STRAFFORD REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION PAGE: 3
LOCATION : Mill Rd W of Mill Plaza entran ' : FILE: SRPC#601
CITY/TOWN : Durham .
NODE A/B : Main/Faculty DATE: 10/29/93
TIME FRIDAY-29 : -EB- -WB- COMBINED SATURDAY-30 :  -EB- -WB- COMBINED
BEGIN AM  PM AM  PM AM  PM AM  PM AM  PM AM  PM
12:00 1 0 24 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:15 18 0 18 0 36 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:30 16 0 14 0 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:45 19 0 15 0 34 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0
1:00 10 0 10 0 20 0 0 0 6 0 0 0
1:15 8 0 13 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:30 8 0 17 0 25 0 0 0 (] 0 0 0
1:45 7 0 8 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0
2:00 4 0 5 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:15 8 0 5 0 13 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0
2:30 2 0 1 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 o o
2:45 1 0 4 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:00 2 0 4 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:15 2 0 2 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:30 4 ] 2 ] 6 ] ] 0 0 0 0 ]
3:45 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:00 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4215 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 (i} 0 0
4:30 1 ] 5 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:45 1 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:00 1 0 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:15 6 ] 3 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:30 6 0 3 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:45 15 0 6 (] 21 i} 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:00 10 0 2 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:15 13 0 8 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:30 12 0 24 0 36 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:45 16 0 14 0 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:00 42 0 18 0 60 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:15 56 0 40 0 96 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:30 79 0 66 0 145 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:45 100 0 84 0 184 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:00 60 0 55 0 115 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:15 51 0 44 0 95 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:30 72 0 68 0 140 0 0 0 0 ) 0 0
8:45 82 0 78 0 160 0 0 0 0 (] 0 0
9:00 104 0 74 0 178 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9:15 65 ) 55 0 120 0 0 0 0 0 6 0
9:30 52 0 42 0 94 0 ] 0 ] 0 0 0
9:45 88 0 62 0 150 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:00 85 0 64 0 149 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:15 69 0 61 0 130 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:30 40 0 26 0 66 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:45 ] 0 0 ] © 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:00 0 0 0 0 0 i} 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:30 0 0 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:45 0 0 0 0. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTALS 1247 0 1052 0 2299 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
DAY TOTALS 1247 1052 2299 * * *
% TOTAL 54.2 0 . 45.8 0 0 0 0 0
PEAK HOUR 8:30  * 8:30  * 8:30 * x * * * * *
VOLUME 323 * 275 * 508  * * * * * * *
* *

P.H.F. 0.78 * 0.88 * 0.84 * * * * *



SITE CODE : 72133904 STRAFFORD REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION PAGE: 1
LOCATION : Mill Rd W of Faculty Rd. ' o FILE: SRPC#600
CITY/TOWN : Durham
NODE A/B : Faculty/Lee T/L DATE: 10/25/93
TIME MONDAY 25 TUESDAY 26 WEDNESDAY 27  THURSDAY 28 FRIDAY 29 SATURDAY 30 SUNDAY 31 WEEK AVERAGE
BEGIN -EB- -WB- -EB- -WB- -EB- -WB- -EB- -WB- -EB- -WB- -EB- -WB- -EB- -WB- -EB- -WB- -
12:00 AM * * 59 36 39 35 46 43 60 59 0 0 0 0 3 28
1:00 * * 26 20 2 15 19 23 36 49 0 0 0 0 17 17
2:00 * * 13 10 3 4 16 9 16 16 0 0 0 0 8 6
3:00 * * 5 4 6 1 9 8 7 9 0 0 0 0 4 3
4:00 * * 3 2 4 2 3 6 4 6 0 0 0 0 2 2
5:00 * * 15 12 16 10 19 10 19 12 0 0 () 0 1 7
6:00 * * 39 35 4 38 56 30 42 43 0 0 0 0 29 2%
7:00 * * 193 281 182 299 . 154 280 . 166 251 0 0 0 0 115 185
8:00 * * 182 318 176 300 219 311 210 31 0 0 0 0 131 206
9:00 * * 216 - 262 . 247 284 246 305 239 27 0 0 0 0 158 187
10:00 * * 169 202 205 247 206 234 223 228 0 0 0 0 133 151
11:00 * * 249 231 232 227 263 237 1 0 0 0 0 0 126 115
12:00 PM * * 274 - 253 291 307 287 278 0 0 0 0 0 0 1%2 139
1:00 * * 227 263 274 267 210 282 0 0 0 0 0 0 118 135
2:00 276 280 266 268 291 294 289 273 0 0 0 0 0 0 160 159
3:00 300 282 315 351 326 364 335 348 0 0 0 0 0 0 182 192
4:00 374 345 375 333 409 358 350 332 0 0 0 0 0 ) 215 195
5:00 337 335 417 -39 361 341 440 420 0 0 0 0 0 0 222 212
6:00 277 320 280 330 349 330 338 313 0 0 0 0 0 0 177 184
7:00 236 233 250 236 261 243 262 231 0 0 0 0 0 0 %46 134
8:00 227 158 239 186 -~ 214 - 184 247 175 0 0 0 0 0 0 132 100
9:00 218 157 226 161 187 165 179 176 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 9%
10:00 135 116 120 99 15 113 13 114 0 0 0 0 0 0 69 63
11:00 80 .76 7 60 75 81 68 89 0 0 0 0 0 0 42 43
TOTALS 2660 2302 4235 4347 4323 4509 4374 4527 1023 1255 0 0 0 0 2484 2581
COMBINED TOTALS
12:00 AM * 95 7% 89 119 0 0 62
1:00 * 46 37 42 85 0 0 34
2:00 * 23 7 25 32 0 i} 14
3:00 * 9 7 17 16 0 0 7
4:00 * 5 6 9 10 0 0 4
5:00 * 27 26 29 31 0 0 18
6:00 * T 78 86 85 0 0 53
7:00 * 474 481 434 417 0 0 300
8:00 * 500 476 530 521 0 0 337
9:00 * 478 531 551 510 0 0. 345
10:00 * 371 452 440 451 0 0 284
11:00 * 480 459 500 1 0 0 239
12:00 PM * 527 598 565 0 0 0 281
1:00 * 490 541 492 0 0 0 253
2:00 556 534 585 ° 562 0 0 0 319
3:00 582 666 688 683 0 0 0 374
4:00 719 708 767 682 0 0 0 410
5:00 672 811 702 860 0 0 0 434
6:00 597 610 679 651 0 0 0 361
7:00 469 486 504 493 0 0 0 278
8:00 385 425 398 422 0 0 0 232
9:00 375 387 352 355 0 0 0 209
10:00 251 219 228 227 0 0 0 132
11:00 156 137 156 157 0 0 0 85

...........................................................................................................................



72133904 STRAFFORD REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION PAGE: 1

SITE CODE :
LOCATION : Mill Rd W of Faculty Rd. : FILE: SRPC#500
CITY/TOWN : Durham T
NODE A/B : Faculty/Lee T/L ) - DATE: 10/25/93
TIME MONDAY-25 : -EB- -WB- COMBINED TUESDAY-26 : -EB- -WB- COMBINED
BEGIN AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM AM PM
12:00 * * * * * * 20 3 10 54 30 127
12:15 * * * * * * 16 52 5 67 21 119
12:30 * * * * * * 13 88 - 14 58 27 146
12:45 * * * * * * 10 61 7 74 17 135
1:00: * * * * * * 9 55 6 59 15 114
1:15 * * * * * * 6 52 ) 57 12 109
1:30 * * * * * * 7 57 5 63 .12 120
1:45 * * * * * * 4 63 3 84 7 147
2:00 * 99 * 89 * 188 6 95 3 110 9 205
2:15 * 48 * 50 * 98 6 60 4 52 10 112
2:30 * 74 * 68 * 142 1 64 1 55 2 119
2:45 * 55 * 3 * 128 4] 47 2 51 2 98
3:00 * 72 * 74 * 146 1 61" 1 85 2 146
3:15 * 68 * 69 * 137 1 67 1 85 2 152
3:30 * 78 * 65 * 143 2 114 2 108 4 222
3:45 * 82 * 74 * 156 1 73 0 73 1 146
4:00 * 86 * 93 * 179 1 85 0 82 1 167
4:15 * 74 * 74 * 148 2 79 0 87 2 166
4:30 * 112 * 78 * 190 0 108 1 69 1177
4:45 * 102 * 100 * 202 0 103 1 95 1 198
5:00 * 84 * 67 * 151 1 135 2 82 3 217
5:15 * 78 * 88 * 166 2 98 1 94 3 192
5:30 * 90 * 105 * 195 2 83 3 105 5 188
5:45 * 85 * 75 * 160 10 101 6 113 16 214
6:00 * 103 * 11 * 214 7 71 6 114 13 185
6:15 * 54 * 80 * 134 7 55 2 63 9 118
6:30 * 56 * 70 * 126 1 81 8 69 19 150
6:45 * 64 * 59 * 123 14 3 19 84 33 157
7:00 * 85 * 81 * 166 32 98 15 92 47 190
7:15 * 49 * 51 * 100 53 55 41 47 94 102
7:30 * 69 * 57 * 126 56 51 7 51 133 102
7:45 * 33 * 44 * 7 52 46 148 46 200 92
8:00 * 45 * 38 * 83 55 60 99 &3 154 123
8:15 * 71 * 45 * 116 42 69 65 40 107 109
8:30 * 68 * 41 * 109 36 54 66 43 102 97
8:45 * 43 * 34 * 7 49 56 88 40 137 96
9:00 * 71 * 58 * 129 39 69 74 46 113 115
9:15 * 54 * 25 * 79 55 52 67 41 122 93
9:30 * 58 * 38 * 96 64 63 64 36 128 99
9:45 * 35 * 36 * 71 58 42 57 38 115 80
10:00 * 40 * 37 * 77 36 36 31 31 67 67
10:15 * 35 * 39 * 74 41 27 50 26 91 53
10:30 * 36 * 18 * 54 45 22 53 22 98 44
10:45 * 24 * 22 * 46 47 35 68 20 115 - 55
11:00 * 21 * 20 * 41 81 21 81 16 162 37
11:15 * 22 * 21 * 43 65 20 54 19 119 39
11:30 - 26 * 23 * 49 53 24 36 17 89 41
11:45 * 11 * 12 * 23 50 12 60 8 110 20
TOTALS * 2460 * 2302 * 4762 1169 3066 1413 2934 2582 6000
DAY TOTALS 2460 2302 4762 4235 4347 8582
% TOTAL * 51,7 * 48.3 45.3 51.1 54.7 48.9
>EAK HOUR *  4:30 * 5:15 *  5:15 11:00 4:30 7:30 5:15 7:30 5:00
JOLUME * 376 * 379 * 735 249 444 389 426 594 811

>.H.F. *  0.84 * 0.8 * 0.86 0.77 0.82 0.66 0.93 0.74 0.93



SITE CODE : 72133904 STRAFFORD REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION . PAGE: 2
LOCATION : Mill Rd W of Faculty Rd. : FILE: SRPC#600
CITY/TOWN : Durham o -

NODE A/B : Faculty/Lee T/L DATE: 10/27/93
TIME WEDNESDAY-27 : -EB- -WB- COMBINED THURSDAY-28 : -EB- -WB- ’ COMBINED
BEGIN AM PM AM PM AM - PM . AM PM AM PM AM PM
12:00 1 109 10 76 21 - 185 13 3 1 70 26 143
12:15 8 72 9 56 17 128 18 60 12 72 - 30 132
12:30 13 58 8 66 21 124 5 94 10 64 15 158
12:45 7 52 8 109 15 161 10 60 10 72 20 132
1:00 8 95 6 87 14 182 5 42 ) 64 11 106
1:15 5 59 4 58 9 17 7 55 - 5 67 12 122
1:30 6 51 3 59 9 110 2 56 7 65 9 121
1:45 3 &9 2 63 5 132 5 57 5 86 10 143
2:00 1 9% 2 83 3 8 9% 3 98 . 1 192
2:15 0 64 0 62 0 126 479 3 60 . 7 139
2:30 1 68 0 67 1 135 2 59 1 53 3 112
2:45 1 65 2 82 3 147 2 57 2 62 4 119
3:00 3 92 0 99 3191 4 58 2 55 6 113
3:15 1 73 1 81 2 15 3 62 2 89 5 151
3:30 2 88 0 84 2 172 2 130 2 121 4 251
3:45 0 71 0 100 0 17 0 85 2 83 2 168
4:00 1 89 0 88 1 177 0 70 0 94 0 164
4:15 1 103 0 80 -1 .183 3 77 3 76 6 153
4:30 0 98 0 103 0 201 0 98 1 72 1 170
4145 2 119 2 87 4 206 0 105 2 90 2 195
5:00 1 86 0 83 1 169 2 154 1 1M 3 265
5:15 1 79 2 82 3 161 0 110 1 88 1 198
5:30 7 M 3 100 10 211 5 87 3 120 8 207
5:45 7 85 5 76 12 161 12 89 5 101 17 190
6:00 5 123 6 105 11 228 5 99 4 84 9 183
6:15 9 69 3 69 12 138 11 3 4 86 - 15 159
6:30 10 86 10 9 20 165 17 96 10 71 27 167
6:45 16 7 19 77 35 148 23 70 12 72 35 142
7:00 29 76 18 97 47 173 19 . 102 23 81 42 183
7:15 47 42 39 46 86 88 31 70 37 53 68 123
7:30 47 79 79 54 126 133 63 46 76 55 139 101
7:45 59 64 163 46 222 110 41 44 144 42 185 86
8:00 51 59 84 58 135 117 72 58 118 38 190 96
8:15 35 31 72 41 107 72 50 51 61 45 m 96
8:30 36 68 - 51 37 87 105 41 e 63 44 1046 119
8:45 54 56 93 48 147 104 56 63 69 48 125 111
9:00 98 62 106 44 204 106 48 71 3 50 121 121
9:15 53 59 54 47 107 106 70 36 78 48 148 84
9:30 35 34 52 35 87 69 66 35 91 32 157 67
9:45 61 32 72 39 133 71 62 37 63 46 125 83
10:00 76 29 66 38 142 67 44 39 56 36 100 75
10:15 58 27 61 23 119 50 43 28 57 30 100 58
10:30 37 32 57 27 9 59 54 25 44 24 98 49
10:45 34 27 63 25 97 52 65 21 77 24 142 45
11:00 77 15 61 26 138 41 81 15 84 22 165 37
11:15 47 22 44 20 91 42 68 20 47 28 115 48
11:30 49 19 56 19 105 38 62 22 50 18 112 40
11:45 59 19 66 16 125 35 52 1 56 21 108 32
TOTALS 1172 3151 1462 3047 2634 6198 , 1256 3118 1496 3031 2752 6149
DAY TOTALS 4323 4509 8832 4374 4527 8901

% TOTAL 44.5 50.8 55.5 49.2 45.6 50.7 54.4 49.3

JEAK HOUR 9:00 4:00 7:30 3:45 7:30 4:00 10:45 4:30 7:30 5:00 7:30 4:45
JOLUME 247 409 398 371 590 767 276 467 399 420 625 865

P H.F. 0.63 0.86 0.61 0.90 0.66 0.93 0.85 0.76 - 0.69 0.88 0.82 0.82



" SITE CODE : 72133904 STRAFFORD REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION PAGE: 3

LOCATION : Mill Rd W of Faculty Rd. FILE: SRPC#600
CITY/TOWN : Durham
NODE A/B : Faculty/Lee T/L ' . DATE: 10/29/93
TIME FRIDAY-29 : -EB- -WB- COMBINED SATURDAY-30 :  -EB- -WB- COMBINED
BEGIN AM  PM AM  PM AM  PM AM  PM AM  PM AM  PM
12:00 16 0 18 0 34 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0
12:15 20 0 17 0 37 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0
12:30 6 0 10 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
12:45 18 0 14 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:00 15 0 10 0 25 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0
1:15 7 0 1% 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1:30 9 0 1 0 20 0 0 0 ) 0 0 0
1:45 5 0 1% 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:00 4 0 7 0 1 0 0 0 (] 0 0 0
2:15 6 0 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2:30 3 ] 2 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 i} 0
2:45 3 ] 2 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
3:00 2 (] 5 0 7 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0
3:15 2 0 3 0 5 0 0 0 0 o 0 0
3:30 2 ] 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 (] 0 0
3:45 1 .0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:15 1 0 2 0 3 0 o 0 0 0 0 0
4:30 2 0 1 0 3 -0 0 (] 0 0 6 0
4145 1 0 3 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:00 2 0 3 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:15 4 0 3 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5:30 3 0 3 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 ) 0
5:45 10 0 3 0 13 0 0 o 0 0 0 0
6:00 10 0 3 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6:15 10 0 5 0 - 15 0 0 0 0 (] 0 0
6:30 8 0 10 0 18 0 o 0 0 0 0. 0
6:45 14 0 25 o 39 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:00 21 0 17 0 38 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0
7:15 40 0 40 0 80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:30 50 0 67 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7:45 55 0 127 0 182 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:00 60 0 93 .0 153 0 0 0 0 [i] 0 0
8:15 40 0 56 0 9%. 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0
8:30 42 1} 68 0 110 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8:45 68 (] 9% 0 162 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0
9:00 86 0 79 0 165 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9:15 58 0 74 0 132 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9:30 40 0 52 0 92 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9:45 5 0 66 0 121 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:00 83 0 79 0 162 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:15 60 0 59 0 119 0 0 o 0 0 0 0
10:30 52 0 54 0 106 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
10:45 28 0 36 0 64 0 0 0 0 0 6 0
11:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:30 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
11:45 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTALS 1023 0 1255 0 2278 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
DAY TQTALS 1023 1255 2278 * * *
% TOTAL 44.9 0 55.1 0 0 0 0 0
PEAK HOUR 8:30  * 7:45 * 8:30  * * * * * * *
VOLUME 254 * 344 * 569 * * * * * * *

P.H.F. 0.74 * 0.68 * 0.8 * *  * * ox * o



. to be as follows.

DESARTMENT OF PUBLIC WOERKS
TOWN OF DURHAM

N 13-15 NEWMARKET ROAD

RS DURHAM, N.H. 03824-2898

. 603/668-5578  603/668-5005
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July 30, 1991

Walter Cheney

Cheney East Corporation
76 Exzeter Street
Newmarket NH 03857

Pear VWalter:

Included in my May 17, 2991 letter to Amos Blanchard,
which was in response to your driveway permit application to
Lot C6-C32-19, was the reguest for:

"4)  hppropriate lesal opinion/documentation will
be reguired regarding utilization of what
appears to be public right of way for a
private drive."

That information has not been received, therefore, we
have researched the Town's records reference access to Lot
06-03-19 from Chesley Drive and conclude the current status

(1) There is a deeded 50 foot wide R.O.W., 223 feet long, on
the easterly side of Lot 06-03-19 ". . . to be used in
common with others and to be dedicated.as a public right
of way .--. ." ~ (E. Olivia Warfield to Hanbro, Inc., Book .
966, page 94, June 25, 1975 Strafford CountyRegistry) —

(2) Title to-the 50 foot -R.O.W.—for existing Chesley Drive
and its "future "extension" within the Red Tower
Development was transferred by quitclaim deed to the
Town--of-Durham-3anuary 29, 1960. (Red Tower -Development
Corp. to Town of -Durham, Book 714, page 279, Strafford
County Registry).

(3) Lot O6—O§—19 has no frontage on an existing Town road as
ChesYey Drive now ends 100+ feet southerly of the lot's
nearest- boundary and the 50 R.O.W. described in (1)
above.

(4) Lot 06-03-19 is in the RA zone. Current zoning requires
lots in the RA zone to have a minimum lot frontage of .
100 feet (see Section 1-13.8 and page 4-6).. A sketch of
the area is attached ‘for clarity.— - .




CONCLUSIONS:

(1) There appears to be no legal access, deeded or
otherwise, to Lot 06-03-19 from Chesley Drive.

(2) The options for'legal access from Chesley Drive include:»

a) Receiving a variance or an exemption from the
frontage requirements.

b) FReceiving Town approval to extend Chesley Drive
(to Town specifications or some modification
thereof) to satisfy frontage reguirements.

c) Some approved combination of a) and/or b) zbove.

Ezsed on the foregoing, this office must deny vour
lication for driveway permit until the legal acc=ass to the
s G

If you have additional information or guestions, please

-Yours,ver truly,
—/ y Y —
- = . 7
-__ )‘\ I "\. ce

/ .
Joseph/I Grady, ‘P.E.
~Public Works Director

JIG:gej

cc: R. Fréedman
T. Perry:_-
B. Steffen-=

D. Langley
Files -~
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é  QUITCLAIM DEED

We, Samuel A, Tamposi and Edward N. Lehoullier of Nashua, County
of Hillsborough and State of New Hampshiré, for consideration paid, grant

to the Town of Durham, New Hami)shire,‘ ﬁvith QUITCLAIM c'dvenants,

A certam tract or pa.rcel of land situate in Durham, County of Strafford
and State of New Hampshire and bounded and described as follows: '

Beginning on the southerly side of Mill Road in Durham at the north-
westerly corner of a certain private right of way leading from said Mill Road
into the Durham Shopping Plaza, and running thence S 31° 08' E a distance of
664. 01 feet to a point; thence turning and running S 8° 17' E a distance of 138
feet to a point; thence turning and running S 33° 17' E a distance of 50 feet,
more or less, to a stone wall which forms the boundary line of land of Grantor
herein conveyed and the ""Red Tower Development', so-called; thence turn-
ing and running S 40° W by the stone wall forming said boundary line a’
distance of 50 feet, more or less, to a point; thence turning and running in a
generally northwesterly direction on the reciprocal course of the first three
bounds mentioned herein, 50 feet distant from and parallel to said first three
bounds mentioned herein to the southerly side of Mill Road; thence turning
:and running northeasterly along the southerly side of Mill Road. a distance
of 50 feet to the po1nt of beginning.

Meaning and intending hereby to.convey a strip of land 50 feet in width
extending from Mill Road, and encompassing in part the present priva.te
right of way serving the Durham Shopping Plaza, said strip running in a
generally southerly or southeasterly direction from Mill Road to the southerly.
side of said premises and adjoining the property of the "Red Tower Develop-
ment', so-called, for the purpose of Grantee constructing a public street
over the abov e-conveyed premises.to connect with Che sley. Drive, so-called,
and to allow for motor vehlcle trafﬂc between Mill Road and Route 108 in
said Durham.

_ This deed is granted upon the express condition that the Town of

) Durham shall, within two years from date hereof, vote at a Town-meeting
"tnder appropriate article contained in the warrant for this purpose, to
construct a public street over the above-described premises connecting
with Chesley Drive for the purpose of allowing vehicular traffic to use said
public street for access between Mill Road and Route 108; and provided

that, having so voted to construct a.public street within two years from date
of this deed, that said public street.is actually constructed and completed

' within five years from date of this deed. And in the event the Town of Durha.m
either fails to vote to construct a public street over the above -described
premises within two years from date hereof, or having so voted fails to’
complete the construction of said pubhc street within five years from date
hereof, then the condition of this deed having been broken, the same shall be
null and void and of no effect, “and tifle to the premises herein described
shall revert to Grantors herein, their heirs, administrators, successors

or assigns. '/“" “-,(8 PUC_*OIS




The description herein is subject to more precise location upon
appropriate éngineering surveys and turningbradius requirements. Grantors
reserve the right to compute the land area contained in the foregoing
description for purposes of complying with building and zoning regulatlons
for future development of the Durham Shopping Plaza..

Mea.ning and intending hereby to convey a portion of the prerﬁises'
acquired by Grantors by deed-of Hanbro, Inc., dated October 13, 1967, and
recorded in the Strafford County Records at Book 835, Page 232. See also
deed of Gerald Q. Nash to Edward N. Lehoulller duly recorded in the Straf- -~
ford County Registry of Deeds. This is not homestead property.

* Witness our hands and seals, this /3 “day of June, 1974.

/ ,1,1,(/45844/‘\//'—#/’/‘/

Samuel A. Tampo si

Witness:

Chelle /ﬁ,t,%zo

Edward N. Lehoullier

THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE - S
%JIWWA-yé CZ/, sS. . . June /5, 1974

‘ Samuel A. Tamposi and Edward N. Lehoullier personally appeared
and acknowledged the foregoing instrument to be thelr voluntary act and deed.
Before me, FUe77E A Ecorl i

BK- 948 PGE-016
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DURIAN PLANIING BOARD
Fay 29, 1072
7:30 pm
Dick Teppan, Owen Durgin, Stephen Roberts, Rebecca Frost

AS5INT: Feter Hendy, Kim 3prague, Gail Ulrich

OTHERS PRESENT: Disne Flint, George Crombie

MINUTES CF MAY 17[1@7@ o B o

The minutes of lay 17 1879 were reod and correct=d Rebecca Frcst moved to
accent the minutes as revised, secconded by Slephen Foberts. ldinutes srrroved.

FUBLIC HEARIIG MINUTIS

Chu*cn of Latter Day Saints were rezd znd corrected.

The minutes of the Recrzarized
Rerecca Frost to accert the minutes as revised, seconded by Stephen Roberts.

Mainntes aniroved,

The minutes of the Broderick public hearing were read end correcLed Rebecca
Frost movad to acrert the mirutes as revised, seconded by Owen Durgin. Iinutes

The minutes of the ima

rosz public hearing were read and corrected. Hebeccza
rost moved to accert the minu

irutes as revised, ssconded by Owen Durgin., lirutes

21TAPOULIOS SU3DIVISICGH

a‘deveWODer wishes to extend
Selectmen wculd nct a_segrve.
r for the r’ﬂ"pnu_*o° suhdivisicn.

F) 3

Cwen Durgin commented that the Selectmen szid the
water at his expense and acnording to Town specs, ir
The Selectren vwill not recuire the extension cf w2
be re Depariment would like to have the water line extenided for the Alizpoulios
ision. Diane Flint read a letter frem the Fire Derartment stzting the
.sons fcr requesiing the extension-of water. If the water line is extended,
e Crembie recommends that a 12" line be required. Since ihe Planning Board
more time to obtein more facts for the subdivisicn, Dick Tappan wlll write
tier regubsx&ng an extension of time for acting on the subdivisien. Dick
Tappan ststed that he was concerned with the Bozard using pre"a+urity. If the - ..
Board decides tc deny the subdivision because of premeturity, the Selectmen would
.not need to cxtend thne *ime for action and the developer's time would not be
asted, Stephen Roberts said there are not enough facts listed for the subdivision
snd too many cuestions zbout the subdivision left unanswered. The Board discussed
.premnturity and how it relates to this subdivision. Stephen XRoberis statied that
the Board needs to look at 211 the facts because there are many subdivisicn
rending znd more coming each month. George Crombie stated he hopec cone
dztez will be used for each subdivision and that the Comprehensive n
provide concrete data. ' -
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The spaces must be drawn ten (10) feet by twenty (20) feet with
twenty-four (24) foot aisles between the parking rows.

Utilization of the Residential A (RA) Zone for parking is preferabls
for the Town and abutters to parklng on the hill behind the new building.
In order to accomodate 370 spaces in front of both buildings, a variance
‘must be obtained for those spaces located in the RA Zone. While the Planning.
Board will require only 75 percent of 370 spaces (277) to be paved during
initial construction, space must be available for 370 parking spaces. The
difference between 277 and 370 parking spaces (107) must be sunfably
landscaped.

Addlfuonal spaces will be requxred to be paved as needed when businesses
apply for occupancy.

I'f the hill is utilized for parking those spaces shall be desrgna+ed
as employee parklng only.

The Planning Board will review each initial and future occupancy
permit to determine the parking requirements. As required by the Zoning
Ordinance, any future change in use will require a site review.

On the shoppnng center sxde of Thls barrier all the wa+er from the
. “paved areas will be collected into catch basins with culverts leading to
the brogk. Sufficient rip-rapping will be required to prevent erosion
of the panking where the culverts enter the brook. . :

Roof drainage must be collected as i+ comes off +he roof |n+o catch
basins connected into the underground dralnage system.

-

<T-\~; A site plan or separate drainage plan will show culvert and manhole

sizes as well as pavxng spec;f;caf;ons.

4. An eight-inch water line will be constructed from the existing six-inch
line through to connect with the water line now in Chesley Drive. The Town
will pay for the water pipe and fittings for this line only. Beyond the
developer's property lines, the Town will be responsible for designating

the location of the llne, providing all necessary rights-of-way, easements

end permits in a timely #eshion for construction by the developer. One hydrant
_must be installed as directed by the Fire DeparTmenT

‘-\Qv\'\\o %F\&Q;\'\ eﬁx\ 5:

: ’ > .
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TOWK OF DURHAM, NEW HAMPSHIRE - PLAINING BOARD

LAPPLICATION FOR SITE REVIEW

Date of Subiittal: March 1, 1977 Date Rec'd by Clerk
Name of Developer/Builder Edward Lehoullier and Samuel A, ‘Tamposi

Address P.O. Box 416, Nashua, New Hémpshire 03060

owner(s) of Record Edward N. Lehoullier and Samuel A. Tamposi

2ddress P.0. Box 416, Nashua, New‘Hampshire 03060

Name & Lddresses (including street & no.) of Ibutters & Across Street

‘Owners: Se Attached IList

(contimic on back, if necessary')
] . SF ) SF
Area of land 464,685 Proposed area of buildings__ 24,000 (expansior
If land to be utilized is part of larger parcel, what area remains
SF
155,500

Building con
Zoning District contalnlng oarcel of land to be developed in RA Zane st_ructlon

Proposed Use Commercial, Retail and Personal Service

Type of Utility: Scewer re€s| Yes Storm Drains YediaterYes Flre Hydrant Distance 350
(approx.

Maximum number of Residents (beds) None

Name & hddress of engineering, surveyor, architect or designer:

Robert Denny MCAullffe. EnCIlneers/Plannpr‘q One Gateway Center
— Newton, MA 02158

Vi

Signature of ppplicant ;\ //,/,, L2 s /,,,,/// //

T

.Edward‘NL Lehoullier

TO BE COMPLETED.BY PLAINMNING BOARD

Date Raceived | Macen \93% Date. of Hearing, if any Qo April 1917

Date of on-site inspection Sueral

Accept V| v R.ju_ct Date 12 sy \G3FE
Conditions 3 Der strached (iS+

?&uo..%‘n,s*‘ Ch:m ED




" APPLICATION FOR SITE REVIEW

LIST OF ABUTTERS AND ACROSS STREET OWNERS

NAME ADDRESS
ABUTTERS:
Matthew Cutter ' RFD York Lane
Newmarket, NH 03857
George K. Kyreages - P.O0. Box 111
York Harbor, Maine 03911
Scammell Grange #122 - ¢c/o Hénry Davis, 14 Bay View Rd.
Durham, NH
Ernest Cutter Newmarket Rd.,

Durham, NH 03824

John J. McCann, Jr. 19A Main St. , Durham, N.H.
Nicholas & Beatrice Gegas 102 Stark Ave.,
Dover, NH
Melville Nielson 8 Chesley Drive
Durham, NH
Dwight and Elizabeth Ladd 7 Chesley Drive
Durham, N.H.
Walter W. Cheney Cheney Enterprises
24 Park Court
Durham, NH
- Charles 0. and Roberta Slaby 17 Faculty Rd.
Durham, NH
Alberto and Constance Casas 15 Faculty Rd.
. Durham, NH
Lyman and Karen Mower 11 Faculty Rd.

Durham, MNH
ACROSS STREET OWNER:

University of New Hampshire Durham, New Hampshire 03824



SITE REVIEW FOR: Robert Denny McAuliffe

PARCEL NO.: 0501001

OWNER OR AGENT: . Téhposi.& Lehouillier

Your application for site review has been approved by
the Planning Board, with conditions, if any, listed below.
You must now apply for a building permit. The granting of
this approval does not preclude the need for such a permit.

Building permit forms may be obtained at the Town
offices, Monday through Friday, 8:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M.

Sincerely,

"Ceborer B osE

Durham Planning Board

Conditions:

1. A site plan must be drawn to scale & contain all the required information.

2. The parking spaces required for the existing building will be 205. This

3. _namber is computed on the basis of one space per 250 square feet plus one

. space per employee on the premises at the peak hour of business. Spaces

%, for the proposed expansion are fequired to be 96 customer parking spaces,

X._one space per 250 square feet of floor space, plus 69 employee parking spaces.

. This latter figure has been calculated on the basis of one employee per 350 square

8. feet, which is the average in retail space in the Town of Durham at the present

». time. The total number of spaces which must be shown on the map is'370 spaces for

29. both the existing building and the proposed use.




CONDITONS OF APPROVAL, TAMPOS| & LEHOUILLIER, CONTINUED 5/18/77

The spaces must be drawn ten (10) feet by twenty (20) feet with
twenty-four (24) foot aisles between the parking rows.

Utilization of the Residential A (RA) Zone for parking is preferable
for the Town and abutters to parking on the hill behind the new building.
In order to accomodate 370 spaces in front of both buildings, a variance
. must be obtained for those spaces located in the RA Zone. While the Planning
Board will require only 75 percent of 370 spaces (277).to be paved during
.initial construction, space must be available for 370 parking spaces. The
difference between 277 and 370 parking spaces (107) must be suitably
landscaped

"Additional spaces will be reqU|red to be paved as needed when businesses
apply for occupancy.

If the hill is utilized for parking those spaces shall be designated
as employee parking only.

The Planning Board will review each initial and future occupancy
permit to determine the parking requirements. As required by the Zoning
Ordinance, any future change in use will require a site review.

lsfenf

On the shopping center side of this barrier all the water from the
paved areas will be collected into catch basins with culverts Ieadlng to
the brook. Sufficient rip-rapping will be required to prevent erosion
of the banking where the culverts enter the brook.

Roof drainage must be collected as it comes off the roof into catch
basins connected into the underground drainage system.

A site plan or separate drainage plan will show culvert and manhole
sizes as well as paving specifications. ,

4. An eight-inch water line will be constructed from the existing S|x-lnch
line through to connect with the water line now in Chesley Drive. The Town
will pay for the watér pipe and fittings for this line only. Beyond the
developer's property lines, the Town will be responsible for designating

the location of the line, providing all necessary rights-of-way, easements

and permits in a fTimely fashion for construction by the developer. One hydrant
must be installed as directed by the Fire Department.



4 {
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, TAMPOS| & LEHOUILLIER, CONTINUED 5/18/77

5. The sewer system will be constructed as shown on the orlginal plan
submitted with the application. Attention must be paid to the accessibility
of the existing sewer manholes. _

6. There will be three lanes of traffic at the entrance to the shopping
center. A twenty (20) foot lane for incoming traffic witl be separated

by an island from two (2) twelve (12) foot lanes for exiting traffic. The °
throat will be designed and built by the Town under the Urban Roads

Program for construction in 1977. The three lanes shall be striped wnThin
the parking lot for a distance of 150 féet.

7. The landscaping plan must show a mix of high trees and low shrubs along
Mill Road and down the middle of every other row of parking throughout the
project. The width of each planting strip shall permit enough greenery to be
consistent with the Town's overall landscaping plans. The developer will
prepare planting strips, curb and excavate them. The actual plants, to be
agreed upon by the Town and the developer, will be purchased by the Town

at the expense of the developer. Installation will be carried out by the
Town. The Town will maintain the planting throughout the development in
the future. The developer will be reSponsible for all other maintenance

of the grounds, i.e., plowing, sweeping, litter pickup and patching the
pavement. The planted areas must be continually curbed to prevent vehicle
damage to +rees and shrubs.

8. Lighting musT be shown for all areas, and it is recommended that the level
of lighting not exceed that on Main Street and that the fixtures: conform to
the new ones on Main Street. Lamps must be hooded to direct light onto

the parking area and to prevent the light from disturbing adjacent residential
areas. |f possible the lights should be dimmed after all stores have closed.

9. Trash containers must be shown for all stores at the rear of the building.
0. Loading bays must be delineafed on the plan at the rear of each store.

Il. The location of the proposed building must allow for a fifty (50) foot
right-of-way plus two (2) thirty (30) foot loading roads between the two
buildings. This area may be used for parking until such time as the Town
determines the need for additional access.

I2. . The Planning Boafd recommends that brick work be done oh the southerly
wall, similar to what lS shown on the fron+ and northerly side of the proposed

building. T

I3. Final plans must have the approval of the Planning Board, Superintendent
of Public Works, and any other pertinent local, state or Federal agency
prior to the issuance of a building permit.



CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, TAMPOSI & LEHOUILLIER, CONTINUED 5/18/77

4. A bond of sufficient size to accomplish all of the above conditions
shall be posted as determined by the Superintendent of Public Works. The
bond may be released as portions of the work have been completed and Inspected

by the Town.

I15. Any further development of this prbperTylwill require a site review by
the Planning Board. :

-



REPLY TO
501 CENTRAL AVENUE
DOVER, N. H. 03820

WALTER A. CALDERWOOD
RAYMOND R. OUELLETTE
STANLEY J. MULLANEY
DENNIS L. HALLISEY

JOSEPH G. CARLETON, JR.
STEPHEN J, DIBBLE

REPLY TO
D 668 SO. MAIN STREET

ROCHESTER. N. H. 03867
LAW OFFICES OF :

CALDERWOOD & OUELLETTE

PROF ASSN.
CONNECTING
) : . . BOTH LOCATIONS
February 1, 1974 ' -° . AREA CopE
o e ) 603 .
' Co 742.1300

Mr., Glen Gerha.fd, Chairman
Planning Board
Durham, NH 03824

Dear Mr. Gerhard: Re: Durham Shopping Plaza

Mill Road, Durham, NH

On behalf of the owners of Durham Shopping Plaza, Samuel Tamposi
and Edward Liehoullier of Nashua, New Hampshire, we wish to reply to that
portion of your letter of December 10, 1973 addressed to Mr. John D. Herrlck
of Hannaford Brother, Portla.nd Maine.

Lastly, the owners would request that the Planning Board give consider-
ation that if such dedication is made under mutually agreeable circumstances,’
that the land area requirements not be reduced by the lot of land being dedicated
or conveyed for street purposes in similar fashion that the land area require-
ments were not altered or diminished by the amount of easement area dedicated
for beautification purposes near the inter section' of Main Street and Mill Road.

We would be glad to meet with you at your convenience to review these
que stions. Your cooperation in advising would be apprec1ated

Yours truly,
7,

(/7 c 'v-z/ /Z /;aém(/\

'D—s.-m D N n11n4-4-n
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Town of DURHAM

NEW HAMPSHIRE

AREZA CODE 803
888-3571

December 10, 1973

Mr. John D. Herrick

Manager Store Engineering
llannaford Brothers Co.

54 Hannaford Street

South Portland, Maine 04106

Re: Mill Road Shopping Center

Dear Sir:

The Planning Board has reviewed your propoéal for an addition to the
present Mill Road Shopping Center and has established the f0110w1ng criteria
as conditions for acceptance:

i

""The site review committee shall be guided by specifications
of the subdivision regulations." (section 3.2 non-residential
site review regulations)

y Site review regulation - 10.33 (purposes of review), (c) "'safety
" and adequacy of traffic circulation to and at the site and of
parking on the site,"

Subdivision regulation - 3.4, guaranty of performance, (c)'tendering
the deeds required. At the time of filing a performance bond the
subdivider shall tender to the Town of Durham suitable deeds of

all land in streets, highways, easements, sidewalks, parks or

other public land3 not specifically reserved by him."

2. Construction Detail Requirements:

A. Provisions for additional drop inlet drainage to intercept water
flow across the entrance to the parking lot.

B. Tie roof drains to existing 8'" drain line. If the 8" line is
inadequate, an additional line should be installed.



-2- _ December 10, 1973
Correct1on of problems 1nVOIV1ng the proposed inadequate =i -
distance between the rear roof overhang and the proposed . seml-;_.f
circumferential sidewalk. The installation of a partially " ...
sunken sidewalk, retaining wall/planter, steps,.and: necessary

sfdrop inlet dralnage would solve the proposed. problems of
-nadequate roof overhang clearance and draznage.

Bond Issuance;f“

Bondlng shall be in two (2) parts for a total of $25, 000.~

:=$20 000 - exterior building treatment. Th1s amount will-
: be released upon approval of the occupancy perm1t by the
Building Inspector.

| ”;(2)'-$5 000 - Upon’completion of:
i E

“a. " All exterior work relatzng to landscaplng, storm dralnage,
' sidewalks, etc.

'”b;?'Plantlngs to conform to requlrements set by the Town of
‘-“4Durham. . - -

; Glen Gerhard Chalrman
’Plannlng Board

|
|
N



DURHAM PLANNING BOARD
December 19, 1973

The Chaitman, Mr. Gerhard, opened the meeting at
7150 p.m. Members present were: Borror, Frost, Cochrane
and Durgin. Mr. Rankin was present. . .

,The;minuteg were approved as corrected.

The Board discussed their official stand on the Refinery
Refinery proposed for Durham Point. Mr, Gerhard felt '
that it was inappropriate for the Chairman or any
member of the Board to take any public stand. Mrs.

Borror felt that she is bound to uphold the present
ordinances and the comprehensive plan, both of which
prohibit industry in the rural zone, The full Board
has had no information from Olympic and only Mr.
Gerhard and Mr. Durgin were invited to the reception
held in Bedford on the 19th. If Olympic comes in with
a zoning change it will go to the Board of Selectmen
and then to the Planning Board for public hearings.

Mr. Rankin raised the question of charging for Brown Swan
the book of zoning ordinances, Nrs, Frost moved that book
"$2,.50 be charged for non-residents and non-taxpayers";
Mrs, Borror seconded and the motion passed,

Two changes have been made to the proposed budget, Budget

Mr. Durgin added a figure for compensation for Board

members of $300 apiece. The Board felt that selectmen

should not be paid twice, but that the Chairman and the
Secretary should receive 50% more than regular members.,

The Board also felt that the fee for secretarial help

should be raised to$l,000. Mrs., Borror moved that the

budget be " $11,3007 for 12 months and $15,7007 for

18 months." Mrs. Frost seconded and the motion passed,

Changes to the site review application were dis- Site Review
cussed. Mr. Rankin reported that council has warned application
that no changes be made that could be aimed at the
refinery, However, the Board can adopt National Codes,

Mr. Gerhard said that Mr., Fred Hockraith has already .
offered to come to the Board to discuss the National
Pipe Line code, '

Mrs. Frost moved that the Board "approve the site Shop n Save
review application from Allied Engineering Inc. of
‘Gorham, Maine, for a brick building as presented to
the Planning Board 11/28/73, subject to the conditions
laid out in a letter to Mr., Herrick dated 12/10/73
signed by Glen Gerhard, Chairman"(letter attached),
Mr. Cochrane seconded and the motion passed.Mrs. Borror
will contact Mr. Herrick either by letter for telephone,
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Minutes of Durham Plannihg Board Meeting April 2, 1973 Page 1.

Acting Chalrman Gerhard called the meeting to order at 7:40 p.h.
Other members present were 0. Durgin, M. Neuhoff, and R. Borror

The Planning Board reviewed the application of Allied
Engineering, Inc., of Gorham Maine, for a site review for
the building of a new supermarket within the Durham Shopping
Plaza on property owned by Tamposi and Lehoullier of Nashua,
New Hampshire. This property is located on Mill Road and
includes the corner at Main Street.

Fiﬁdings of Fact:

1. The size of the parking spaces 1nvthe developed parking
lot is legal (9' X 18') under the Zoning Ordinances in force
at the time of original approval of the site.

2. Deducting all questionable parking spaces (located in the
RA zone), 193 parking spaces exist. The total required for
customer parking for both the existing and proposed structures
i1s 183 ( 5.5 X 33.2/ 1,000 square feet gross area ).

3. Fifteen (15) employee parking spaces are proposed to the
rear of the proposed new supermarket structure.

4, Not more than 1,000square feet of additional gross spéce
may be added to the existing and proposed buildings without
providing more customer and related employee parking. -

5. Since 1968 therebhas been observed an increased incidence
of silting in the College Brook between Mill Road and )
. Mi1ll Pond Road.

6. The land lying east of the College Brook and south of the
present paved area has been without vegetative cover since
mid 1971.

_ 7.The 1ans£aping plan approved along Mill Road in 1968 was

developed but has been indifferently maintained.

8. The lanscaping plan approved in 1968 for shrubs and trees | .

along the east bank of the College Brook was never completed.

9._Wa1kways running southerly from Mill Road to the Plaza o
buildings, also in the 1968 approved plan, have not been
constructed. ’

10. In a letter to the land owners of record 3 November, 1968,
the Durham Planning Board stated that "prior to any development
of the property to the south of the developed area, a site
review plan showing the location of all buildings, streets,

- 8ldewalks, parking spaces and landscaping will be required."

AT mmmemmma 1y DYt L eememmmme miIf e e peen L imeTe aie =S
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Projected Parking needs of unutilized commercial space.

The employee/square footage rafio as based on actual
tenancy. is | emp loyee/527 square feet of commercial space.
The parking needs of the remaining 7,600 square feet pre-
sently vacant in the fwo shopping cenfers can be deter- '

mined by applying This ratio.

01d Building

Vacant space: 1,200 square feet
| space per 250 square feet
| space per 527 square feet
as required for employees

New Building

6,400 square feet

| space per 250 square feeT
| space per 527 square feet
as required for employees

Total parking for unutilized space

Summary

Parking requirements for Total Complex

I. " Existing Old
2. Existing New
3. Unutilized Space

As built plan should indicate a total of

e .
N .,

1N

194

102

341

spaces.



PARKING REQUIREMENTS

LEHOULLIER AND TAMPOS! SHOPPING CENTER

Old Shopping Center

( minus Uppercut )

Uses in new buildings

Wel Iwood Co. _
8,000 sq. ft. @ | space/250
12 employees @ | space/empl.

Dover Federal Savings Bank :
2,000 sq. Ff. @ | space/250
4 employees @ | space/empl.

Louise's Sport Shop ,
2400 sq. ft. @ | space/250
3 employees @ | space/empl.

Carolyn's Closet
2800 sq. ft. @ | space/250
3 employees @ | space/empl.

- Tom Crosley Real Estate '
1,000 sq. ft. @ | space/250
4 employees @ | space/empl.

Uppercut .
) 1200 Sq. Ft. @ | space/ 250
7 employees @ | space/ empl.

Total

205

194

103

32

12

NS @

|uao

13

w =

of &

N~ W,

103
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: Approved by the Planning Board of the Town of Durham, New Hampshire,
on the conditions that (1) the Town of Durham builds a street across the strip

of land 50 feet in width shown on this plan in accordance with the provisions of -

the deed from Samuel A. Tamposi and Edward N. Lehoullier to the Town of Durham
dated June 15, 1974 and recorded in Strafford County Registry of Deeds Book 948
Page 15, and (2) the Town of Durham accepts said street as a public street after

it has been constructed. In the event that the title to said strip of land reverts to
Samuel A. Tamposi and Edward N. Lehoullier as provided in the aforementioned
deed, then this approval shall not be construed as a dedication of said strip of
land as a public street or way. In the event that a street constructed over said
strip of land is accepted by the Town of Durham, at that time the Durham Planning
Board shall%e subdivision of the land now owned by Samuel A. Tamposi
and Edward N. Lehoullier into two parcels, one parcel on the westerly side of

said 50 foot strip of land, and one parcel on the easterly side of said 50 foot strip
of lan *W}uch subdivision will result from the construction of said street across
said 50 foot strip of land. The approval of this plan shall not prevent a future
adjustment of the boundaries of said 50 foot strip of land which may become o
necessary when the proposed street is actually laid out, as provided for in the afore-
mentioned deed. If such an adjustment of boundaries shall become necessary, the
Durham Planning Board shall approve a plan showing said ad;usted boundaries at
that time, : :

Ll ;
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Hannaford Bros. Co.
v P.O. Box 1000
Hanr.‘aford . Portlar?c;(, Maine 04104
‘Retail Services - Tel. 207 | 767-2111

November 2, 1973

Mr. Glen C. Gerhad, Chairman
Durham Planning Board
Durham, New Hampshire 03824

Re: Durham Shop 'n Save-
Dear Mr, Gerhad:

Thank you very much for your thoughts and those of the Planning Board regarding
the proposed building expansion of the Durham Shop 'n Save. We are proceeding
with the preparation of our materials for presentation to the Board prior to
your November 7, 1973, meeting. We will also draft an elevation showing a brick
face with colom.al style windows as you suggested. We don't feel this treatment
goes well with the split ribbed block and will therefore amit them from that
plan.

Thank you again for your assistance and adviee to us in preparing our applica-
tion to the Board. We appreciate your help and hope we can together come up
with a design which will be a credit to downtown Durham and to Shop 'n Save.
If you have any further questions or camments, please feel free to write or
call.

Best regards

Tl

John D. Herr:Lck

/Manager
Store Engineering

JDH:1st

I
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Minutes of Durham Planning Board Meeting April 2, 1973 Page 1.

Acting Chalrman Gerhard called the meeting to order at 7:40 p.ﬁ.
Other members present were O. Durgin, M. Neuhoff, and R. Borror

The Planning Board reviewed the application of .Allied
Engineering, Inc., of Gorham Maine, for a site review for -
the building of a new supermarket within the Durham Shopping
Plaza on property owned by Tamposi and Lehoullier of Nashua,
New Hampshire. This property is located on Mill Road and
includes the corner at Main Street.

Findings of Fact:

1. The size of the parkiﬁg spaces in the developed parking
lot is legal (9' X 18') under the Zoning Ordinances in force
at the time of original approval of the site. .

2. Deducting all questionable parking spaces (located in the
RA zone), 193 parking spaces exist. The total required for
customer parking for both the existing and proposed structures
is 183 ( 5.5 X 33.2/ 1,000 square feet gross area ).

3. Fifteen (15) employee parking spaces are proposed to the
rear of the proposed new supermarket structure.

4, Not more than 1,000square feet of additional gross space
nay be added to the existing and proposed buildings without
~providing more customer and related employee parking.

5. Since 1968 there has been observed an increased incidence
of silting in the College Brook between Mill Road and
. Mill Pond Road.

6. The land lying east of the College Brook and south of the
present paved area has been without vegetative cover since
mid 1971.

7+The lansﬁapins plan approved along Mill Road in 1968 was
developed but has been indifferently maintained.

8. The lankcaping plan approved in 1968 for shrubs and trees
. along the east bank of the College Brook was never completed.

9. Walkways running southerly from Mill Road to the Plaza
buildings, also in the 1968 approved plan, have not been
constructed. ,

10. In a letter to the land owners of record 3 November, 1968,
the Durham Planning Board stated that "prior to any development
of the property to the south of the developed area, a site
review plan showing the location of all buildings, streets,

- sldewalks, parking spaces and landscaping will be required."




Minutes of Durham Planning Board Meeting April 2, 1973 page 24

11. The plan dated 19 March 1973 prepared by John M Benson
identified only as SITE 1l:40 Doveér Associates is the overall
plan within which a plan "Site Plan proposed supermarket
Durham, N.H. scale one inch equals 40 feet" dated by the
Durham Planning Board 19 March 1973 is being considered.

12. The property is served by town sewer and water.

13. There has been insufficilent maintenance of the existing
traveled way particularly at the intersection of the parking
lot and Mill Road.

The motion to approve plans submitted by Allied Engineering, Inc.
for a new bullding on the Durham Shopping Plaza, within the
context of a plan prepared by John Benson, for the full
development of the southerly half of the area subject to the
following conditions was made by Durgin, seconded by Neuhoff

. and was unanimously passed.

Conditions of Approval:

2. The developer shall complete a 32 foot wide curb to curb
street curbed on both margins from Mill Road to the

southerly edge of the proposed new employee parking lot with
construction specifications as outlined in the Durham
subdivision regulations. This street shall be congruent with
the dedicated right of way. ‘

3. There shall be not more than three (3) curb cuts giving
access to the parking areas from the dedicated road none of
which shall be closer than 160 feet to Mill Road.

4., The developer shall provide plans for drainage, public
utilities, and all construction improvements for the entire
developed site acceptable to the Durham Planning Board.

5. The developer shall remove the existihg pliles of
excavated material.

6. The developer shall provide plans for the provision of
ground cover on currently denuded.areas south and east of the
developed area acceptable to the Durham Planning Board. '
Such plans shall include specifications not ‘less than those
outlined in Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge
Construction, State of New Hampshire, Department of Public
Works and Highways, 1969.

7. The developer shall submit plans for maintenance of both
the developed and undeveloped portions of the site acceptable
to the Durham Planning Board and Durham Board of Selectmen.




Minutes of Durham Planning Board Meeting Aﬁril'z, 1973 page 3.

8. The developer shall either rip-rap or sod the eésterly
bank of the College Brook where it passes through the property.

9. The developer shall construct walkways on the northeasteriy
portion of the property connecting the existing buildings
with Main Street and Mill Road. y : '

10. The developer shall complete landscaping for the northeast
¢drner of the property in conjunction with the Durham Tree
Warden and Public Works Department. This shall include

visual screening or lanscaping of the now blank northerly
wall of the existing building.

11. The developer shall provide visual screening such as
Scotch Pine hedge shown on Allied Engineering, Inc.'s plan
along the southerly edge of the parking lot of the proposed
new building. : ) '

12, Following approval of the plans required in items one
through eleven of the Durham Planning Board conditions of
approval sufficient bond shall be posted to insure complete
implementation of said plans.

13. All Durham Planning Board conditions of approval shall
have been completed before an occupancy permit will be
issued.

j;%;if 222z/§V>éV? |

Rae Borror, Secretary
Durham Planning Board
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Planning Board
March 6, 1973

Mr. Edward Lehoullier
Box 416
Nashua, N.H. 03060

Dear Mr. Lehoullier:

In response to Mr. Oullette's letter of March 2, the
Planning Board will be glad to meet with you and Mr. Qullette
on March 12, 1973. We will meet at the new town offices at
13 Newmarket Road at 8:00 p.m.

The basic points the Board would like to discuss with you are:

1.) the completion of all prior conditions as shown on
the site review plans;

~2.) the application to the state Dredge and Fill Board
for permission to relocate the brook and for the
correction of any existing problems;

3.) a plan "showing the location of all buildings,
streets, sidewalks, parking spaces and landscaping"
as required in a letter to you from the Board on
November 3, 1968;

4,) the location of all required parking spaces in the
BA zone (some are now shown in the RA zone);

5.) erosion preventive measures to prevent any further
damage to the Mill Pond; and

6.) the location of the connection to Chesley Drive with
a road running from Mill Road to the existing
Chesley Drive built to town specifications for
collector streets., " -

As I mentioned to you on the telephone, the Board must
take some action on your site review by March 19, 1973.
We trust the above points can be satisfactorily resolved
before then.

Sincerely yours,

Ylﬁrzt,ur-8~gzhc 5

Rebecca B. W. Frost, Chm.
Durham Planning Board
cc Raymond R. Qullette
Calderwood and Oullette
501 Central Avenue
Dover, N.H. 03820

RBWF/rrd



STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND HIGHWAYS
JOHN O. MORTON BUILDING CONcoRD. N.H. 03301

RCBERT H. WHITAKER
COMMISSIONER

March 2, 1973

Rebecca B. W. Frost ,
Chairman, Planning Board
Town Office :

Durham, New Hampshire 03824

Dear Ms. Frost:

Replying to your February 23 letter regarding the proposed
supermarket in the Shopping Plaza off Mill Road, we offer the
following comment.

It would be advantageous to have more than one street providing
access to the potential development acreage. An additional east-west
street, such as Chesley Drive extended to Mill Road, would allow
alternate routes for traffic using the area and divert many vehicles
from Faculty Road and Main Street. Using some published references,
we estimate the 14,700 sq. ft. supermarket could generate +400 trips
per day, which would be using approach routes from several directions.

We would agree on the possible need for a third access via the
Grange property, depending on the staging of future intensive
development in the area under study. This may be of secondary
importance at this time, because of the substantial investment needed
and possible confusion at Main Street during implementation of the
proposed one-way couplet.

During our recent visit we did not review the entrance from Mill
Road into the shopping center; however, its location appears suitable
as it is back from the Main Street intersection as far as present
property ownership allows. :

We would be interested to know of the results as your planning
continues. : ’

Very truly yours,

Frank B. Lindh, Jr.
Traffic Engineer

nd—
Robert M. Alexander .
Municipal Traffic Operations Engineer

RMA:1ml
c.c. H. LeClair



Dwight R. Ladd
7 Chesley Drive
Durham, New Hampshire 03824
20 February 1973

Mrs. Rebecca Frost
Chairman, Planning Board
- Durham, N.H. ‘

Dear Becky:

. May I refer to you two points in connection with the
shopping center expansion? (One I forgot to mention last night.
The other didn't occur to me until later.)

According to Henry LeClair, the boundary between the comm-
ercial and residential zoning districts is defined on the ground
by the southernmost edge of the southernmost parking spaces. The
actual paved parking lot, of course, extends a good deal beyond
that point. Therefore, unless the law holds that a driveway
into a commercial establishment is not commercial, it occurs to
me that an improper use may already be involved. More to the
point, as T read the charts presented last evening, I balieve
that the southern wall of the proposed building would fall
exactly on the zoning boundary. Is this proper? And if that is
proper, there is still the matter of parking or access area along
the south side of the building.

A second, related matter is perhaps more consequential,
During last night's meeting, the spokesman for Allied Engineering
was always careful to identify the southern strip of the parking
lot as M"Chesley Drive." I know that the extension of Chesley
Drive is somewhat controversial and subject to a good deal of
mind-changing. However, a decision to extend it should come
only as a result of careful and deliberate decision by the town.
My concern is that if the developer continues to extend what
he calls Chesley Drive ever nearer to its present end, we will
one day find that it has been extended without a decision to do
so ever having been made by the town. Furthermore, if the street
is extended, it can be done in a way that will minimize damage
to the landscape. If the developers extend "their Chesley Drive'
that may no longer be possible.

My first point is perhaps somewhat trivial - undoubtedly
the usual situation of a developer trying to squeeze a little
more return out of an investment - though it does bear on the
drainage problem. The second point, it seems to me, does go to
the heart of the planning process.

Sincerely,

—o
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3 n°vemb§r 1968

Mre "dwnrd Lehoulller
Tamposi, %ash and Lehoulller
Nashus, New Fampshire

Daar ¥r. Lehoulllisrs

At a speclal meeting held %oveaber 2, 1953, the Flaauing
Jonrd voted to approve your 5ite Review Plan (Duted Oct.'68 =
File Yo« 73=-524) with the exception of seventean parking
gpnces, morc or leas, located in the northwest corner of
the property fallins wlthin the Class II and {lass I Hesle
dentlal oHistriets. Since nelther private nor c¢onnerclal
parkins lots ure permitted uses 1ln these "istrlcts, the
Ioard must wilthhold approval of the use .icposed for thls
arca unless the Zoninz Eoard of idJustment finds cause to
grant a varlance allowing same, If you have any questions
or wish to meet with the Board to discuss possible alter-
rative solutions to the probvlem, a meceting éan be arranged

promptly. S

It was also the wish of the Toard to inforaz you that prlor
to any dovelopzent of the property to the south of the
devalopad area, o Site Review Plan showlng the locatlon

of all buildines, streets, sldewalks, parking spaces and

- inndscaping wlll be required.

The TBoard 1s most appreclative of your cooperation in sup=-
plylng the informatlon reguested for the current 5ite Revlew.
It promlses, with the proposed landscaping, to blend well
with the character of the Towne.

Yours sincerely,

(¥rs.) ¥aryamna Jlatch
Secretary : :
Planning Zoard -

Town of Durham

cc. eleclmen
Zonlng Board of AdJustiment”

Uoiely
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SaAMUEL A. TaMPOsI
ReALTOR
DaANIEL WEBSTER HiGHWAY SouTn
NasHvuA, NEw HAMPSHIRE

03080 .
INDUSTRIAL
COMMERCIAL TELEPHONE
AND : An::ocaoo:
RESIDENT
ou:vuo-::‘: ’ - ) OFFICE 888-229!
: . o . . + RES.883-5374

Qctober 28, 1968

Mr. Alden Winn, Chairman
Durham Planning Board
Town Hall

Durham, New Hampshire

" Dear Mr., Winn:

We hereby submit, for your approval, a final plot
plan, after giving consideration to your suggestions
and comments contained in your letter of June 10, 1968.

You will note that our plot plan shows that we have
eliminated the proposed vehicular entrance and exit from
Mill Road in the area near the front of the buildings.

We would like to construct a fifteen foot wide sidewalk
from Mill Road to the super market and use the center
five feet for planters, as shown on one of the landscap-
ing plans drawn by Walter Lang, a landscape architect, and
submitted herewith.

We would like to make it clear that we are not pro-
posing any roads or streets on the property at this time.
However, we will react to any definite proposals made by
the Town of Durham at that time.

Please note that we have moved the building fifteen
feet westerly, so as to provide adequate off-street load-
ing at the rear of the buildings, as suggested in your
letter of June 10, 1968. A small addition was also made’
by Hannaford Bros. to the rear of their building to house
the trash and other unsightly items en route to disposal
areas. We are agreeable to the relocation of the sewer
easement as shown on a plan submitted to us by Mr. Robert
Gillis, providing that you release the existing easement
you now have through our property as an exchange and also
providing the new easement does not conflict with our grade
plans. C T '

=z
——
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Mr. Alden Winn -2=- ' October 28, 1968

We have provided for a ten foot strip along Mill Road
and an area along the existing brook as green areas and we
will landscape these areas with plantings, as detailed in
our landscaping plans as submitted. We do not plan any
tree plantings in the parking lot area. You will note that
the plantings along Mill Road and the center of the wide
sidewalk leading in from Mill Road will assure that. the
parking lot will be well screened from both Main Street and
Mill Road. Hannaford is also planning some foundation plant-
ings in the front of their store.

You will note that the north side of the super market
does not provide brick or shrubbery, for it is designated
as a future building expansion site which, in all proba-
bility¥''have front shops facing Mill Road. These fronts
will be landscaped as shown on our plan and will certainly
look attractive as a dominating downtown area.

We understand that approval of this site plan does not
constitute approval of our remaining land on the south side
of our private drive leading to the so-called Grange Hall.

If there are any questions as to the types of plantings

proposed, please contact Mr. Walter Lang in Nashua, New

Hampshire, area code 603-882-6962 or at his home, 603-882~
7262, ' -

Yours truly,
TAMPOSI-NASH~-LEHOULLIER

Edward N. Lehoullier
ENL:sb

Enclosures:

2 sets of landscape sketch
2 site plans _

-4
S
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DEPARTMENT OFf PLANNING & ZONING
TOWN OF DURHAM
15 NEWMARKET ROAD
DURHAM, N.H. 03824-2898
603/868-5578  603/868-5005
Fax: 603/868-5572

April 4, 1994

Walter Cheney

The Cheney Companies

76 Exeter Street

Newmarket, New Hampshire 03857

Re: LOT 06-03-19,KNOWN AS THE OSGOOD LOT

Dear Walter,

I have concluded my research on the aforementioned lot with regard to its
developability and have concluded:

4The Town cannot issue a building permit for this lot because the lot is not in
compliance with RSA 674:41, a: which requires all building lots to have frontage on a
class V highway.

+The Town assesses this lot ar $10,800. This assessment includes a sxgnxhcant reduction
in value because it lacks street frontage (the Chesley Drive layout is only a paper street’
at this location) and because of the wetlands on the lot. The lot assessment is consxstenc
‘with other "paper” subdivision lots in the Town of Durham. )

Also attached for your information is a copy of a letter from Joseph Grady to you,
dated July 30, 1991. The information contained in this letter is still current and ‘may provide
you with some assistance in resolving the developability of this lot.

Please be advised that RSA 674:41,II provides you with an opportunity to appeal this
decision whenever the enforcement of RSA 674:41 entails practxcal difficulty or unnecessary
hardship, and when the circumstances of the case do not require the building or structure to
be related to existing or proposed streets.

[ regret taking so long in responding to your request oa the aforementioned lot. I'hepe
this letter provides you with some assistance. Please call Janet Glazier for an application to
the ZBA if you wish to pursue an appeal of this decision.

Rgbert T+ Houseman
Dfrector /
:/I
Attachments
cc: D. Andrade
D. Langley

o A
LJ Printed cn Recycled Paper



i DEFARTAMENT OF PUBLIC WOSRKS

TOWN OF DURHAM

' 13-15 NEWALARKET ROAD

Gl L ‘ DURHAM, N.H. 03824-2898
e 603/868-5578  603/868-5005

July 30, 1991

Walter Cheney

Cheney East Corporation
76 Exeter Stree
Newmarket NH 03857

Dear Walter:

Included in my May 17, 1991 letter to Amos Blanchard,
which was in response to your driveway permit application to
Lot 06-03-19, was the reguest for:

"4) Appropriate legal opinion/documentation will

be required regardéing utilization of what
appears to be public right of way for a
private drive."

That information has not been received, therefore, we
have researched the Town's records reference access to Lot
06-03-19 from Chesley Drive and conclude *he current status
to be as follows. »

(1) There is a deeded 50 foot wide R.O0.W., 223 feet long, on

the easterly side of Lot 06-03-19 ", . . to be used in
common with others and to be dedicated as a public right
of way . . ." (E. Olivia Warfield to Hanbro, Inc., Book

966, page 94, June 25, 1975 Strafford County-Regist:y):—fi

(2) Title to the 50 foot R.O.W. -for existing Chesley Drive
and its "future extension" within +he Red Tower
Development was transferred Oy quitclaim deed to the
Town -of Durham January 29, 1960. (Red Tower -Development
Corp. to Town of Durham, Book 714, page 279, Strafford
County Registry). ' '

(3) Lot 06-03—19 has no frontage on an existing Town road as
Chesley Drive now ends 100+ feet southerly of the lot's
nearest boundary and the 50 R.O.W. described in (1)
above. '

(4) Lot 06-03-19 is in the RA zone. Current zoning requires
lots in the RA zone to have a minimum lot frontage of _
100 _feet (see Section 1-13.8 and Page 4-6). A sketch of
the area is attached for clarity. -




CONCLUSIONS:

(1) There appears to be no legal access, deeded or
otherwise, to Lot 06-03-19 from Chesley Drive.

(2) The options for'iegal access from ChesleyiDrive include:

a) Receiving a variance or an exemption from the
frontage requirements.

D) Receiving Town approval to extend Chesley Drive
(to Town specifications or some modification
therecf) to satisfiy frontage reguirements.
c) Some approved combination of a) and/or b) above.
Based on the foregoing, this office must deny vour
application for driveway permit until the legal acc=ss to the

lot is gained.

If you have additional information or gquestions, please

call.
Yours. very truly, .
— . ¥ ¥ - \
— \ ) K ) S/
l‘;x ’. :I‘: ’
Joseph"f; Gfédy, P.E.
~—Public Works Director
JIG:gej
cc: R. Freedman

T. Perry -

B. Steffen -
D. Langley
Files
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LOCAL LAND USE PLANNING 674:41

ANNOTATIONS UNDER FoRMER RSA 36:25

1. Cited

Cited in In re Estate of Sayewich (1980) 120
NH 237, 413 A2d 581.

674:41 Erection of Buildings on Streets; Appeals.
. L. From and after the time when a planning board shall expressly have
been granted the authority to approve or disapprove plats by a municipality,
as described in RSA 674: 35, no-building shall be erected on any lot within
any part of the municipality nor shall a building permit be issued for the

- erection of a building unless the street g1ving access to the lot upon which

such building is proposed to be placed:

(2) Shall have been accepted or opened as, or shall otherwise have
received the legal status of, a class V or better highwav prior to that time; or

) Corresponds in its location and lines with: : o

(1) A street shown on the official map: or :

(2) Astreetona subdivision plat approved by the planning board: or -

(38) A street on a street plat made by and adopted by the planning
board; or . '

(4) A street located and accepted by the local legislative body of the
municipality, after submission to the planning board, and, in case of the
planning board'’s disapproval, by the favorable vote required in' RSA
674:40; or . : o

(c) Isaclass VI highway, provided that:

(1) The local governing body after review and comment by the plan-
ning board has voted to authorize the issuance of building permits for the
erection of buildings on said class VI highway or a portion thereof: and

(2) The municipality neither assumes responsipility for maintenarnce
of said class VI highway nor liability for any damages resulting from the

- use thereof; and : _ .

(3) Prior to the issuance of 2 building permit, the applicant shall pro-
duce evidence that notice of the limits of municipal responsibility and lia-
bility has been recorded in the county registry of deeds.

II. Whenever the enforcement of the provisions of this seation would entail
practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship, and when the circumstances of
the case do not require the building, structure or part thereof to be related to
existing or proposed streets, the applicant for such permit may appeal from’

permits to the zoning board of adjustment in any municipality which has
adopted zoning regulations, in accordance with RSA 674, or, in municipali-

zoning board of adjustment, or ‘the local legislative body, or the board of
appeals’ for permission to erect the building. In passing on such appeal or

537



©674:41 : “PLANNING AND ZONING

I1. Whenever the enforcement of the provisions of this section would en-

-tail practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship, and when the circumstances

of the case do not require the building, structure or part thereof to be re-
lated to existing or proposed streets, the applicant for such permit may ap-
peal from the decision of the administrative officer having charge of the
issuance of permits to the zoning board of adjustment in any municipality
which has adopted zoning regulations in accordance with RSA 674, or, in
municipalities i which no board of adjustment exdsts, to the local legislative
body, or to a board of appeals, whichever is appropriate, in accordance with
RSA 674:14 and 15, including the requirement for a public hearing. In a
municipality which does not require building permits, direct application may
be made to the zoning board of adjustment, or the local legislative body, or
the board of appeals for permission to erect the building, In passing on such

appeal or application the board of adjustment, local legislative body, or:

,bo:.a,rd;bf, appeals may make any reasonable exception and shall have the

power to authorize or issue a permit, subject to such conditions as it may

- impose, if the issuance of the permit or erection of the building would not

tend to distort the official map or increase the difficulty of carrying out the
master plan upon which it is based, and if erection of the building or issuance
of the permit will not cause hardship to future purchasers or undue financial
impact on the municipality. Any such decision made in this connection by a
board of adjustment, local legislative body, or by-a board of ‘appeals pursuant
to this section and RSA 674:14 and 15 shall be in writing, together with the
reasons for the decision, and shall be subject to review in the manner de-
scribed in RSA 677. [Amended 1988, 181:2, eff. June 19, 1983.] :
III. This section shall supersede any inconsistent local ordinance, code or
regulation, and no existing lot or tract of land shall be exempted from:the
provisions of this section except in accordance with the procedures ex-
pressly set forth in this section. [Added 1988, 131:3, eff. June 19, 1988.]

IV. In addition to the requirements for the erection of buildings in para-
graph I and notwithstanding the exceptions provided in paragraph 11, the
planning board for a county in which there are located unincorporated towns
or unorganized places shall require every building which is erected on leased
land located within an unincorporated town or'unorganized place to have a
building permit. A building permit shall be required under this paragraph
regardless of the proximity of the building to any street or highway. The
county shall, by resolution, authorize the planning board to issue building
permits under this paragraph. [Added 1989, 266:20, eff. July 1, 1989.]

: . HISTORY _ , C
Amendments—1988. Paragraph II: Substituted “RSA 674:14 and 15" for “RSA 677" fol-
lowing “in-accordance with” in the first sentence and preceding “shall be in writing” in the
‘fourth sentence and made other minor stylistic changes. .
Paragraph III: Added. : T
—1989. Paragraph IV: Added.
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ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT

COMMUNICATION
INITIATED BY: THE CHENEY COMPANIES
PROPOSED ACTION: Appeal of an Administrative Decision by Robert

T. Houseman, Director of Planning, Zoning and
Code Enforcement, dated April 4, 1994 relative
to the request for a building permit on the
"Osgood" lot off Chesley Drive ‘

PRESENTED BY: THE CHENEY COMPANIES

DESCRIPTION:

THE. "OSGOOD" LOT, CREATED IN 1968 AS PART OF A GREATER SUBDIVISION
(PLANS ON FILE), HAD THE FOLLOWING RESTRICTION IMPOSED ON THE
PARCEL: " ' : , .

"Approval granted subject to the condition that no
building be done on the property retained by the Osgoods
until a proper road extending from Chesley Drive is
provided for access to the lot, and watsr and sewer
services brought to the lot Iine."” -

RSA 674:41, enclosed, addresses an applicant’s right to request
‘relief from this type of hardship.

ADMINISTRATIVE APPEAL: ' :

The Zoning Board of Adjustment has the power to hear and decide an
appeal if it 1is alleged that there is error in any order,
requirement, decision or determination made by an administrative
official in the enforcement of any zoning ordinance. In exercising
this power, the Board has all the powers of the administrative
official from whom the appeal is taken, but no more. '

In other words, the Board can grant or deny the relief requested of
the administrative official or modify the relief granted or denied
by the official, but it cannot grant a Variance from the terms of
the ordinance when it has only been asked to- grant an
Administrative Appeal. In an Administrative Appeal situation, the
Board 1is essentially putting itself in the place of the
administrative official.

(over)



Page 2
RECOMMENDATIONS :
4HOLD A PUBLIC HEARING AND SCHEDULE A SITEWALK

¢SEEK LEGAL GUIDANCE ON HOW BINDING THE CONDITION OF APPROVAL
IS ON THE ORIGINAL SUBDIVISION

4CONTINUE DELIBERATION ON THIS MATTER AFTER THE SITEWALK AND
FEEDBACK FROM THE TOWN ATTORNEY '

ety



Durham Town Council
January 10, 199#

5
r eati C ittee: Kraus MOVED. Duncan SECONDED the

motion to accept Diane Freedman and Richard Dewing as regular

members of the Parks & Recreation Committee. This motion was

APPROVED unanimously.

Planning Board: Grant MOVED. Kraus SECONDED the motion to
reappoint Calvin Hosmer, George Rief and Peter Smith as regular
members. This motion was APPROVED by a vote of 5-1 with Grant,
Cline, Vogelmann, Duncan and Kraus voting in favor and Hovey
opposed.

Strafford Regional Planning Commissio: Duncan MOVED, Kraus

SECONDED the motion to reappoint Ted McNitt. This motion was
APPROVED unanimously.

Zoning Board of Adjustment: Duncan MOVED, Kraus SECONDED the

motion to reappoint John Farrell as a regular member and to
appoint Rcbert Doty and Robert Cotter as alternate members. This
motion was APPROVED unanimously.

V. B. CONSIDERATION OF CHESLEY DRIVE EXTENSION

Town Administrator Wood stated that the Town had updated
traffic counts and conducted analysis of existing information
regarding the Chesley Drive extension proposal.

Rob Houseman. Director of Planning and Zoning explained that
traffic surveys were conducted to try to isclate traffic flows
using Faculty Road and determine their corridor of travel (i.e.
determine whether or not those vehicles traveling west on Faculty
Road were turning north or scuth, heading towards the Plaza or
heading out of Town on Mill Road. - He stated that there was no
"origin of destination’” survey done with these traffic surveys.
Houseman stated that it was determined that 3/4 of the total
volume were traveling westbound, towards Mill Road which led to
an increase of 800 vehicles south of Faculty Drive, this would
increase traffic going away from the Plaza. He stated that the
peak hour flow was 4:00 p.m. to 6:00,/7:00 p.m. and that this
indicated commuter traffic traveling home. Houseman stated that
this information indicates that if Chesley Drive extension was
acted upon there would not be a significant increase of traffic
on Mill Pond and Faculty Road. He did state however, that
3ignalizing of Route 108 would add an unknown factor.

Hovey stated his concern that the traffic survey from VHB
did not give an option on what would happen if Route 108
intersection was signalized.

Grant asked if the Town had received legal opinions on the
liabilities of the Town opening up a public street to a parking
lot. and also expressed his concern that Chesley Drive would be
used as a through street. Town Administrator Wood stated that a



Durham Town Ccuncil
January 10, 1998
B

legal opinion had not been obtained on this issue, but stated
that having a parking lot open onto a public road occurs
frequently without any liabilities associated. He also noted
that there had been several options discussed to discourage the
use of Chesley Drive as a through street. Grant stated that he
felt these options would not discourage the use of Chesley Drive
as a throusgh street. He inguired as to the background of the
estimate of the 2500 vehicle count if the Chesley Drive is
extended, when the current count on Chesley Drive is stated at
70. Skip Grady. Public Works Director responded that the
Hamilton Engineering Associates conducted a study in 13875. As
part of their traffic projections they estimated that if Chesley
Drive was opened they could anticipate up to 2500 cars per day,
this was total use (including through use and parking lot use).

Grant asked if an opinion from the Planning Board had been
requested. Town Administrator Wood stated that no formal opinion
from the Planning Board had been received. Grant asked that the
Planning Board’s position be requested in future situations.

Kraus noted that there were 251 documented responses from
residents, of which 80 favored the Chesley Drive extension and
171 opposed the extension. or 88% opposing the proposal. He
thanked the residents for their input and response. Chairman
Healy agreed, stating that he felt hearing the residents input
made the issues clearer.

Vogelmann stated that she felt a signal at Route 108
intersection may increase people trying to avoid the light,
possibly using Chesley Drive. She asked Director of Planning and
Zoning Rob Houseman if there was any research done on the numbers
that would be associated with a scenarioc of this type. Houseman
responded that to obtain that kind of information an "origin and
destination" survey would need to be conducted., which did not
occur. -

Hovey atated that he intended to vote no on this proposal
because he felt this was not a good expenditure of Town funds.

He also stated that he felt the Route 108 intersection light
would cause problems.

Kraus stated that he also intended to vote no on this
proposal. He said that public concern on this issue was a factor
in his decision and thanked the Town staff for the work they did
on the traffic flow.

Duncan indicated that he also would vote no on this
proposal. He felt there had never been any demonstrated benefit
to this proposal.

Vogelmann stated that she would vote no on this issue and
also thanked the Town staff for the information provided which
helped her in making her final decision. She did state that she
was concerned this issue would come up again in the future.

Chairman Healy stated that he was given the opportunity to
vote he would vote against it. He felt the neighborhood ir
aquestion was not designed to handle the increased traffic and
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noted that VHB did not recommend the extension. Chairman Healy
stated that he fa2lt the money could be better used for a traffic
light at the Mill Road Plaza/Mill Road entrance and another
traffic light at Faculty Road/Mill Road intersection to control
traffic. Chairman Healy also thanked the Town staff for the work
done on this issue. '

A OK AR AR K A KKK KKK

Kraus MOVED to oppose the Chésley Drive extension proposal.
The motion was SECONDED by Duncan and APPROVED unanimously.

V. C. RESOLUTION #93-12 AUTHORIZING THE BONDING OF 3500,000 FOR
THE PURCHASE OF THE W/D REALTY TRUST PROPERTY.

The Town Council conducted a public hearing on Resolution
#93-12 at the December 20, 1993 meeting. This resolution is for
the purchase of the W/D Realty Trust property located adjacent to
the Wasteswater Treatment Plant.

No further discussion occurred on this item.

K K K K KKK K K KK

Grant MOVED acceptance of Resolution #83-12. This motion
was SECONDED by Duncan and APPROVED unanimously.

V. D. RESOLUTION #94-01 AUTHORIZING THE ISSUANCE OF $430.000 IN
TAX ANTICIPATION NOTES '

Town Administrator Wood explained that the Town has in past
years borrowed a lump sum at the start of the vear in
anticipation of tax revenues which will come at the end of the
year. This amount is borrowed and invested, earns interest from
the investment and the Town draws down as expenditures occur.

One advantage to borrowing one amount as opposed to setting up a
line of credit is that an interest rate can be locked in.

Grant asked what the interest rate was that the Town
vorrowed on last year and if this was bid on competitively. Town
Administrator Wood stated that last year the interest rate paid
was 2.8%. He also stated that bids are put out and that last
vear there were approximately 7 bids. Grant asked what the
amount was that the Town ended up paying last year after the Town
paid interest on the loan, minus the interest earned from the
investment. Town Administrator Wood stated that the amount paid
by the Town was approximately $25000.00.

AR AR AR CRCR KKK KOK

Grant MOVED to adopt Resocluticn #34-01 as stated. Duncan
SECONDED the motion which was APPROVED unanimously.
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VARIOUS VOTER PETITIONS OPPOSING EXTENSION OF CHESLEY DRIVE
SUBMITTED TO DURHAM TOWN COUNCIL IN THE MONTHS
-BEFORE THE COUNCIL’S UNANIMOUS VOTE ON JANUARY 10, 1994

September 1993 — January 1994

Petition dated September 20, 1993 — signed by 60 voters
Petition dated October 8, 1993 — si;gned by 12 Voters
Petition dated October 15, ‘1993 — signed by 24 voters
Petition dated October 26, 1993 — signed by 24 voters

Petition dated November 2, 1993 — signed by 100 vofers

TOTAL : 220 voters

The “Foster’s Daily” newspaper number of petitions as 171 was wrong in its report of the
Council’s January 10, 1994 Meeting. : '

Separately, the Town Council received letters from a number of voters expressing opposition to
extending Chesley Drive.

Xeroxed copies of all the petitions are in Town Hall files, presumably, and Karen Mower has
copies of some. ' : '



Durham councilors vote agamsﬁ

Foster's Daily Democrat Dover, N.H.
Tuesday Evening, January i1, 1994

Page 21

extending Chesiey Drive to plaza

By GRACE F. MURPHY
. Democrat Staff Writer -
DURHAM - A grassroots effort by
residents in the Chesley Drive .area
_opposed to an extension of the road
may have affected town -councilors
who voted down the proposed project
Monday night.

Councilor John Kraus displayed
251 opinions in letter or petition form
from residents concerning the pro-
posal to extend Chesley Drive about
300 feet, or just enough to link it with

- the Mill Road Plaza. A

Of the letters, 171 residents were
opposed to the project and 80 were in
i favor. Chesley Road is currently a
; dead-end street.
- Close to 80 people attended a pubhc
~ hearing on the issue Oct. 8, and
many of the same folks addressed
. the council Monday night during a

public comment section of the meet-

ing.

Residents who spoke said they
were afraid Chesley Drive would be-
come a shortcut for people avoiding
downtown traffic, making the Mill
Pond Road park area unsafe.

They said they feared additional
traffic would threaten the ‘safety of
pedestrians, children, bicyclists and
admirers of the Mill Pond swans.

Others said they feared an in-
crease of traffic in their neighbor-
hood would make their property val-
ues decrease.

Dan Sumner, who spoke for the

board of dxrectors of the Durham -

Housing Association and residents of
the Church Hill Apartments, said
many of the residents in the retire-

ment housing off Mill Pond Road op--

posed the proposal out of safety rea-
sons. -
Many of the residents walk to the

Mill Pond Plaza and are afraid of in-
creased traffic, he said. °

Faculty Road resident Douglas
Wheeler said the 1ssue transcended
safety.

“I think it’s a matter of communi-
ty,” he said. “‘One thing it would do
is make the town more into a city.”

The project has appeared on town
agendas in the past as town officials
consider ways to ease traffic conges-
tion in the downtown.

Resident Bill Hall said he support-
ed the project. Hall said the town has
maintained Chesley Drive for at
least 30 years and that it was time it
be “rnade available for the entire
town.

The council 6-0 agamst the pro-
posed project. Chairman William J.
Healy Jr. did not vote, and counci-
lors Barbara Yates and Ralph Bris-
tol were not at the meetmg
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DURHAM HOUSING ASSOCIATION

October 15,1993
Mr. Larry Wood : .
Town Administrator
Town Offices.
Durham, NH 03824

Re: Chesley Drive Extension
Dear Larry:

A poll of the tenants in the Church Hill Apartments was taken to
determine their opinion on the extension of Chesley Drive to the
Mill Road Shopping Center as set forth in your September 27th letter
to the residents of Faculty Development and Red Tower areas and as
discussed at the public hearing held on October 4th. Of the thirty-
six units, 28 were opposed to the proposal; four were in favor and

four had no opinion either way.

The Board of Directors 'of the Association have directed me to
convey these results to you and to also g0~ on record in opposition
- to the proposal. ' ‘

Among the tenants and the Directors, several specific objections
were raised but; primarily; it was one of safety of the tenants who
walk to the shopping center using Chesley Drive and the increased
 traffic that would result if the road were extended. '

cc: Directors _
Building Representatives
Tom Barstow, Manager



To Zoning Board of Adjustment - September 13, 1994

e

» I’m Karen Mower of Faculty Rd., Durham. I imagine many people here tonight are here
out of concern that Mr. Cheney’s proposal might lead to renewed attempts to connect Rte. 108 to
Mill Rd. via the town park at the Mill Pond and via Chesley Drive and the shopping plaza.

This same proposal has been defeated by Durham voters repeatedly in town meetings and
was defeated again by the Town Council on January 10, 1994 when the council voted unanimously
against the proposal, in direct response to voters’ letters and petitions signed by voters from all
over the township. The 220 petition signers (I have copies of the originals) oppOSItlon to Chesley S

extension fell prlmarlly into 3 categories:

A) Concern for pedestrian safety of the ‘many chlldren and the many elderly who frequent the
Mill Pond nature area.

B) Concern for traffic safety at the Rte. 108 intersection, the sharp blind hill at the Mill Pond
Rd. intersection with Chesley Drlve, and the intersection of the shopping plaza exit onto

Mill Road by the Brooksnde townhouses.

C) Concern for the enormous expense to Durham taxpayers of building another road parallel
to Faculty Rd. just 1 block away.

The Town Council in its unanimous vote last January 10, added to the record its hope that
future Town Councils would continue to consider this often-defeated issue settled.

Those are general issues. I’d like to briefly address 2 specific issues regarding Mr.
Cheney’s present appeal from the Zoning Administrator’s denial of a building permit for the -
property he owns between the end of Chesley Drive and the Shopping Plaza. :

1) The property in question is zoned RA, that is to say it is zoned only for single family
residential homes. It is not zoned for multiple housing or any kind of business enterprise,
as it lies in a strictly single-family residential area.

2) The property in question, like all the properties along the College Brook, is classed as in a
Flood Plain on the Federal Government’s map of Durham. The College Brook regularly
floods the back yards and basements of Chesley Drive homes during snowmelt and during
heavy rainstorms. The intersection of Mill Pond Rd. & Chesley had to be closed to trafﬁc
in the 1992 hurricane when the College Rook flooded the entire intersection. Any
exacerbation of the existing drainage problems of homes in that area, by paving &
especially by dredg & fill operatlons could damage neighbors’ property values.

Article 7 in the Durham Zoning Ordinance regarding “Flood Hazard District,” includes
excavation and paving in the definition of “Development” and defines “flood Plain” and
“Flood Prone” as any land area susceptible to inundation by water. The article further

- specifies that any development in such areas shall be subject to permits from the State
Water Resources Board and shall comply with the 1972 Federal Water Pollution
Commission’s amendments #33 U.S.C. and #1334.
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/ September 20, 1993
Durham, N.H. T

To:

MEMBERS OF THE DURHAM TOWN COUNCIL
MEMBERS OF THE DURHAM PLANNING BOARD
&C

We the undersigned; homeowners and registered voters, write to you in opposition
to the proposal to extend Chesley Drive into the shopping plaza. Each time the same
proposal has been advanced in past years, at town meeting, it was always defeated by
the voters. Again in 1990, at the public hearings on the draitbof the new 1990 zoning
ordinance, voters rejected the proposal. ’

Durham families’ concerns about the proposal fall into four categories:
Flood-Plain Hazards, Traffic Safety, Zoning Aspects, and Taxpayer Costs.

1. FLOOD- PLAIN HAZARDS: College Brook is classed as a "flood-plain” on the
Federal Government's survey map of Durham. A copy of the map is in the files of the
Durham Town Hall. The College Brook regularly floods the back yards and basements of
Chesley Drive homes during snowmelt and during heavy rainstorms. The intersection of
Mill Pond Road and Chesley had to be closed to traffic in the 1991 hurricane when the
whole intersection was under water from the swollen College Brook. Uncertainty exists
as to future effects on that "downstream” area of homes by the University's current
construction of a new UNH building on the College Brook "upstream.” Any exacerbation

- of the existing drainage problems of Chesley Drive-Mill Pond Road homeowners

conceivably could open the town of Durham to expensive lawsuits.

Article 7 in the 1990 Durham Zoning Ordinance, regarding any "Flood Hazard
District”, includes excavation and paving in the definition of "Development™ and defines
"Flood Plain” and "Flood-Prone" as any land area susceptible to inundation by water. The
article further specifies that any development in such areas shall be subject to permits
from such agencies as the State Water Resources Board and shall comply with the 1972
Federal Water Pollution Commission's amendments #33 U.S.C. and # 1334.

2. TRAFFIC SAFETY: The high, blind hillside of the sharp curve on Mill Pond
Road, where Chesley Drive is on one side of the blind hill and the recently-opened Smith
Park Lane is on the other side of the blind hill, already makes any driver's left-turn exit
from Chesley Drive onto Mill Pond Road exceedingly dangerous. Drivers familiar with
exiting from Chesley can attest that a speeding car on the other side of the hill cannot be
seen. Across from Chesley, another sharp curve on Mill Pond Road has in itself been the
scene of many accidents, clearly evidenced by the frequency with which the wooden
guard-rail over the College Brook is smashed by speeding drivers who have failed to make

the curve.

-~ Pedestrian use of the Mill Pond-Chesley area is considerable, by elderly residents of
the Church Hill apartments and by town children as well as by residents visiting Mill

Pond's natural areas.
To add hundreds of cars daily to this blind intersection would seem to be asking for

a fatal accident on that curve, either to a pedestrian or to a driver.
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3. ZONING ASPECTS Mill Pond Road and Chesley Drive are currently zoned
"Residential A" and are designated as "Collector” streets. To connect Chesley Drive into
the shopping plaza would have two damaging effects for the Mill Pond Road-Chesley
Drive homeowners:

The door would be opened to re-zone that area as a "Commercial” zone, and Mill
Pond Road and Chesley Drive would effectively become "Arterial” streets in forming a
continuous loop through the shopping plaza onto Mill Road and "Arterial" Main Street.
The proposal raises questions of merchants' and developers’ wishes versus the monetary
damages done to the Chesley Drive homeowners, many of whom have given generously
of their own time and personal talents as past town officials to benefit Durham residents
and to shape Durham as an attractive town for families.

4. TAXPAYER COSTS: Like other towns in New Hampshire, Durham is financially
pressed because of reduced Federal funding to the State, reduced State aid to the towns,
and increased numbers of children to educate through homeowner property taxes. Even
if Durham were to receive some State aid for extending Chesley Drive, part of the
expense would inevitably fall on the Durham taxpayers. Do we really need to subsidize
either commercial interests or developer access to the two remaining flood-prone lots
along lower College Brook?

The traffic pattern on Mill Road at the entrance/exit to the shopping plaza is
congested only at noon hour and at the 4 to 5 p.m. commuter hour. This is hardly a
"New York-style" problem, in our opinion, especially as U.N.H. has other exits from
campus. -

The professional traffic-consultant firm the Town hired last sprlng to evaluate
Durham traffic did not include a Chesley extension in its recommendations for town

actibn.

We hope you will be responsive to our citizen concerns.
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October 15, 1993

THE DURHAM TOWN COUNCIL,
THE DURHAM PLANNING BOARD,
and LARRY WOOD, TOWN ADMINISTRATOR

We the undersigned Durham registered voters and property owners OPPOSE a Chesley
Drive extension. ' -

We do NOT live in the Faculty-Red Tower developments, but we do have the following
concerns: _ ‘

1. TRAFFIC SAFETY: Speeding is a chronic problem on Mill Pond Road and should not be
given an opportunity to expand into Chesley and the shopping plaza. Increased traffic to and
from Route 108 could make both the Route 108-Mill Pond Road intersection and the shopping
plaza’s left-turn exit onto Mill Road into bottlenecks rivaling the Main Street-Mill Road _
intersection. At present, the left turn onto Mill Road from the ‘Faculty Road stop sign has better
visibility and is safer for drivers as well as for pedestrians and cyclists than is the plaza exit.

2. CHILDREN'S SAFETY: Many children living south of Main Street are not bussed to
school after 5th grade. They must walk or bicycle, and many of them walk or bicycle via
Chesley Drive in order to cross Main Street at Madbury Road. In the judgment of parents, both
the shopping plaza exit cn Mill Road and the new triple street crossing at the Main Street-Mill
Road intersection are too dangerous for children. .

~ We believe the safety of Durham children while walking to school whether via Chesley or
via Mill Road, should weigh more heavily with Town Council members than should the wishes ‘
of merchants, UNH students seeking to avoid UNH parking lots, or impatient shoppers wishing
a faster shortcut than Faculty Road already provides. '

3. THE MILL POND: The Mill Pond nature area is a town treasure used by residents from
every Durham neighborhood. Town children ice skate there in winter. Town families picnic
‘there. Elderly apartment dwellers walk there daily. Nursery school teachers regularly bring pre-
school children there. Increased traffic would reduce safety at this town park.

4. TAXPAYER COSTS: It would be an unnecessary expenditure of taxpayer dollars to build a
new road duplicating the function that Faculty Road already serves. '
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November 2, 1993
T —

To: Durham Town Council, William Healy Jr., Chairman
and: Larry Wood, Town Administrator

We the ‘_IOO undersigned Durham voters and Property Owners, residing in many different
neighborhoods in the Township, OPPOSE the Council’s proposal to link Route 108 to
Mill Road via Mill Pond and Chesley Drive.

The Mill Pond Park is a treasure for the whole town, not just for a single neighborhood.
Concern for Town Residents’ pedestrian safety at the Mill Pond Park should supersede
concern for routing Plaza shoppers off Main Street onto Mill Pond and Chesley Drive.
Children from all over town go to the pond on bicylces and on foot, to picnic, to ice-
skate, and to play hockey. Teachers bring classes to the Mill Pond for nature study.
Elderly voters in the 6 nearby “Church Hill” & “Brookside” apartment buildings walk at
the Mill Pond Park daily. The Town park at “Wagon Hill” is not accessible to residents
without cars, but the Mill Pond Park is accessible to young and old alike.

“Quality of Life” is readily available to countryside residents, in terms of green space,
but in-town residents must depend on the Town Planning Board and the Town Council
to respect in-town voters’ legitimate needs for small, safe in-town green spaces. The
Master Plan for Durham, commissioned some years back from the Cambridge Planning
Group, urged that the College Brook corridor from Mill Road to Mill Pond Road be
conserved in its natural state for this-purpose as well as for a permanent buffer between
Durham’s commercial zone and residential zones. Accordingly, repeated efforts by
developers to extend Chesley Drive have repeatedly been defeated in Durham town
meetings by the voters at large.

Faculty Road already provides campus access for U.N.H. students as an alternative to
Main Street and Madbury Road to U.N.H. parking. At a time when the Town Council is
" considering such major expenditures as a new public works building, a new police
department, a new town hall, and mandatory new solid waste disposal land and facility,
all of which will increase property owners’ tax burdens, it would seem that the proposal
to build a road parallel to Faculty Road, one block away, is an unnecessary Council
expenditure of taxpayer funds.
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To Durham Town Council - January 10, 1994

My name is Karen Mower. I understand the Council’s agenda tonight includes a vote on the
Chesley Drive extension proposal. I'd like to make a 2 minute comment if I may.

1. It is my understanding that close to 250 Durham voters have expressed their opposition to
the extension proposal in writing, in petitions & in letters to the Council. Such broad
opposition reflects the fact the town’s voters have defeated the same proposal repeatedly
for two decades in planning board hearings and in annual town meetings.

2. Opposition has been based mainly on two factors:

a) A continuing desire to minimize traffic safety hazards to the many residents, of all ages
and from all neighborhoods of the town, who use the Mill Pond park natural area for
recreation, in all seasons of the year.

b) The conviction that it would be a costly waste of taxpayer money to build a road parallel
to Faculty Road just one block away.

3. Official traffic counts by the town have demonstrated that the majority of cars going up
Faculty Rd. are going to the University. To re-route UNH traffic through the shopping
plaza would require that traffic to turn left out of the plaza onto Mill Road, further
congesting that 3-lane intersection or, alternatively, and to the plaza merchants’ detriment,
further tempting UNH students to use the plaza parking lot for all-day parking instead of
the UNH parking lots. .

4. The expense to the taxpayers of the Chesley extension proposal would not be limited to
connecting Chesley to the plaza, with attendant wetlands drainage costs. Through access
from Chesley to Mill Road would require both obtaining a town easement across the .
privately-owned shopping plaza property and, for public safety, construction of a curbed
road along the edge of the brook, to prevent collisions between cars exiting the parking
lanes and the faster moving through traffic.

5. The plaza merchants would also lose by this curbed peripheral road. in two ways:

a) They’d lose all the parking spaces they currently enjoy along the edge of the brook,
spaces . currently filled bumper-to-bumper every noon even during UNH vacation
periods by customers of the plaza businesses.

b) The merchants would lose, because of the safety curbings of the brook’s edge road, the
privilege they’ve enjoyed for 25 year of plowing the whole plaza’s winter snows downhill
off the asphalt onto the edge of the College Brook, not good for the brook but very
convenient for the plaza owners! ,

6. The professional traffic consultant firm hired by the Council to study Durham traffic last
Spring did not recommend extending Chesley Drive.

Thank you for listening.

Karen Mower
11 Faculty Road
Durham, NH
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The second issue Mr. McNeill spoke to was with regard to the recent
reassessment in Durham. He referred to this issue as the "quiet assessment".
He said he first became aware of the assessment when there was an article in the
newspaper because no one came to his house or visited any of his neighbors.
Further, he said he was not aware of any systematic studies being conducted that
were in anyway analogous to the reappraisal which occurred prior to this
reassessment. Mr. McNeill noted that although the value of properties went down
in Durham, there was no explanation on the bill as to how that would affect the
actual taxes. He also noted that during the assessment hearings on the tax
bills, there were two appraisers from MMC present, but no official representative
from the Town was present. Mr. McNeill said he felt the appraisal was
statistically flawed, did not contain adequate data or experiences to justify the
results, and suggested that the reassessment be re-examined.

David Murphy, Durham Point Road. Mr. Murphy echoed the concerns expressed
by Malcolm McNeill regarding the reassessment. He said his taxes have increased
approximately $4,000 due to the assessment. He also questioned the methodology
used in the appraisal process, and felt there was inadequate knowledge of the
property by the MMC appraisers.

PUBLIC HEARING ON THE PROPOSED CHESLEY DRIVE CONNECTOR

Town Administrator Wood summarized the proposal for the audience. Wood
said that this project has been discussed for some time. Most recently, when the
town and University contracted for a Traffic and Parking Plan, the issue of
Chesley Drive was raised, along with other long-term improvement projects. He
said that the Vanasse Hangen Brustlin (VHB) recommendation was that the project
not go forward because of negative environmental and neighborhood impacts. Wood
said that during the review of the VHB Traffic and Parking Plan, Town staff felt
that VHB’s attention to some of the long-term items was less than thorough, and
felt the Chesley Drive project should be studied further to determine what the
environmental impacts would be. At Council meetings where the Traffic and
Parking Plan was reviewed, the Council directed Town staff to seriously loock at
Chesley Drive and pursue potential options and review potential impacts.

In terms of environmental impacts, Wood said there would be a minor
wetlands application which would need to be completed. He said that in
discussions with the State Wetlands Board, they have indicated that the
environmental impacts would be relatively minor and did not seem to be a strong
impediment to moving forward. He said that the Council had asked for some cost
estimates to do the connector and the Town staff prepared two. One was a full
project which included the connector, drainage, sidewalks, improvement of site
visibility on Mill Pond Road and Chesley Drive. This also included doing the
College Brook culvert at the same time if the connector project were to be
conducted. The estimated cost would be $50,000. The second estimate entailed
a project which would put in a temporary road to allow the Town to monitor the
connector to see what the impacts would be. The estimated cost for the interim
approach would be approximately $6,500.

Town Administrator Wood asked Director of Public Works Skip Grady to break
down these two procjects for the audience.

Grady pointed to a map showing Chesley Drive as it presently exists and
explained what would be involved to make a permanent connector and what would be
involved to make a temporary connector road at that location. In order to put
in a temporary connector, Grady said everything would remain as it presently is,
except the removal of material that might be considered muck, lay down some
construction fabric on the ground, place gravel materials over the top and pave
it. He said if it turned out that the temporary road was not the thing to do at
that point in time, the gravel materials could be removed, the construction
fabric could be rolled up, and the area could be reasonably restored.
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Using a map indicating Chesly Drive with a permanent connector, Grady
explained that if something permanent were to be done, a section of road would
be built just like normal streets. The road would be twenty-four feet (24’') wide
with a four foot (4’) shoulder which would accommodate bike travel. He said
there would also be a sidewalk on both sides. Grady said that a guardrail and
drainage would be necessary. He noted that at the existing Chesley Drive and
Mill Pond intersection, the site distance is not very good. He said that part
of the project would involve "daylighting" to try and make the site distance
better for vehicles coming down Mill Pond Road and vehicles trying to turn out
on to Mill Pond Road from Chesley Drive. Grady also suggested that if this
project were to be constructed, that it might be wise to consider doing a
proposal of improving the culvert crossing on Mill Pond Road at the same time.

Robert Houseman, Director of Planning and Zoning, discussed the traffic
flow affects of the proposed project. Houseman distributed a traffic flow
diagram to each Council member. He said this diagram was formulated by Hamilton
Engineering in 1975 for the original design of the Mill Road Plaza. He explained
that he had looked at Hamilton Engineering’s projections and added 1989 actual
counts at various intersections and roadways, and carried forward to the year
2000 projections. '

) Referring to Route 108 on the diagram, Houseman noted that the area

highlighted in pink was.the projected year 2000 traffic indicating 9,700 trips
per day on Route 108. He said the 1989 Mill Road traffic counts were 13,270
which far exceeded the projections. Referring to Mill Road on the diagram,
Houseman noted that the pink area highlighted projected year 2000 traffic
indicating 8,990 trips per day. He said the 1989 actual counts were 8,312 and
the Mill Pond Road actual counts for 1989 were 2,742. The actual count for the
year 2000 is projected to be 2,800. Houseman said that in looking at the growth
rates as a percentage of change over time, and looking at what Chesley Drive
would do as a through road versus an access to a parking lot, staff was able to
project in-house that as a through road, by the year 2000, Chesley Drive would
have daily average traffic of 3,900 trips per day. Houseman said this estimate
did not take into consideration the present configuration as put forth this
evening as a drive access. He said he would have no ability to calculate volume
with regards to a single point drive access. Clarifying this statement, Houseman
explained that the concept that was originally put forward in 1975 was a through
road that would have run from Mill Pond Road to Mill Road, across what would be
the westerly edge of the parking lot. The road was proposed to be constructed
as a Town road, similar to the way Faculty Road presently runs, between Mill Pond
Road and Mill Road. He said the distinction was that the Town’s present proposal
acts as driveway cut to the Mall near the Credit Union and the Restaurant on the
southwestern corner of the parking lot, .thus reducing the actual projected
traffic volume because it would be an inconvenience for through traffic to move
through that.

Kraus asked Houseman what recognizable street in Town presently had 3,900
trips per day so the Council could gain a better contextual concept of the
project. ' Houseman responded that when the University is out of session, the
traffic count on Mill Road is approximately 3,800 trips per day and nearly
doubles when the University is in session.

Chairman Healy opened the public hearing on this issue.

John Beckett, Mill Pond Road. Mr. Beckett asked if there is a proposed
right-of-way through the Mill Road Plaza parking lot, and if the Plaza .owners
presently extend their use of the property over what is a past right-of-way.
Houseman responded that the Town had a five-year window to develop that right-of-
way which has lapsed. He said there is no present right-of-way for the Town to
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develop. He said the parking lot goes to the western limits of the proposed
right-of-way as it is presently proposed. Mr. Beckett also asked if there would
be the potential for public traffic over private property. Houseman replied that
it would create the potential for through traffic over private property.

Karen Mower, 11 Faculty Road. Ms. Mower distributed a petition to the
Council from sixty (60) homeowners residing on nine different streets on the
Faculty Development side of Main Street expressing opposition to the proposal to
extend Chesley Drive into the shopping plaza. Ms. Mower read the petition for
the audience. A copy of the petition is on file with the Council packet of this
meeting. : v

John Mulhern, 7 Valentine Hill Road. Mr. Mulhern said he listened to the
minor environmental impact of this project, and could not help but think about
the nature environmental impact that will be had by the people who actually live
in this area. He felt that when there is an alternative of putting in traffic
lights to help with high traffic times, and keep it flashing yellow at other
times, he felt the connector was a vast overreaction to the problems that the
Town would like to solve, but will not go away. He asked the Council not to go
forward with the connector road.

Richard Siegart, 13 Mill Road. Mr. Siegart said the entire project looked

to him to be a major road through a shopping center which is an added safety
problem that should be addressed. Mr. Siegart also felt professional consultants
reports should be weighed very heavily.

Hans Heilbronner, 51 Mill Pond Road. Mr. Heilbronner said that at the
present time, the park-like area along Mill Pond Road is used by hundreds of
people every day for their enjoyment, relaxation and lunch breaks because
presently the traffic on that road is small. He said if the connector road is
built, the whole recreational area around the Mill Pond Road would be destroyed.
Mr. Heilbronner said that with the exception of one house, the people presently
living on Chesley Drive are elderly. He said their houses represent the major
asset which they possess, and if the connector road is built, the Town would be
confiscating a portion of their wealth and their assets. He noted that there
were some members of the Council who have often spoken about their concerns for
the elderly, and said this would be one time when they could manifest that
concern in action. He begged the Council to vote against the connector road.

Melville Neilson, 8 Chesley Drive. Mr. Neilson said he was not personally
in favor of extending Chesley Drive. He felt the residents in the Chesley Drive
area should have their rights respected. However, these individuals are only
part of the entire community, and it was up to the Council who have the overall
responsibility to ensure that the entire community is served. Mr. Neilson said
there were two issues that concerned him. First, the curb coming from the left
of Chesley Drive and the hill makes it impossible to see traffic coming from the
left and he felt this problem should be addressed. .Second, Mr. Neilson felt the
Town should have some kind of control with the Mill Road Plaza owners to control
parking in the lot so that through traffic can pass.

John Hale, Chesley Drive. Mr. Hale wondered if the Town had to connect
everything wiilh roxds and wondered if there was some other way of getting from
one place to another. He said there was a beautiful. pedestrian connection
between downtown and the residential area and felt it should be exploited as it
presently is instead of destroying it. He asked what the specific environmental
impacts referred to by VHB were which caused them to reject the Chesley Drive
proposal. Responding to this question, Town Administrator Wood replied that VEB
did not elaborate on the impacts they were referring to. Wood said that the .
Town'’s assumption in brief conversations with VHB was that they felt there may
be some impacts on the wetland that may be difficult to obtain a permit. Wood
said the environmental impact was not VHB's sole reason for recommending against
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the project. They also acknowledged neighborhood impacts and felt that the
amount of traffic diverted, juxtaposed with some of the environmental impacts,
were not worth the investment. Mr. Hale suggested that the impacts referred to
by VHB be clarified so the Council will know, in making their decision, what in
fact are the environmental impacts. Mr. Hale also felt the Town should know what
kind of trade-off would be involved in the mitigation of the wetland area. Mr.
Hill read his letter for the audience that was presented to the Town Council.
this letter is on file with the Council packet of this meeting.

, Vogelmann responded to the environmental concerns of the wetland area on
- Chesley Drive. She said that as Council representative to the Conservation
Commission, she brought this question to the Conservation Commission several
meetings prior in anticipation of this issue coming before Council. She said the
Conservation Commission would be commenting should the Council decide to move
forward with this project. Vogelmann said the consensus of the Conservation
Commission was that from a legal standpoint, the wetland concerns would not be
prohibitive for going forward with this project, and that mitigation could be
possible by increasing the wetland area in the direction of the Church Hill
apartments because there is sufficient land there and it could be done.
Vogelmann added that this was not to say that the Conservation Commission would
advocate the project, only to state that there is no environmental reason for not
doing it, should there be other compelling reasons to go forward with the
project. . '

Owen Rogers, 15 Thompson Lane. Mr. Rogers stated his opposition to the
project and asked what would be entailed in using "daylighting" as described by
Public Works Director Grady in his presentation. Grady replied that in order to
accomplish necessary "daylighting" the Town would have to go on to private
property. He said the standard site distance could be accomplished doing this.
Mr. Rogers asked if this would substantially change the estimates of cost. Grady
replied that he did not feel it would change the construction cost.

Michael Tyo, 2 Denbow Road. Mr. Tyo spoke in favor of the project and said
he lived in the south section of Town. He said there were many factors of the
proposed construction that would affect the people on the south side of Town.
Mr. Tyo said that people on the south side of Town who wish to go to the Mill
Road Plaza are obliged to drive down Mill Road anyway. The proposed construction
would substantially reduce the traffic on Faculty Road of people on the south
side of Town who wish to shop in the Plaza. .

Don Murray, 39 Mill Pond Road pointed out that there are stop signs on the
corner of Faculty Road because cars were screaming around the corner all the time
and many accidents occurred there. He felt much of that same hazard would occur
on Chesley Drive if the project was approved. He challenged each member of the
Council, before voting on this issue, to go down to Chesley Drive, turn around
in front of Mel Neilson'’s house and try to get out. He felt that even if the
Town "daylighted"” the area, the exit off of Chesley Drive would still be
dangerous.

Maryse McConnell, 9 Faculty Road. Ms. McConnell said she had a 9-1/2 year
cld child and was very aware of the traffic patterns on this road. She felt that
there should be a law against having 2 throughway in a parking lot and would be
opposed to the project as such.

Miyoshi Tkawa, 32 Mill Pond Road. Mr. Ikawa expressed how the connector
road would directly impact him. He explained that his driveway ends where Mill
Pond Road and Chesley Drive meet. He said that if the traffic flow were to
increase to 3,900 trips per day, there would be back ups on Chesley Drive which
would seriously affect his ability to get in and out of his driveway.
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Richard Dewing, 3 Willey Road spoke in favor of the connector project. Mr.
Dewing said some people who live on the south side of Town would like an easier
way to access the plaza, rather than going around Faculty Drive. He said that
when the owners of the marketplace allowed the Town to cut in the Chesley Drive
area (some 25 years ago) the Town was told they could have the land if they made
the entire Chesley Drive over to Mill Pond Road as a Town road. Mr. Dewing said
the Town decided instead to make it a bike path which violated the entire
premise. He said that it was not easy to talk to this issue, however, he knew
of a number of people where he lived who would like to have access to the plaza
through Chesley Drive without hampering the tranquility of the people living on
Faculty Road, and if the corner could be made safe.

Karen Mower, 11 Faculty Road said that most people who are in favor of the
connector road are people who are too impatient to wait for five cars in front
of them at the exit at the parking lot.

There being no further comments from members of the audience, Chairman
Healy closed the public hearing on the proposed Chesley Drive Connector and
opened the meeting to Council discussion on this issue.

Hovey said that the letter which was sent out from Town Administrator Wood
was sent to residents in the Chesley Drive area, and not residents in other
sections of Town. He felt if all sides are not afforded the opportunity to be
heard fairly, then perhaps the Council may be moving too quickly on voting this
issue. :

Kraus agreed that the Council should wait a while before voting on this
issue. .

Cline felt that the Council should act on this issue, and that the
information was effectively distributed. She noted that there have been many
issues the Council could have acted on but chose to postpone.

Yates felt the Council had a responsibility to the community to put this
issue into perspective and explain to the. people why they are looking at this
project as an alternative. She said if the Town was not careful, it could lose
the downtown businesses. Therefore, if access is not allowed to the businesses
to keep them going, they may disappear. Yates said she would like to see the
real estate impact explored.

Council consensus was to place this item on a future agenda for further
consideration and action. Information the Council asked to be brought forward
at that time: 1) what the impact of real estate would be if there was an
increase in traffic at that site; 2) briefing by the Parks and Recreation
Committee regarding the recreational impact of this area; 3) alternatives for
the blind curve; 4) environmental impact on the area; and 5) response to the
legal mitigation issue which was raised.

ACTION ON ASSESSMENT UPDATE PRCJECT S

Town Administrator Wood explained this project using his memorandum to the
Town Council dated September 30, 1993. The memorandum is filed with the Council
packet of this meeting.

Wood said that based upon his discussions with DRA representatives who
audited the process, their conclusions were: 1) the methodology was consistent
and that the work done by MMC appeared technically competent and sensible; 2)
the sales assessment and analytical process which was used is sound and
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: JANUARY 3, 1993
TO: THE TOWN COUNCIL
FROM: LARRY WOOD, TOWN ADMINISTRATOR

SKIP GRADY, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS
ROBERT HOUSEMAN, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING, ZONING, AND CODE
ENFORCEMENT :

RE: '~ CHESLEY DRIVE

The staff has attempted to perform a limited Impact Analysis
on a proposed Chesley Drive connector to the plaza in order to
assist the Town Council in their review of the concept project.
The review is limited to the quantifiable data associated with the
No Build/Build (with several options) scenarios. The analysis is
incomplete because of the lack of an Origin and Destination Survey
for the existing traffic on Mill Pond Road, Faculty Road, and Mill
Road and the lack of traffic model pro;ectlons on Mill Pond Road
caused by the signalization of Main Street and Rte 108.

In assessing the impact on Mill Pond Road and Chesley Drive,
the Staff used the following information:

¢Annual traffic Counts performed by Strafford Regional
Planning Commission;

#Specific traffic counts from October 25 to October 31 at
Mill Rd. Plaza entrance, Mill Rd. west of Mill Rd. Plaza
entrance, and Mill Rd west of Faculty Rd;

¢The 1974 site plan of the original shopping center,
- including the layout of the proposed through road to
Chesley Drive;

¢The conditions of approval imposed on the 1974 shopping
center proposal, including the provision eliminating the
through road within two years if the town failed to
construct the road;



¢#Copies of all deeds associated with the shopping center
proposal;

¢The Hamilton Engineering Associates Traffic Flow Diagram
of Existing Peak Hour traffic, dated Nov. 1975, and
updated by staff using SRPC traffic volume counts;

¢A 1990 flow Diagram compiled using SRPC traffic volume
counts;

#Frank Richardson, Wetlands Board Representative, Site
Inspection;

#VHB’'s March 1993 Traffic Improvement Plan; and

¢Traffic Operations Study by Bruce Campbell &
Associates, November 1969.

Attached please find a road segmentation volume analysis based
on the 4 Build scenarios. The analysis attempts to express the
development impact of Chesley Dr. on all affected approach corridor
intersections. The potential development impact is represented on
the spreadsheet by a traffic volume rating of: Increase; Reduction;
Or No Change for each intersection. All potential significant
changes in traffic volume are highlighted by an asterisk. Using
the map accompanying this analysis, you can locate intersections of
impact by its identified letter and movement location within the
intersection by its identified number. This method allows a full
comparison of all build scenarios by intersection.

Also attached are 6 diagrams, 5 layouts of the Chesley Drive
and 1 of the Mill Road entrance to the plaza. The diagrams
include: , '

eChesley Drive - existing conditions (attachment 1);
eOne way in (attachment 2); -

eOne way out (attachment 3);

eTwo way travel (attachment (4);

®Emergency entrance (attachment 5), and

®A proposed re-alignment of the Mill Road entrance to
eMill Road to facilitate proper stacking and turning
movements for existing traffic (attachment 6).

Attachment 7 is a straightline diagram representing the most
current traffic count for the Mill Rd. Plaza area, including all
regular SRPC traffic counts and the special October 1993 counts
requested by the planning office. It is impossible to determine
the travel destination of these trips without an origin and
destination survey.

All supporting documentation is on file in the Planning
Office. Please call if you have any questions or comments on the
analysis.



ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

I. INTRODUCTION

The following review is not intended to be a full environmental
study of the proposed Chesley Drive connector but does follow the
general format and touches on many aspects normally addressed in
such a study.

II. PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

A. EXISTING CONDITIONS

L4

¢

Plaza has a westerly single entrance/exit off Mill Road.

Chesley Dfive,is a dead-end street in a residential area
and abuts easterly end of plaza.

B. TRAFFIC IMPACT OF PROJECT

¢

4

Anticipated reduction of in-town traffic.

Some reduced traffic load at Route 108/Main Street
intersection, increased traffic on Chesley Drive and
Mill Pond Road. See other traffic analyses for more
detail.

There is a danger that the extension could result in
through traffic using the extension and the mill Road
Plaza parking lot as a through street. This could be
mitigated in a number of ways, including erecting
physical barriers such as curbing  and speed bumps
within the Plaza parking lot.

C. PROPOSED ACTION

¢

Construct 2-way extension on Chesley Drive and connect
to east end of plaza parking lot.

D. ALTERNATIVES

¢

No-Build:
Traffic will continue to increase at and leading to

3



III.

plaza entrance. Chesley Drive area will remain
undisturbed.

¢ Construct One Lane Connector to be Opened for Emergency
Use Only:

Would provide second access to plaza for emergency
usage. Would not address traffic issues and would have
minor impact on Chesley Drive area.

¢ Construct One Lane Connector and Limit Traffic One-Way;
Either In or Out:

Would provide moderate relief for traffic situation and
would have significant impact on Chesley Drive area.

¢ Construct Second Two-Way or One-Way Access on New
Location, e.g. Off Main Street at Grange Building:
Would offer moderate relief to Mill Road plaza entrance
area but require reconstruction of Main Street/Madbury
Road intersection, removal/relocation of Grange Hall and
do little to address traffic in that area.

OTHER IMPACTS

A.

AIR QUALITY

It would appear that the project would be classified as a
"neutral project" and would not impact regional emissions.

A microscale analysis of carbon monoxide concentrations
for Chesley Drive was not performed. It is suggested that
an opinion be obtained as to whether it may be advisable.
NOISE

Elevated noise levels can be ant1c1pated for receptors
along Chesley Drive.

No major change in noise levels in other areas is
anticipated.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

In the Chesley Drive area there are no known hazardous
materials sites or potential for hazardous materials
contamination.

WATER QUALITY

This project would require construction of one 15" cross
culvert, 6" underdrain as necessary, placement of stone

4



for erosion control along College Brook and possible the
replacement of twin 24" culverts under Mill Pond Road.

The project would be classified as a minor project and
require a Wetlands Board permit.

Cohstruction-procedures would be in conformance with NH
Wetlands Board requirements. :

Surface runoff and other project drainage is not expected
to significantly affect existing water quality.

FLOOD PLAINS
No significant flood plains would be associated with this

project. College Brook is not navigable, therefore, a
. Army Corps of Engineers permit is not required.

. WETLANDS, FISH AND WILDLIFE

Coordination with the Wetlands Board through its area
representative has been established and the project would
be considered minor and not require any wetland
mitigation.

Coordination with Fish and Wildlife agencies has not been
established. Those agencies would review the project as
part of their input through the Wetlands Board permit
process. ,

Recommendations and requirements of the above agencies
would be incorporated into the project.

ENDANGERED SPECIES/NATURAL COMMUNITIES

Coordination with the NH Natural Heritage Inventory has
not been established but is recommended if proposal is
advanced. ’

RECREATION AND CONSERVATION

The Parks and Recreation Committee reviewed the proposal
and did not believe the extension of Chesley Drive would
have undue negative impacts on parks and recreation
facilities within the Town (enclosed are copies of the
minutes of the Parks and Recreation Committee).



This project is not expected to have a significant long-
term impact on recreation and conservation areas in the
Town. Construction of connector is not anticipated to
impact bicyclist. and pedestrians. A paved shoulder and
curbed sidewalk would be provided.

College Brook 1is not included in the Town Shoreland
Protection Zone. -

LAND USE AND TAX BASE

The project area is a residential area and abuts the
Central Business District. Chesley Drive and immediate
connectors traverse residential neighborhoods. The Town'’s
existing right-of-way will be used to extend the connector

to the plaza parking lot. The westerly end of the parking
lot will be modified to connect. Purchase of property is
not anticipated.

Access to properties along Chesley Drive will be
maintained. Minor disruption is anticipated during
construction.

The project’s impact on the value of properties adjacent
to the project is difficult to evaluate. It is possible
that the extension of the road could result in some
diminution of value of the properties located on Chesley
Drive. However, it 1s not possible to quantify the
impacts, and its possible that the impact would be
mitigated over time.

A parcel owned by the Cheney Companies will gain access by
construction of the connector. This would open
approximately 1.5 acres of land to development. This
land is currently zoned Residence A district.

NEIGHBORHOODS

- The project will convert a dead end street into a through
connector to the plaza. Although division or uprooting of
the neighborhood is not anticipated, traffic volumes will
be significantly higher. Where current traffic volumes
are likely less than 70 vehicles per day, increases to
2500 vehicles per day are projected. This would alter the
nature of Chesley Drive. The immediate neighborhood will
experience a change in the character of the small green
~space that currently exists, which is apparently perceived
as an asset by a number of residents of the neighborhood.
Though provisions would be made for bicycle and pedestrian
safety with an extension, many neighborhood residents
perceive the loss of the green space to be a negative factor.
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RELOCATIONS

No homes, businesses, etc. need to be acquired. The
mitigation of the blind curve at the northwest corner of
Chesley Drive / Mill Pond Road intersection would likely
require the acquisition of, at a minimum, a construction
easement to work on the land outside the ROW. It is not
possible to estimate what cost, if any, there might be for
such an easement.

LAND ACQUISITION

No land acquisition is required. Construction will be
limited to Town’s right-of-way and plaza parking lot.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

The project lies outside of the Town’s Historic District.
Coordination with the Durham Historic Association is
suggested as it is reported the construction site may have
been close to an old backyard. No significant impact on

" the Town’s cultural resources is anticipated.

UTILITIES

There is a Town owned 8" water main and an 18" wastewater
interceptor in the connector corridor. No interruption of
services or line replacement/relocation is anticipated.

DISRUPTION DURING CONSTRUCTION

Construction activities will inconvenience residents,
motorists and pedestrians in the area. All major
construction activities should cease within 4 weeks of
beginning. Access to all properties will be maintained.

AESTHETICS

Appearance within the construction area will change.
Roadway slopes will be loamed and seeded and shrubbery.
appropriate for the area will be considered. Street
lighting will be provided. The project involves replacing
an existing 5 foot sidewalk with a two lane roadway with
12 foot travel ways, 4 foot shoulder/bike lane and a 5
foot curbed sidewalk.

ADJACENT WORK TO BE CONSIDERED

Although not reviewed in depth as the proposed connector
has been, the following improvements to streets abutting
the project are recommended and should be done
concurrently: '



(1)

(2)

Reconstruction of existing Chesley Drive to include:

a) Installation of a combination storm  and
underdrain system; ‘ '

b) Construction of a sidewalk on one side;

c) New pavement; and

d) Improvement of its intersection with Mill Pond
Road. - : .

Replacement of undersized twin 24" culvert at Mill
Pond Road / College Brook crossing to include:

a) Softening of curve;
b) New guardrail; and
c) Cleaning of channel upstream and downstream.
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