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Meeting adjourned at 10:00 am. 
 
CP/kmb 
#321- 



 MINUTES – April 16th, 2007 
NH 101A WIDENING AND IMPROVEMENTS MEETING 

 
Meeting Attendees: Camille Pattison, NRPC 
  Karen M. Baker, NRPC 
  Michael Long, McFarland-Johnson 
  Brian Coburn, McFarland-Johnson 
  Steve Dookran, City of Nashua 
  Joe Mendola, City of Nashua 
  Wayne Husband, City of Nashua Traffic Superintendent 
  Jean Marie Kennamer, City of Nashua 
  Fred Moseley, FST Inc. 
   
 
Meeting Opened 
Camille Pattison opened the meeting at 10:11 am.   
 
Camille reviewed with Steve Dookran the abutters whose contact information was obtained after the individual 
property owner meetings, but who were notified of the Public Information Session (apartment complexes).  She 
passed around several handouts to the group and briefly reviewed them;  
 

- Minutes from the Public Info Session; 
- Minutes from the 3/15/07 meeting; 
- Joe Mendola’s list of concerns; 
- 2 emails from citizens; and  
- A comment card from the public information session.   
 

She informed the group that there was a reporter from the Union Leader and that there was information 
regarding the meeting in both the Union Leader and the Lawrence Eagle Tribune.  She pointed out that there 
were some issues to hash out with a few of the owners along the corridor and that Mike Long and a City official 
should meet with the following people: 
 

- Larry McHugh – Mark Lawrence Studios 
- Tim & Karen Papakostas – Nathaniel’s Restaurant 
- Timothy M. Barry - Mobil  
- Walter Anderson – Big Toys 
- Michael Monks – Representing 3 office/commercial buildings 

 
Mike explained that the traffic model shows a level of service “D” except at the intersection of Thornton & 
Deerwoood.  He went on further saying that changing the lane configuration on the Thornton approach and 
utilizing a concurrent pedestrian phasing would get a marginal level of service “D”.  He also said that adding a 
double left turn eastbound would get a better LOS “D”, but added that you would have to shadow the lanes on 
the westbound side where the right-of-way impacts would be substantial.  He added that the queue length on 
Thornton is currently further than the driveway into NHCTC.  The college would like to move the driveway or 
somehow improve the situation to avoid queuing within their parking lot.  They also would like to have a right 
in, right out on 101A in front of their site.  If a signal was put at State Street with an entrance to the college on 
the Amherst Park Apartments, it would help improve the level of service at the Thornton/Deerwood 
intersection.   
 
Mike informed the group about Nat Nichols, who represents Amherst Park Apartments.   They are thinking of 
redeveloping the property into condos or apartments due to its age.  Mike proposed the option of having an 
access road across from State Street that connected the Technical College and the Amherst Park Apartments.  He 
had not heard back from them yet.  Mike felt that putting an access road to the college at State Street would 
work well.   
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It was suggested that the median at Capitol be closed and allow u-turns at Blackstone as a safer option which 
would eliminate the left turns at Capitol.  Nathaniel’s restaurant was opposed to this option and this was not a 
preferred option for Southern New Hampshire University.  Mike mentioned that Aldermen LaRose spoke to 
him as well regarding Nathaniel’s opposition to closing the median at Capitol.  Mike said he understood the 
concerns and potential effect of Nathaniel’s business, but also pointed out that there were only 5 people from 7-
9 am and 14 people from 3-6 pm that made left turns from the west. 
 
Alderman LaRose also informed Mike that at one time, there was supposed to be a signal at Capitol due to the 
manufacturing facility that used to be there, and it was promised by the City, but the facility later closed and the 
signal never went in.  He added that based on the traffic counts, Capitol did not meet the warrants for a signal.  
Fred Moseley said that it makes more sense to locate a signal at State Street.   
 
Wayne Husband said he would hate to rely on concurrent pedestrian phases to achieve a LOS “D”.  Mike 
explained that a double left from 101A onto Thornton would have to be shadowed on the other side which 
would have extensive right-of-way impacts.  He added that double receiving lanes would also need to be added 
on to Thornton.  Wayne felt that being aggressive on the project would help to get the capacity you want.  He 
suggested making it work with the receiving lanes on the other side.  Mike felt this would significantly impact 
the property owners if it was done that way, and that a signal at State Street was a better alternative. 
 
Steve Dookran suggested having a one way left into Capitol and exiting out on State as a fallback option.  Jean 
Marie and Wayne felt that Thornton was a shortcut for a lot of people.  Wayne added that wherever there is a 
school, there are issues, and that may be the case regardless of what is done.   
 
Joe asked where the impacts would be on the eastern approach.  Listed below are the properties that could be 
impacted: 
 

- Bank of America – Historic – very minimal impact 
- Seven Eleven – Close to edge of road 
- De’Angelos – Little more room, but also close to edge of road 
- Richdales – Already pretty close to his parking – currently 4ft island/11 ft lanes – 

closer would cut into parking 
- Thornton – LOS ‘F” for 2017, Double left would change LOS 

 
Camille informed the group that a meeting should be set up with Nathaniel’s owner Tim Papakostas and 
questioned who should be there.  Mike asked what the process for making a decision was.  If the apartment 
complex says “no” to an access road what direction do we take?  Wayne suggested planning for the future 
doing the ultimate buildout scenario but construct below or a notch down from the ultimate plan.  Mike said 
they need to have a preferred alternative for the environmental document first.  Some examples that were 
suggested for an ultimate plan are listed below: 
 

- Additional right hand turn lane at Thornton 
- Double left turn lane onto Thornton 
- Close median at Capitol 

 
Wayne suggested that when businesses change hands and redevelop it would be an ideal time to make changes 
along the corridor.  The “ultimate” plan could then be used as a guide in having the property owner make 
changes to the property and provide room for the required changes on 101A.   
 
Joe Mendola agreed with Steve and questioned if there was anything the City could do for Nathaniel’s?  Camille 
said they should at least start by meeting with the owner.  Joe asked Mike how much would be gained by 
closing Capitol.  Mike said the benefit is safety.  Joe asked about improvements to traffic flow along 101A.  Mike 
said it was not quantifiable.  Joe questioned if they had accident records and Mike said yes giving a few 
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examples; 1 accident in 2006 and 5 accidents in 2005.  Based on turning volume, that number was high, but the 
highest accident data came from Somerset.  Wayne was in favor of closing the median at Capitol.  Camille asked 
if there was process in dealing with this.  Steve said no, just property owner objections.  Steve suggested a left 
turn into Nathaniel’s only with signs, but Mike said that would not provide positive direction, only a band aid 
for the situation.  The owner of the property was okay with closing the median.  Jean Marie and Camille felt that 
Alderman LaRose should be at the meeting with Nathaniel’s.   
 
Joe told Camille that he & Steve would talk to Alderman LaRose regarding meetings with Nathaniel’s, Monks & 
Co., and Mark Lawrence Studios.  Camille would set up meetings with the above three first.  She informed the 
group of Mark Lawrence Studios concerns with losing trees on his property and the potential for his driveway 
becoming even steeper with the widening.  Some ideas on addressing their issues are listed below: 
 

- Raising the grade of 101A would reduce the steep grade of the driveway, but this 
option has a potential cost of $400,000 

- A retaining wall could be used to reduce impacts 
Raising the road in the area would help benefit all driveways in that stretch 
 
Mike would provide follow up to Mark Lawrence and have Joe go with him to meet with Mark Lawrence and 
discuss where the impact line is and see what he says.  In regards to Nathaniel’s, a decision was made for Joe 
and Steve to meet with Alderman LaRose first then meet with Nathaniel’s after.  In addition, a meeting with 
Mike Monks can be set for the same day as Mark Lawrence Studios. 
 
It was decided that at least two options will be provided in the traffic report in the area of Thornton/Deerwood 
and State.  These options will include a signal at State Street and an option where the signal is provided with an 
additional leg to the north (through Amherst Park Apartments to the college).  We may also want to consider 
the signal at Capitol.  These ideas will be worked out in the near future.  Camille said she could have Brendan 
do a count for the entire day for left hand turns into and out of Nathaniel’s to determine the actual distribution 
of traffic accessing the restaurant. 
 
 
Meeting adjourned at 11:58 am. 
 
CP/kmb 
#321- 



MINUTES – April 24th, 2007 
NH 101A WIDENING AND IMPROVEMENTS MEETING 

Nathaniel’s Restaurant Property Owner Meeting 
 
Meeting Attendees: Camille Pattison, NRPC 
  Michael Long, McFarland-Johnson 
  Joe Mendola, City of Nashua 
  Steve Dookran, City of Nashua  
  Tim Papakostas 
  Walter Anderson 
  Alderman LaRose 
 
Meeting Opened 
Camille Pattison opened the meeting at 3:15 pm.   
 
Introductions were made and Camille stated that property owner meetings had been held in February to 
discuss the project.  One of the issues that had been raised at these meetings was concerns about safety at the 
Capitol Street intersection with NH 101 A.  One of the options looked at was the potential for closing the 
median at Capitol Street, installing a signal at State Street, and permitting U-turns at Blackstone Drive.    
 
Camille had spoken with Tim in March and he had expressed concerns with the potential closure of the median 
at Capitol Street.  This meeting provides us with an opportunity to discuss these issues in greater detail. 
 
Tim Papakostas 
Concerned about Safety and Economic Impacts if the median is closed at Capitol Street and a light is located at 
State Street.   
 
Safety 
Concerned about older citizens safely turning right onto NH 101 A from the restaurant.  The Mobile entrance is 
located just after the Nathaniel’s entrance.  He is concerned that his customers will mistake cars signaling right 
into Mobile for entering the restaurant parking lot and potentially creating conflict points. 
 
If the median is closed there will be even more traffic making a U-Turn at State Street and heading westbound 
to turn right into Mobile, creating more potential conflicts points.   
 
Economic Impacts 
Concerned about potential loss of customers.  Tim believes that the regular customers from the west will make a 
U-turn at State Street and head westbound to the restaurant.  He also feels that the drive by customers will not 
make the U-turn and will continue down the road to another restaurant.   
 
Tim feels that the synchronization of the lights and road widening will increase traffic speed and people will not 
be looking at businesses along the corridor.  A light located at Capitol Street would slow traffic and people 
would take more notice of the building. 
 
Discussion on possible connection of parking lot with Mobil to eliminate the danger of vehicles heading into 
Mobil colliding with vehicles entering Nethaniel’s. 
 
Other Questions 
Question - Is there a possibility of installing a light at both State and Capitol Street?   
Answer – The traffic warrant was met at State Street and not Capitol Street.   
 
Question – Could an easement be obtained to provide a backage road (A short road paralleling NH 101 A) along 

the Amherst Park Apartments site to provide access between State Street and Capitol Street?   It is 
also very difficult to synchronize the lights when they are located too close together. 
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Alderman LaRose- Allowing a U-Turn at Blackstone would really help traffic flow and make it more palatable. 
 
Walter Anderson – At some point in the future one of the Industrial buildings on the south side of the street 
may be used and the light at Capitol Street would be necessary .   
 
Steve Dookran – The Technical College is anticipated to grow in size and we need to facilitate moving traffic 
from Thornton Road onto 101 A.  A light at State Street should facilitate this.   
 
 
Question - If the median is closed at Capitol Street could we move Nathaniel’s driveway further east to reduce 
the conflict with Mobile?  Is there potential to pursue a backage road between Capitol and State Streets? 
 
Tim – Believes he has lost some customers due to safety concerns.  At his previous business he lost about 40% of 
his business during construction of a nearby bridge. 
 
Tim – Would ideally like to a signal at Capitol Street.   
 
Tim – inquired about accident data. 
 
Follow Up Items 
Run the model with a signal at Capitol Street and closing the median at State Street.   
Run the model with a signal at both Capitol and State Streets. – AM, PM, Sat 2007 and 2027. 
 
Find the turning movement count data on traffic entering and exiting the Technical College (Thornton Street 
and NH 101 A).   
Camille spoke with Tim on 5/15/07 and mailed this data on 5/16/07. 
 
Tim – would like the City to do an economic study to determine how an increase of 5mph would impact 
businesses along the corridor.   
Camille spoke with Tim about this on 5/15/07.  We do not have any data on this. 
 
 
Meeting adjourned at 4:20 pm. 
 
CP/kmb 
#321-66 



MINUTES – April 30th, 2007 
NH 101A WIDENING AND IMPROVEMENTS MEETING 

MARK LAWRENCE STUDIOS 
 
 
 
Meeting Attendees: Camille Pattison, NRPC 
  Michael Long, McFarland-Johnson 
  Joe Mendola, City of Nashua 
  Larry McHugh, Mark Lawrence Studios  
  Jack Gill, Mark Lawrence Studios 
 
Meeting Opened 
The meeting began at 8:00 am.   
 
Property Owners Concerns: 

1) Safety – Concerned about the high speed of existing traffic and the potential for speeds to increase with 
an additional lane.  Concerned with customers having to cross three lanes of traffic to move from the 
inside lane to the outside lane to access the driveway.  Concerned about the potential for accidents.  The 
existing driveway is very steep and he is concerned about increasing this when the road is widened.  
Such a steep driveway is difficult to navigate in winter weather conditions. 

 
2) Property Impact – Property owner is also concerned about the potential impacts to the existing building 

and site.   Also concerned with the impact to the existing trees and the road’s proximity to the building. 
 

3) Property Valuation – Also concerned about the potential decrease in property values if a portion of the 
existing site is utilized for roadway expansion. 

 
4) Larry would like to see if the roadway could be shifted more towards the Amherst Plaza across the 

street. 
 
Comments 

• It appears that the existing sign will not be impacted in its current location.   
• A retaining wall could be located behind the existing trees and in front of the sign.  A small retaining 

wall may also need to be located across the street at 449 Amherst Plaza.   
• Potential to elevate the grade along this section of roadway to address grade issues at multiple 

properties.  This is a very expensive option. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 8:45 am. 
 
CP/kmb 
#321-63 



MINUTES – April 30th, 2007 
NH 101A WIDENING AND IMPROVEMENTS MEETING 

MICHAEL MONKS 
 
 
 
Meeting Attendees: Camille Pattison, NRPC 
  Michael Long, McFarland-Johnson 
  Joe Mendola, City of Nashua 
  Steve Dookran, City of Nashua 
  Michael Monks, Monks and Co. Inc. 
 
Meeting Opened 
The meeting began at 10:30 am.   
 
Property Concerns: 
Mr. Monks is a broker representing the property owners of 460 Amherst Street, 446 Amherst Street and 547 
Amherst Street. 
 
446 Amherst Street 
Minor impacts in front of the building.  The driveway remains, during construction it is likely that the driveway 
would be blocked for a day.   
 
Mike Monks asked about impacts to signage, sprinklers and noise.  There may be some impact to the sign and 
any sprinklers located in the front lawn.  Noise levels would probably increase but they may not meet the 
criteria for abatement.  Mike Monks felt that the increased noise may be a significant impact. 
 
460 Amherst Street 
Is there any potential for a cross connection with the property to the west at the rear of the facility?  It appears 
that the proposed encroachment will be within the existing ROW.   
 
547 Amherst Street 
The section of roadway between 547 and Southern NH College is very tight.  Mike Monks expressed that he 
would like the edge of pavement to stay as is and then add a sidewalk.  Mike Monks believes that the increased 
noise and close proximity of the vehicles due to the widening in this area will impact the 1st and possibly 2nd 
floor of this building.   
 
Comments 
Follow Up 
Mike Long will send Mike Monks a PDF of the plan and a cross section at each of the three sites. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 11:40 am. 
 
CP/kmb 
#321-67 



 MINUTES – May 9th, 2007 
NH 101A WIDENING AND IMPROVEMENTS MEETING 

 
Meeting Attendees: Camille Pattison, NRPC 
  Michael Long, McFarland-Johnson 
  Steve Dookran, City of Nashua 
  Joe Mendola, City of Nashua 
   
 
Meeting Opened 
Camille Pattison opened the meeting at 8:30am 
 
Handouts 
Letter from Lisa and Marco Rancourt 
 
Inquiry from Greg and Heather Adamian 
Discussion about the inquiry Camille received from Heather and Greg Adamian regarding potential impacts to 
their property located at 460 Amherst Street.  They had the following questions: 
 

1) Is a retaining wall being planned? 
2) Would like the stairs to be rebuilt if they will be affected. 
3) Will the sign remain in the same location? 
4) Will the widening affect the open space calculation for this site? 

 
Answers 

1) A retaining wall is not currently being planned for the site. 
2) The stairs would be relocated/rebuilt if they were affected. 
3) The sign location is not anticipated to be affected. 
4) The open space calculation for this site should not be affected.  Currently it appears that the widening 

will occur within the existing ROW, which is wide at this location. 
5) May want to ask if he would be willing to work with us on potential landscaping. 

 
Discussion of Noise Issues and the Rancourt Letter 
• Effective noise barriers generally need to be 4 times as long as in each direction as the distance from the 

noise source to the receptor. 
• Open aggregate pavement can sometimes reduce noise levels. 
• Mike will provide text for the letter that will describe noise levels and how they relate to the Rancourt 

property. 
 
Landscaping 
• Could work with the Adamians and Mark Lawrence on landscaping. 
• Need to talk to Bob Landry about the cost of landscaping. 
• General landscaping may not be covered by state and federal funds. 
• There is not anticipated to be additional funds from the City for this project. 
• Mike would like to identify all of the properties with opportunities for landscaping.   
• Mike will develop a list of landscaping options for a uniform look. 
• A landscaping buffer can sometimes reduce the perception of noise. 
 
Deliverables 
• Joe developed a detailed list of all of the deliverables in Part A from the Scope. 
• Mike will provide the deliverables identified. 
 
Design Speed Limit 
• Design speed limit is typically developed by looking at the posted limit, identifying the preferred speed 

limit and considering the horizontal and vertical alignments. 
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• Mike felt that the speed limit should not be set below 35 mph.  A 35 mph speed limit should not affect 
capacity. 

• Mike will identify a safe operating speed given the additional vehicles, pedestrians and access points. 
 
Amherst Park Apartments 
• Mike has spoken with Nat Nichol’s at Amherst Park Apartments.  They do not seem interested in the 

proposed intersection on their property at this point in time. 
• Mike will contact Fred and obtain the LOS numbers at Thornton and NH 101 A. 
• Camille will follow up with Lucille Jordan, at NH Community Technical College, about the status of the 

Amherst Park Apartments and the potential for her to contact them.   
 
Other Issues 
• A double left turn on 101A is the only option that absolutely provides a Level of Service D at the 

intersection of Thornton/Deerwood.  Concurrent pedestrian phasing and a revision to the configuration of 
the Thornton approach also provide Level D but only marginally.  The discussion was as to whether or not 
to show it one way or the other in the final documents. 

 
• Omni Fitness also has impacts.  Could they possibly remove the overhang?  Mike will evaluate how close 

the road can be to this property without doing a total acquisition. 
 
Follow Up 
Mike 
• Will send us updated project cost figures. 
• Obtain LOS numbers at Thornton and 101 A. 
• Will identify a safe operating speed given the additional vehicles, pedestrians and access points. 
• Joe would like to identify potential access points on a map.   Mike will identify them on a map. 
• Will show the Omni Fitness site on a map. 
• Will look at the Somerset Parkway intersection. 
 
Joe  
• Look at the PK plan to make sure that the new plan works with the widening. 
 
Camille 
• Follow up with Lucille Jordan, at NH Community Technical College, about the status of the Amherst Park 

Apartments and the potential for her to contact them.   
• Set up a meeting with Omni Fitness. 
• Contact Greg Adamian with answers to his questions. 
• Could send an e-mail to Fred to see if he has any information on economic impacts and speed. 
 
 
 
CP/kmb 
#321-74 



 MINUTES – May 14th, 2007 
NH 101A WIDENING AND IMPROVEMENTS MEETING 

 
Meeting Attendees: Camille Pattison, NRPC 
  Joe Mendola, City of Nashua 
  Representative Suzanne Harvey 
  Representative Paul Hackel 
   
 
Meeting Opened 
Camille Pattison opened the meeting at 10:30am 
 
Both Representatives Harvey and Hackel discussed their concerns about noise issues in the vicinity of Candia 
and Berwick Streets.  Representative Hackel has been in contact with Lisa and Marco Rancourt and discussed 
their noise concerns with them.   
 
Discussion was held as to why a sound wall was not a feasible solution as a noise barrier along the corridor.  In 
order to be effective they cannot have any breaks in them.  This is not practical on a roadway like NH 101 A 
with numerous access points. 
 
Discussion was held about the possibility of additional landscaping in this area as a sound barrier.  Landscaping 
is not considered to be an effective sound barrier.  Joe expressed concerns about the use of federal funding for 
landscaping.  Camille and Joe will discuss this issue with NH DOT.   
 
Sound levels are not anticipated to increase significantly and therefore would not require mitigation. 
 
Follow Up 
Print and mail a small project map to Representative Harvey.   
 
Contact Bob Landry about the feasibility of using federal funds for landscaping as a noise barrier. 
 
Follow up on landscaping issue in a few weeks. 
 
 
CP/kmb 
#321-69 



NH 101A WIDENING AND IMPROVEMENTS 
DRAFT MINUTES updated May 24, 2007 

Property Owner Meetings/Outreach 02/16/07 – 03/01/07 
 

Meeting Attendees: Camille Pattison, NRPC 
  Michael Long, McFarland-Johnson 
  Joe Mendola, City of Nashua    2/20/07; 2/21/07, 2/22/07 
  Jay Minkarah, City of Nashua  2/26/07 and 3/1/07 
 
Meeting Schedule 
The meetings were held every hour from 8:00 am to 12:00 pm on the following dates: 

Tuesday, February 20th 
Wednesday, February 21st 
Thursday, February 22nd 
Monday, February 26th 
Wednesday, February 28th 
Thursday, March 1st 

 
MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
February 20, 2007 8:00 am H/469 1 

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
Paul Ureneck representing Boulos Co., Dorks R Us 

COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
Boulos Co., Portland Maine Ground Round 

PROPERTY ADDRESS 
407 A and B Amherst Street, Nashua, NH  03060 

• OK with removing 1 or 2 trees for the sidewalk and replacing them elsewhere. 
• Want to make sure the right turn only (exit) onto Amherst Street stays. 
• Access – would love to have access both in and out from Amherst Street. 
• Is there a potential for a cross connection to Bellwether? 
• Can we improve access off of Amherst Street to the site? 
• Owner may be willing to make some improvements to the site to increase/improve access off Amherst 

Street. 
• Very willing with to work with the City on this project. 
• Need to see if there are any other ways to improve overall site access? 
• Answer - Mike – No real changes.  Access of 101 A will be similar to what it is now.  Right in or outs are 

allowed now and will be allowed in the future. 
 
 
MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
February 20, 2007 (Supposed to be on 02/26/07 @ 8:00am) 11:00 am H/485 5 

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
Scott Murphy, Hayner-Swanson 

COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
Building 19 

PROPERTY ADDRESS 
420 Amherst Street, Nashua, NH  03063 

• If Wal-Mart eventually develops this site there has been some discussion of running buses directly into 
the site, with a possibility of connecting with adjacent properties. 

• The signal will remain and be coordinated with adjacent signals. 
• Would like a copy of the proposed improvements along the property. 
• Answer – Mike provided maps in February.   
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MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
February 20, 2007 11:00 am G/594 4 

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
Scott Murphy, Hayner-Swanson 

COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
Bertucci’s – D+H 402, APAD 

PROPERTY ADDRESS 
406 Amherst Street, Nashua, NH  03063 

• Would like a copy of the improvements along the property.   
• Answer – Mike provided maps in February.   

 
 
MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
February 21, 2007 8:00 am H/62 6 

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
Carol Farmer 

COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
Community Council of Nashua 

PROPERTY ADDRESS 
440 Amherst Street, Nashua, NH  03063 

• The site will loose their landscaping. 
• During construction what happens to access on a daily basis?  Mike discussed that a construction traffic 

plan will be developed prior to the start of construction to address traffic flow issues. 
• If a variance is needed, the city will assist with this process. 

 
 
 
MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
February 21, 2007 8:00 am H/143 6 

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
John Randall/Camille Lebbos 

COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
Country Tavern 

PROPERTY ADDRESS 
452 Amherst Street, Nashua, NH  03063 

• Questioned the justification for having a 5’ sidewalk on both sides of the street. 
• Possibly open to locating a bus shelter at the corner of the property as long as it is not an eyesore or 

blocks their sign.   A bench may be an attractive solution. 
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MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
February 21, 2007 8:00 am H/144 6 

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
Larry McHugh 

COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
Mark Lawrence Studio 

PROPERTY ADDRESS 
444 Amherst Street, Nashua, NH  03063 

• Concerned about loosing the existing large trees in front of the site.  Very limited frontage exists. 
• Very concerned about the steep slope of the existing driveway.  Concerned that the widening will 

increase the slope even more. 
• Would like to know exactly how many feet are being impacted. 
• Would like to see the proposed impact sketched onto a plot plan. 
• Concerned about signage – Owner is concerned that he will likely need a variance.  City would assist in 

this process. 
• Would like an engineer to come out to the site and look at it. 
• Concerned that the road alignment has been shifted too much to the south to accommodate businesses 

to the north. 
• Answer – Camille left a message on 4/2/07 saying that we would be in touch after the public 

information session to set up a meeting on the site to look at the grade and extent of potential impacts.  
• Joe, Mike, Camille, Larry and Jack Gill met at the site on 4/30/07 to discuss.  

 
 
 
MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
February 21, 2007 9:00 am H/70 7 

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
Richard Fox/Bob Stencavage 

COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
Oasis Spa 

PROPERTY ADDRESS 
465 Amherst Street, Nashua, NH  03063 

• Have had a number of accidents on the corner of the property.  One car even drove into the showroom.   
• One option would be to construct a low retaining wall consistent with others along the corridor.   
• May need to relocate the signal. 
• Mike will look at the plans and determine if the roadway could be shifted further to the south. 
• Have issues with people sitting on their sign – could the bus stop be located a little to the west?  Camille 

spoke with Bob at NTS and they do not think that bus riders are sitting on the sign. 
• The light eastbound on 101 A to take a left onto Sunapee does not seem to work consistently.  

Sometimes it does not turn green.  
• Answer – Camille left a message for them to contact me on 4/2/07.  Camille Left a second message in 

late April as well.  Owners have not called back. 
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MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
February 21, 2007 10:00 am H/166 & 163 8 

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
Normand LaPlante 

COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
Normand LaPlante 

PROPERTY ADDRESS 
493/495 Amherst Street, Nashua, NH  03063 

• Concerned about losing parking – does not want to lose any. 
• Concerned about Variance issues.  Does not want this to negatively affect future tenants getting 

permits. 
 
 
 
MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
February 21, 2007 10:00 am H/521 8 

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
Jennifer Nolet – Riverside Properties 

COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
483 Amherst Street Realty 

PROPERTY ADDRESS 
483 Amherst Street, Nashua, NH  03063 

• The site will have little impact. 
• Need sufficient time to inform tenants about construction. 

 
 
MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
February 21, 2007 (Supposed to be on 02/28/07 @ 9:00am) 11:00 am H/135 9 

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
Stefanie England 

COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
Advanced Family Dentistry 

PROPERTY ADDRESS 
613 Amherst Street, Nashua, NH  03063 

• Concerned about the extent of the impact of the ROW – 10’ would be a significant impact to the owner.  
This is already a constrained site. 

• Will likely need to relocate the existing sign. 
• May want to look at the new PK’s plan and how it works with the adjacent dentist office.  No cross 

connection between PK’s and this site. – Joe will look into it. 
• Drainage on their parking lot has been blocking up since Town Fair Tire was constructed. 
• Answer – Joe contacted Wayne about this issue.  Joe will contact Stefanie to discuss further. 

 



NRPC 101A Widening and Improvements  
DRAFT MINUTES updated May 24, 2007 

Property Owner Meetings/Outreach - 02/16/07 through 03/01/07 
 

CP/kmb  Page 5 of 17 
#321-53 

 
MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
February 22, 2007 9:00 am H/571 16 

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
William Cole 

COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
Yankee Custom Truck 

PROPERTY ADDRESS 
512 Amherst Street, Nashua, NH  03063 

• Open to landscape improvements as long as good visibility is maintained to the site. 
• Concerned about ensuring that the existing access remains. 
• Want to make sure the access at State Street remains for u-turns. 

 
 
 
MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
February 26, 2007 10:00 am H/22 & 48 9 & 20 

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
Sam Tamposi 

COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
Tamposi 

PROPERTY ADDRESS 
 

• Interested in obtaining a PDF of the colored conceptual plan. 
• Answer – Camille e-mailed him a link to the website on 4/2/07.   

 
 
 
MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
February 26, 2007 10:00 am H/150 11 

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
Lisa Rossignol, Corcoran Management 
Joan O’Brien, Amherst Park 
COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
Amherst Park Apartments 

PROPERTY ADDRESS 
525 Amherst Street, Nashua, NH  03063 

• Will discuss the proposal of a shared access point with the Technical College and a new intersection at 
State Street with the property owners. 

• Should be contacting us by the end of the week. 
• Answer – Mike has been working with their engineers to show the options on their site plans.   
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MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
February 26, 2007 11:00 am H/140 22 

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
John Mandeville 

COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
Target 

PROPERTY ADDRESS 
600 Amherst Street, Nashua, NH  03063 

• Concerned about the impacts during construction and the effect upon sales figures. 
• Likely have an acquisition of a small strip of land in front – to locate the sidewalk on city land. 

 
 
 
MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
February 28, 2007 8:00 am H/178 21 

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
Frank Eaton 
Karen Goodman 
COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
Southern New Hampshire University 

PROPERTY ADDRESS 
546 Amherst Street, Nashua, NH  03063 

• Very concerned about access to the site.  Do not want to see the median at Capitol Street closed.  Better 
access to the site is critical. 

• Would prefer access via Capitol Street, at a minimum need a u-turn at Blackstone. 
• Is it possible to close the western entrance and create access around the rear of the building? 
• Noted problems with geese crossing 101 A at this location. 
• Could driveways be consolidated with the Tamposi site next door? 
• The western entrance has limited parking and houses the storage area for trash removal.   
• The current road configuration will not remove any green space. 
• Site is busy from 8:30 am to 10:30 pm. 
• Deliveries can include a semi-truck (infrequently) typically trash trucks, UPS and Fed Ex trucks. 
• Sign relocation may be necessary. 
• Answer – Mike - Access in rear is problematic due to proximity to lake.  Consolidating driveways will 

provide a marginal benefit in this situation.  
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MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
February 20, 2007 – Did not attend/Spoke via phone on 
02/28/07 @ 3:00pm 

9:00 am H/291 & 299 2 

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
Dave Sanderson 

COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
Greenland Farms/Kinko’s & Mattress Discounters 

PROPERTY ADDRESS 
441/443 Amherst Street, Nashua, NH  03063 

• The property owner landscaped and added sprinklers last year. 
• Not overly concerned with the project. 
• The project will impact a strip of land across the front of the property – should not affect parking. 
• May have to relocate business sign. 
• Will be a good opportunity to increase landscaping. 

 
 
 
MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
March 1, 2007 9:00 am H/88 13 

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
Walter Anderson, Anderson Automotive 

COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
Nathaniels/Big Toys/Anderson Automotive 

PROPERTY ADDRESS 
539 Amherst Street, Nashua, NH  03063 

• Concerned about safety at Capitol Street – would like to improve safety or see a signal at Capitol Street 
• Could potentially open up the old driveway location if this would help access and improve safety. 
• People leave Mobil and cut diagonally across the westbound traffic to travel in the eastbound direction. 
• Would like to see a crosswalk at Capitol Street. 
• Owner is open to locating a signal at State Street and closing the median at Capitol Street. 
• Would like to see the results of a TMC at Capitol and determine the amount of traffic accessing 

Nathaniel’s, and Mobil. 
• Answer – Camille spoke with on 4/2/07.  We will contact them after the Public Information Session to 

set up a meeting and discuss the potential closure of Capitol and the TMC data.   
• Camille, Joe, Mike, Steve Dookran, Alderman LaRose, Nick Papakostas and Walter Anderson met on 

4/24/07 at Nathaniel’s 
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MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
March 1, 2007 10:00 am H/129 14 

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
Timothy M. Barry 

COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
Joseph J. Sousa, DBA Sousa Realty Mobile 

PROPERTY ADDRESS 
543 Amherst Street, Nashua, NH  03063 

• Would like to talk to tenant about the possibility of closing the median at Capitol Street. 
• Interested in seeing the Turning Movement Count data at Capitol Street. 
• Notified of Nathaniel’s meeting on 4/24/07. 

 
 
 
MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
Called on March 6, 2007  H/129 14 

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
Ken Calabro 

COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
Mobile 

PROPERTY ADDRESS 
543 Amherst Street, Nashua, NH  03063 

• Concerned about safety at Capitol Street and 101 A. 
• Is open to having a light at State Street, closing the median at Capitol and allowing a U-turn at 

Blackstone. 
• Notified of Nathaniel’s meeting on 4/24/07. 

 
 
 
MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
Called on March 5, 2007, Spoke with on 03/12/07  H/139 12 

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
David Pastor 

COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
Fletcher’s Appliance 

PROPERTY ADDRESS 
531 Amherst Street, Nashua, NH  03063 

• Owner recently installed a sprinkler system and landscaping.  Wants to ensure that any movement of 
the sprinklers and landscaping will be relocated at no cost. 
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MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
Called on March 9, 2007, Spoke with on 03/12/07  H/88 13 

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
Walter Anderson 

COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
Nathaniel’s Restaurant/Tim Papakosta 

PROPERTY ADDRESS 
539 Amherst Street, Nashua, NH  03063 

• Extremely concerned about closing the median at Capitol Street and locating a light at State Street. 
• Believe that this would be a huge hardship on their business.   
• If the median is closed they believe that they will lose business as some drivers will not do a U-turn at 

state street and will continue driving eastbound on NH 101A.   
• It is getting increasingly harder for them to compete with the change and this will only exacerbate that 

issue. 
• Also feel that many Mobile customers will use the light at State Street and keep their right indicators on 

which may confuse his customers as the driveway entrances are so close in proximity.   
• Would ideally like to see a light at Capitol Street not State Street. 
• Camille to follow up with Mike about this. 
• Answer – Camille spoke with on 4/2/07.  We will contact them after the Public Information Session to 

set up a meeting and discuss the potential closure of Capitol and the TMC data.   
• Camille, Joe, Mike, Steve Dookran, Alderman LaRose, Nick Papakostas and Walter Anderson met on 

4/24/07 at Nathaniel’s 
 
 
 
MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
Called on March 12, 2007  H 112 8 

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
Richard Catalan 

COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
Leemilt’s Petroleum 

PROPERTY ADDRESS 
485 Amherst Street, Nashua, NH  03063 

 
• Minimal anticipated impacts to the overall site. 
• Should not impact the existing paved area. 
• The new sidewalk will be located in essentially the same footprint as the existing 5’ raised 

island/sidewalk. 
• Will likely have to re-set the existing sidewalk and curb. 
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MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
4/30/07 10:30 am H/293  

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
Michael Monks broker for the properties below 

COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
460 (H/293) , 436 (H/73)  and 547 (H/47) Amherst Street 

PROPERTY ADDRESS 
460, 437 and 547 Amherst Street 

• Wanted to set up meeting and discuss potential impacts to 3 properties. 
• Answer – Camille, Joe, Mike, Steve Dookran, and Mike Monks met on 4/30/07 to discuss the project. 

 
 
 
MEETING DATE TIME SHEET/LOT GROUP NO. 
e-mailed and called on 5/2/07 and 5/3/07  H/293  

PROPERTY OWNER/REPRESENTATIVE 
Heather and Greg Adamian 

COMPANY OR GROUP REPRESENTED 
Adamain Realty Trust, 29 Mill Street, Arlington, MA 02476 
 
PROPERTY ADDRESS 
460 Amherst Street  

• Had some follow questions about potential impacts. 
• Answer – No retaining wall is planned at this time.  Stairs would be relocated if impacted.  The sign 

location is not anticipated to be affected and should not need relocating.  The overall site open space 
requirement should not be affected as the widening is anticipated to occur within the existing ROW.   

•  Camille left a message with the information on 5/17/07. 
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DID NOT ATTEND or CONTACTED CAMILLE AFTER MEETINGS 
 

REMINDER 
CALL 

ATTENDED/ 
SPOKE WITH 

CAMILLE 
MEETING  
DATE/TIME 

SHEET/ 
LOT PROPERTY OWNER/BUSINESS 

YES NO YES NO 

COMMENTS 

February 20 
8:00 am H-36 

Stellos Family Investment 
(Omni Fitness) 
P.O. Box 409, Nashua  

 √  √ 
 

February 20 
8:00 am H-131 

H-155 

P-MAC LP 
(RJ’s/Domino’s/Boomer McCloud) 
74 Gilcreast Road, Londonderry 03053 

 √  √ 
 

February 20 
8:00 am H-469 Paul Ureneck representing Boulos Co., Dorks R 

Us, Portland Maine Ground Round   √  
 

February 20 
9:00 am H-157 

A M I Amherst Group LP 
(Amherst Street Mall) 
2116 Merrick Ave, Ste 3009  
Merrick NY 11566 

 √  √ 
 

February 20 
9:00 am H-291 

H-299 

Dave Sanderson 
Greenland Farms/Kinko’s & Mattress 
Discounters 

  √  
 

February 20 
9:00 am H-40 

Sonny Mitchell 
(Dorina’s Psychic Studio) 
431 Amherst Street 

 √  √ 
 

February 20 
9:00 am H-56 

433 Amherst Street Realty Trust 
(Martial Arts/Wells Fargo/Asian Market) 
37 Webb Street, Lexington, MA 02420 

 √  √ 
 

February 20 
10:00 am H-35 

Amherst Plaza LLC 
(Team Mobile/Good Times/ Quiznos/Loan Max) 
470 Washington Street 
Brighton, MA 02135 

 √  √ 
 

February 20 
10:00 am H-300 

Waterford Place Apartments 
Great Northern Property Mgmt 
4 Crawford Lane, Unit 1 

√   √ 
Spoke w/ a Karen, 
she gave email 
where board could 
be reached 

February 20 
10:00 am H-381 

View Point Office Condos 
(Seeyle & Schultz Eye Care Center) 
451 Amherst Street 

 √  √ 
Multiple Owners 
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REMINDER 
CALL 

ATTENDED/ 
SPOKE WITH 

CAMILLE 
MEETING  
DATE/TIME 

SHEET/ 
LOT PROPERTY OWNER/BUSINESS 

YES NO YES NO 

COMMENTS 

February 20 
10:00 am H-416 4 Sunapee Street LLC 

4 Sunapee Street  √  √ 
 

February 20 
11:00 am H-38 

NH B II LLC 
(472 Amherst Street Industrial Park) 
9 Capitol Street, Concord, NH 03301 

 √  √ 
 

February 20 
11:00 am G-594 Scott Murphy, Hayner-Swanson 

Bertucci’s – D+H 402, APAD   √  
 

February 21 
8:00 am H-143 

John Randall/Camille Lebbos 
Country Tavern 
452 Amherst Street 

  √  
 

February 21 
8:00 am H-144 

Larry McHugh 
Mark Lawrence Studio 
444 Amherst Street 

  √  
 

February 21 
8:00 am H-62 

Carol Farmer 
Community Council of Nashua 
440 Amherst Street 

  √  
 

February 21 
8:00 am H-73 

436 Amherst LLC 
(Masiello Real Estate/Mass Mutual Inv) 
607 North Ave, No 14, Wakefield, MA 

 √ √  
Mike Monks is the 
broker.  Staff met 
with him on 
4/30/07. 

February 21 
8:00 am H-487 

Bergeron Properties LLC 
(Portland Glass) 
273 Presumpscot Street 
Portland, ME 04101 

 √  √ 
 

February 21 
9:00 am H-415 

455 Amherst Street Realty LLC 
(Blushing Rose) 
455 Amherst Street 

 √  √ 
 

February 21 
9:00 am H-33 

Carlos & Maria Andrade 
(Dunkin Donuts) 
471 Amherst Street 

 √  √ 
 

February 21 
9:00 am H-382 

BFS Retail and Commercial 
(Firestone Tire) 
535 Marriot Drive 
Nashville, TN 37214 

 √  √ 
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REMINDER 
CALL 

ATTENDED/ 
SPOKE WITH 

CAMILLE 
MEETING  
DATE/TIME 

SHEET/ 
LOT PROPERTY OWNER/BUSINESS 

YES NO YES NO 

COMMENTS 

February 21 
9:00 am H-70 

Richard Fox/Bob Stencavage 
Oasis Spa 
465 Amherst Street 

  √  
 

February 21 
10:00 am H-521 

483 Amherst Street Realty 
(Subway/H&R Block/Verizon/J. Craig) 
27 Mica Lane, Ste 201 
Wellesley Hills, MA 02481 

 √  √ 
 

February 21 
10:00 am H-122 

491 Amherst Street LLC 
(LaFlamme Business Center) 
491 Amherst Street, Suite 22 

 √  √ 
 

February 21 
10:00 am H-176 

Ronald & Linda M. Campagna 
(Gentle Touch Carwash) 
487 Amherst Street  

 √  √ 
 

February 21 
10:00 am 

H-166 
H-163 

Normand LaPlante 
493/495 Amherst Street   √  

 

February 21 
10:00 am H-521 Jennifer Nolet – Riverside Properties 

483 Amherst Street Realty   √  
 

February 21 
10:00 am 
Spoke w/ Camille after 
meetings. 

H-112 
Leemilt’s Petroleum (Getty) 
485 Amherst Street 
Owner:  Aszal Muhammad 

√   √ 
Said never rec. ltr, 
but would not 
make it anyway. 

February 21 
11:00 am H-293 

Haig J. & Ronald K. Adamian 
(460 Amherst Office Buildings) 
29 Mill Street, Arlington, MA 02476 

 √ √  
Mike Monks is the 
broker.  Staff met 
with him on 
4/30/07. 

February 21 
11:00 am H-116 

FAB-BRAZE Corp 
90 Rumford Ave 
South Waltham, MA 02453 

 √  √ 
 

February 21 
11:00 am H-75 

On in Two Mgmt. (Sunnyside Acura) 
482 Amherst Street 
Jim Powers 

√   √ 
Left mess w/asst.-
possible conflict 

February 21 
11:00 am H-159 

Jay Howland/James H. & Brian McLaughlin 
(DeAngelo’s) 
494 Amherst Street 

 √  √ 
Could not find # 
for Owners 
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REMINDER 
CALL 

ATTENDED/ 
SPOKE WITH 

CAMILLE 
MEETING  
DATE/TIME 

SHEET/ 
LOT PROPERTY OWNER/BUSINESS 

YES NO YES NO 

COMMENTS 

February 21 
11:00 am H-292 

S-BNK Nashua LLC–c/o Trammell Crow 
(Sovereign Bank) 
P.O. Box 14115, Reading, PA 19612 

 √  √ 
 

February 21 
11:00 am H-74 

Southland Corporation 
(Seven Eleven) 
2711 N. Haskell Ave, Dallas, TX 75204 

 √  √ 
 

February 22 
8:00am H-47 

557 Amherst LLC  
(Franklin Pierce College) 
607 North Ave, No 14, Wakefield, MA 

 √ √  
Mike Monks is the 
broker.  Staff met 
with him on 
4/30/07. 

February 22 
9:00 am H-60 

M and S Limited Partnership 
(Valvoline) 
54 Jaconnet, Newton Hghlnds, MA  02461 

 √  √ 
 

February 22 
9:00 am H-89 

Epstein, Cooper, Ruderman & Stone 
(Midas) 
7 Kimball Ln, Bldg B, Lynnfield MA 01940 

 √  √ 
 

February 22 
9:00 am H-124 

CB Richard Ellis Mgmt. Co. 
(Bank of America) 
157 North Main Street, Nashua 03060 

√   √ 
Left Message 

February 22 
9:00 am H-167 

H-20 

Five N Associates  
(Gold’s Gym) 
91/522 Amherst Street 

 √  √ 
# found w/reverse 
add., but not listed 
as name shown 

February 22 
9:00 am H-571 

William Cole 
Yankee Custom Truck 
512 Amherst Street 

  √  
 

February 22 
10:00 am H-49 

Normand A. Deschenes 
(Residential address) 
559 Amherst Street, Nashua 

 √  √ 
 

February 22 
10:00 am H-520 Susan Weidner Cook & Richard (Flowerama) 

4 Blackstone Drive  √  √ 
Number not in 
service/no further 
info. 
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REMINDER 
CALL 

ATTENDED/ 
SPOKE WITH 

CAMILLE 
MEETING  
DATE/TIME 

SHEET/ 
LOT PROPERTY OWNER/BUSINESS 

YES NO YES NO 

COMMENTS 

February 22 
11:00am 

H-50 
H-625 

Wilfrid J. Piekarski 
(Gate City Collision/Best Ford) 
10 Marmon Drive, Nashua NH 

√   √ 

Called Gate City 
for tel. # to reach 
owner/said they 
did not have a # 
where he could be 
reached 

February 22 
11:00 am H-638 

H-627 

Five Seven Nine Amherst St. Realty Trust 
(Best Ford/Gate City Collision) 
579 Amherst Street 

√   √ 
 

February 26 
10:00 am 

H-22 
H-48 

Sam Tamposi 
Tamposi   √   

February 26 
10:00 am H-150 

Lisa Rossignol, Corcoran Management 
Joan O’Brien, Amherst Park 
Amherst Park Apartments 
525 Amherst Street 

  √  
 

February 26 
11:00 am H-485 

Scott Murphy, Hayner-Swanson 
Building 19 
420 Amherst Street 

   √ 
 

February 26 
11:00 am 

H-646 
Jeffrey M. Hirsch – Campers Inn Inc. 
(Walgreens) 
35 Technology Pk, Merrimack, NH 03054 

√   √ 

Assistant said he 
would be out of the 
country that 
day/left info for 
him to re-sched. 

February 26 
11:00 am 

H-637 Texas Roadhouse 
580 Amherst Street √   √ 

Spoke w/Andy 
(Mgr.), was going 
to call Corp to see 
if they wanted him 
there 

February 26 
11:00 am H-140 

John Mandeville 
Target 
600 Amherst Street 

  √  
 

February 28 
8:00 am H-178 

Frank Eaton 
Karen Goodman 
Southern New Hampshire University 
546 Amherst Street 

  √  
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REMINDER 
CALL 

ATTENDED/ 
SPOKE WITH 

CAMILLE 
MEETING  
DATE/TIME 

SHEET/ 
LOT PROPERTY OWNER/BUSINESS 

YES NO YES NO 

COMMENTS 

February 28 
9:00 am I-57 Chili’s 

610 Amherst Street √   √ 
Left Message for 
GM 

February 28 
9:00 am I-56 Shell 

620 Amherst Street √   √ 
Spoke w/Mgr. 
Cheryl, she sent 
info to corporate in 
MA 

February 28 
9:00 am H-135 

Stefanie England 
Advanced Family Dentistry 
613 Amherst Street 

  √  
 

February 28 
9:00 am H-123 Town Fair Tire 

605 Amherst Street √   √ 
Left message 
w/new Mgr Rob 

February 28 
8:00 am H-183 Conservancy Foundation 

40 Temple Street  √  √ No Listing 

March 1 
8:00 am 
Spoke w/ Camille after 
meetings. 

H-139 
David Pastor 
(Fletcher’s Appliance) 
531 Amherst Street 

√  √  
Was out of town 
when original 
message regarding 
meetings was left. 

March 1 
9:00 am 
Spoke w/ Camille after 
meetings. 

H-88 
Walter Anderson 
(Nathaniel’s Restaurant – Tim Papakosta) 
1 Ayer Road, Nashua 03064 

 √ √  
 

March 1 
10:00 am 
Spoke w/ Camille after 
meetings. 

H129 
Joseph J. Sousa 
(Mobile – Ken Calabro) 
143 Topsfield Road, Wenham 01984 

√  √  
 

March 1 
11:00 am 

H-104 
H-105 
H-107 
H-644 

Paul & Karen Kerouac 
PK’s/Pizzeria Uno 
100 Charles Park, Boston, MA 02132 
108 Noons Quarry Road, Milford 03055 

 √  √ 
Could not find a 
phone # for 
Owners. 
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REMINDER 
CALL 

ATTENDED/ 
SPOKE WITH 

CAMILLE 
MEETING  
DATE/TIME 

SHEET/ 
LOT PROPERTY OWNER/BUSINESS 

YES NO YES NO 

COMMENTS 

No Address known 
when letter was mailed.  
Camille left message 
afterwards.  Notified on 
Public Info Session. 

H-486 Millstone Village Apartments 
Amherst Street  √  √ 

 Camille Left 
Message 

No Address known 
when letter was mailed.  
Camille contacted 
afterwards and emailed 
project website 
information.  Notified on 
Public Info Session. 

H-25 Knightsbridge Arms Condos 
2 Knightsbridge Drive  √  √ 

 

No Address known 
when letter was mailed.  
Camille contacted 
afterwards and emailed 
project website 
information.  Notified on 
Public Info Session. 

H-518 Laurel Oaks Condos  √  √  

 



 MINUTES – June 4, 2007 
NH 101A WIDENING AND IMPROVEMENTS MEETING 

 
Meeting Attendees: Camille Pattison, NRPC 
  Tim Roache, NRPC 
  Karen Baker, NRPC 
  Steve Dookran, City of Nashua 
  Joe Mendola, City of Nashua 
  Mike Long, McFarland-Johnson 
  Bob Landry, NHDOT 
   
 
Meeting Opened 
Camille Pattison opened the meeting at 2:30pm. 
 
Mike Long started off by talking about the letter regarding noise level or LEQ that is being developed in 
response to the letter from Lisa and Marco Rancourt who had concerns regarding anticipated noise increases 
due to the 101A Widening.  Mike pointed out that the noise study indicates an average LEQ number of 64 dBA 
(stated in letter) and the cut off is 66 dBA.  A suggestion from the group was to rephrase the sentence in the 
letter to read “highest peak hourly measured” or something referring to the equivalent hourly sound level.  A 
final decision was made to change the language in the letter to read “highest peak hourly equivalent sound 
level” in an effort to make it more understandable.  Mike was going to take one more look at the raw data and 
location of the microphones.   
 
Camille informed the group that she had left a message on the Rancourt’s voice mail stating that the letter 
would be mailed out this week.  Mike wanted to take one more look at the letter before it was mailed for 
additional language or specifics.  Camille added that Representative Hackel had spoken with the Rancourt’s as 
well as Representative Harvey regarding landscaping as a noise mitigation measure.  The possibility of 
vegetative landscaping was discussed, however, it is not considered an effective noise mitigation measure and 
is not covered by federal funding. 
 
Joe Mendola asked if the noise level would decrease (as shown for one location in the noise study) due to less 
congestion.  Mike said he would speak with his noise expert to get a complete accurate answer to his question to 
avoid misrepresentation.   
 
Camille distributed the draft cost estimates for the widening.  Bob Landry asked about overhead sign structures.  
Mike said he did not include them, adding that there were no significant crossroads and that the only possible 
location for one would be at Somerset Parkway.  He asked the group if there were any signs going eastbound at 
Somerset.  Bob said the cost of an overhead sign is $100,000 ea.  He also felt that $200,000 was a more accurate 
cost for item 616.1 Traffic Signalized Intersections, rather than the $125,000 listed.  Joe thought the $125,000 
could be used for a sign if needed.  Bob told the group of the 1.5 million per lane mile cost that he and Bill 
Oldenburg came up with.  He added that they also came up with a 3.5 million cost per mile.  Bob pointed out 
another way to come up with the cost (2 lanes x 2 miles x 1 ½).  Mike said the figure would probably go up by 
the time the project actually starts.   
 
Joe questioned if hand method for driveways is included (it was not) and thought this could change also.  Mike 
said that there was no Right-of-Way cost in the estimate.  Bob guessed that a figure of $250,000 was appropriate 
for ROW.  Camille questioned landscaping costs (not included in the estimate) and contingency.  Bob said that 
this was a rough guess and that it is probably in the ballpark.  He also felt that the cost seemed low for the 
Traffic Control Items.  Mike said Traffic Control seems to have steadily increased over the years partly due to 
people in the area wanting more police control.   
 
Bob and Joe agreed that $40/hour and $20/hour for the vehicle was the going rate for traffic officers.  Joe also 
commented that approximately $5 million was appropriated in the 10 year plan.  Bob was going to see if more 
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funds could be allocated towards the project adding that their current ten year plan would take 33 years to 
build.   
 
Tim Roache referred to the TIP and the Ten Year Plan and how projects are not getting done and the possibility 
of being able to move some money around from a project that is not going to be completed to one that is, if the 
funding source is the same. 
 
Bob said the DOT was close to starting to add inflation in their numbers.  Bob suggested determining what is 
absolutely necessary when doing the final design estimates.  Mike asked the group if there was any reason why 
they should not go through with this, adding that the goal is to get the environmental document approved.  Bob 
agreed it was good, but suggested addressing items in the plan that could tighten up the cost.  Tim added that if 
the project is phased over several years, the cost will go up.   
 
Joe asked Bob if he thought that they should move forward with the environmental document and let the public 
know that more funding is needed to complete the project.  Steve added that only about $400,000 have been 
collected from previous developments. 
 
Bob suggested developing the plan that has the most impact and put it into the environmental document.   Joe 
felt everything seemed logical and necessary with the exception of possibly raising a section of the roadway at 
Mark Lawrence Studios.  Mike informed the group that landscaping may typically cost 2 to 3% of the total 
project cost.  He asked how much cost do you show and should it be in the document.  He referred to 
Indianapolis where they have an “adopt a median” program.  Bob felt it was tough to have landscaping, adding 
that you need salt resistant hearty plants and suggested checking with colleges to see if there were any studies 
done.  Camille suggested getting a group of people along the corridor to donate the plants and then have a 
landscaper plant them.  She added that Target might be good to work with on this.  Steve Dookran did not think 
that would get very far.   
 
Mike would get the square footage of ROW needed and Steve would get information on ROW costs from the 
City Assessor.  Joe felt that $235,000 was low for the ROW budget.  Bob informed him of the new amount of 
$250,000.  Joe asked for a copy of the latest DOT estimate.  Mike asked how often the STIP is done and Tim told 
him that it is up to date and is now required to be updated every four years.  Bob informed Mike that the State 
requires an update every 2 years.  He added that he is looking for a corrected estimate and will put the number 
he has out there and see what happens.   
 
Tim referred to the Regional Plan process and how everything listed can’t be built in the time allotted and that 
perhaps the MPO’s should be handling the process. 
 
Steve asked if there was any chance of the project being delayed due to insufficient funding.  Bob said he 
couldn’t say yes or no but does not think so.  Mike said that we should follow through with the environmental 
document regardless of present funding options, adding that it will be needed down the line.  Bob said he 
would check on Steve’s question regarding funding.   
 
Camille distributed the draft minutes from the May 9th meeting and asked for comments from the group.  She 
also asked if it was still necessary to do a count by Nathaniel’s as mentioned in the April 16th minutes.  Mike felt 
it was up to the City. 
 
Steve summed up the benefits of a traffic signal at State Street instead of Capitol Street saying that State Street 
meets the warrants while Capital does not, and safety would theoretically be improved if Capitol is closed.  He 
added that there would be less ease of access for a number of properties, but it would be safer.  He asked Mike if 
a signal at State Street would still be beneficial if they could not get a road through Amherst Park Apartments.  
Mike said yes because it met the warrants.   
 
Steve concluded that there should be no further analysis for this unless a need arose from property owners and 
felt confident that the results would not show differently by doing another count at Nathaniel’s.  Joe asked if a 
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signal at both Capitol and State would be possible.  Mike said it would hinder the coordination of the lights and 
progression.  He added that the traffic report would include a signal at Thornton and that a preferred 
alternative needs to be shown but he was unsure of how to write this based on worse case impacts.  Steve said 
impacts would come with a cost and opposition.   
 
Steve asked that traffic people be invited to all future 101A progress meetings.  Mike added while going over 
the schedule that he was working on getting all of Joe’s requests together (drawings, etc).  He expected the draft 
environmental document to be ready by mid-June.  Mike would also provide a pdf of the Noise and Historic 
Report to Camille.   
 
Joe felt that the project was pretty much on schedule.  Mike would provide Joe with information on profile 
change.   
 
When asked if the borings for the geotechnical portion where done yet, Mike questioned whether it was 
necessary for this phase; if not it would be a cost savings of $15,000.  He added that they would need a retaining 
wall at the office building across from Country Tavern.  Joe questioned whether 1 or 2 borings would be better 
while Steve asked if more borings were needed for the Final Design and would it change much with the 
retaining wall and borings.  Mike did not think so.   
 
Joe wanted to review a couple of items and had a list of questions: 
 

• Status on Omni Fitness – Camille would be speaking with one of the owners the next day.   
• Mike Monks Meeting – Scheduled for 3:30 on Thursday with Jim Baldini also attending. 
• Plans for PK’s – Joe provided to Mike. 
• Landscaping – Mike had not gone through plans with CRJ yet.  Per Joe’s request, Mike will see if he 

is available for a July meeting.  Joe will have a Parks and Recreations staff person review 
landscaping plans. 

• Public Hearing – According to Camille and Mike, the process is to be handled by the City with the 
Aldermen.  Steve told Joe that it was the same process as the Public Information Sessions, but 
everything needed to be complete first.  Mike said it would not be totally complete because the 
Aldermen may want some stuff done based on public input.  He also suggested having some kind 
of pre-input with the Aldermen so they know what you are coming in there with (plans and 
information).  Camille said she would talk with Bob and Joe with Steve to find out what the Federal 
and City requirements are.   

• Access Management and the status on it – Mike would provide a drawing showing possibilities.   
• Geotechnical Borings – Mike would think it over and talk to GZA and see if could defer until final 

design.   
 
Camille asked what documents would be provided before the next meeting.  Mike went down the list: 
 

• List of Plans 
• Draft Traffic Study 
• Draft Environmental document 
• Roadway Report (text regarding the widening with descriptions and engineering requirements) 

 
One final comment was on utility pole relocation and how the cost would be picked up by the utility company 
and there would be no cost to the City, therefore not listed in the estimate. 
 
The next meeting was scheduled for Monday, July 9th at 2:00pm for everyone including the traffic people.  In the 
meantime, Mike would get all documentation together.   
 
 
CP/kmb 
#321-73 



MINUTES – June 6, 2007 
NH 101A WIDENING AND IMPROVEMENTS MEETING 

547 Amherst Street – Michael Monks and Jim Baldini 
 
 
 
Meeting Attendees: Camille Pattison, NRPC 
  Michael Long, McFarland-Johnson 
  Joe Mendola, City of Nashua 
  Steve Dookran, City of Nashua 
  Michael Monks, Monks and Co. Inc. 
  Jim Baldini – Suburban Campus Properties  
  Charles Thibedeau, CP Management, Inc. 
   
 
Meeting Opened 
The meeting began at approximately 3:30 pm.   
 
Property Concerns: 
Mr. Monks is a broker representing the property owner of 436 (H-73) Amherst Street and 547 (H-47) Amherst 
Street.  Jim Baldini is the owner of the site and Chuck Thibedeau is the property manager.  The property owner 
believes that the widening will impact the building in the following ways: 
 

• Noise increases – particularly the second floor conference room. 
• Visual impacts 
• Current location of sign, lighting and sprinkler heads 
• Air pollution 
• Economic impacts – believes it will more difficult to rent the space – especially the first and 

second floors. 
• Sound mitigation 

 
 
Follow Up 
Project staff will look into the above items and property owner’s concerns. 
 
Meeting adjourned at approximately 4:10 pm. 
 
CP/kmb 
#321-75 



 MINUTES – July 9th, 2007 
NH 101A WIDENING AND IMPROVEMENTS MEETING 

 
Meeting Attendees: Camille Pattison, NRPC 
  Michael Long, McFarland-Johnson 
  Fred Moseley, FST, Inc. 
  Steve Dookran, City of Nashua 
  Joe Mendola, City of Nashua 
  Wayne Husband, Nashua Traffic Department 
  Jean Marie Kennamer, City o Nashua 
  Karen Baker, NRPC 
 
Meeting Opened 
Camille Pattison opened the meeting at 10:08 am.  She reviewed the agenda items to be discussed and passed 
around copies of the minutes from January to present.   
 
Project Update from Mike Long 
Mike informed the group that he had submitted the Environmental document to Camille and Joe and he was 
working on the Categorical Exclusion form which was almost done and should be to the group this week.  He 
added that he was still looking at 547 Amherst Street.  In addition, he was looking at the Mark Lawrence site 
and changing some items to try to match the existing driveway slope.  Mike said he was still working on this 
and the owner has not seen this yet.  He was unsure if the trees would be preserved with the new changes he 
was working on.   
 
Mike informed the group that a public meeting is not required if the project can be covered under a Categorical 
Exclusion (as the NH 101A project is currently addressed).  He said that the City may have to have a public 
meeting in order to acquire ROW and have the Aldermen establish necessity.  He went on to say that once the 
Environmental document was reviewed, it would be sent to the DOT for review, then sent to the FHWA for 
approval.  Once they approve it, then the City would do a public meeting.  Discussion occurred regarding a 
review period prior to the public meeting.  This requirement still needs to be determined. 
  
Fred Moseley spoke next about the need to discuss traffic options and decisions that would need to be made on 
what to do with Thornton and Deerwood (currently LOS “F”) and Capitol and State.  He proceeded by 
identifying the 6 options studied and the analyses.  The evening peak hours were used to compare the 
alternatives and the issues with capacity and level of service were discussed (see handout from Fred on all 6 
options). 
 
Joe Mendola had concerns with the safety issue with Capitol being left un-signalized.  He referred to cars 
having difficulty crossing 101 A or making u-turns at Capitol Street and the length of time waiting in the center 
of the road to get across or into the traffic stream.   
 
Fred looked into providing u-turns at Blackstone and found that this did not negatively impact LOS.   A double 
left turn lane would be necessary on 101A eastbound at Thornton and Deerwood to attain LOS “D”.  Only 25% 
of traffic on Thornton is college related.  Based on his analysis, he pointed out that a 3 way intersection works 
better at State Street and a 4 way intersection is required at Capitol Street to service Nathaniel’s restaurant. 
Signal coordination through this portion of the corridor would be the same if the signal was placed at either 
State Street or Capitol Street. 
 
Steve Dookran asked if, once the 101A improvements are completed, fewer vehicles would resort to the 
Thornton Rd-Tinker Rd bypass to avoid traveling on 101A,  thereby reducing the need of a double left turn onto 
Thornton Rd .  Fred said that may be the case, but that it is difficult to speculate.   
 
Joe asked if there was a need to have a combination of Options 2 and 5 to provide for a future access to the 
College across the Amherst Park Apartments property while still obtaining LOS D on the current design.  Mike 
responded saying that the college wants access if they can get it, but it was contingent on agreement with the 
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owners of Amherst Park Apartments.  Camille said that the college made it pretty clear that if they could not get 
Amherst Park Apartments to agree, they wanted another access point westbound as a minimum.   
 
In response to Joe’s question, Fred added that there was not as much of a benefit for an access road at Amherst 
Park Apartments as only 25% of the traffic on Thornton goes to the college.  Camille informed the group that 
Sidney Barnes retired 3 weeks ago and wasn’t sure if the College has communicated with the Apartments.  No 
one else had heard from Amherst Park Apartments.  Mike felt they were open to discussions, but needed to see 
a benefit to their property. 
 
Steve Dookran said that between Thornton and Blackstone there needs to be a signalized intersection.  He 
added that if it was at Capitol, there would not be a need for the u-turn at Blackstone.  Camille added that the 
median at State would have to be closed and there could be some issues with off corridor properties.   
 
Joe asked if Fred thought he could reach a LOS “D” by combining or merging Options 2 and Option 6.  He 
asked if the model should be run and how many were done so far.  Fred said it was not hard to do.  He would 
just change the analysis.  Wayne Husband suggested meeting with the property owners in the vicinity of State 
and Capitol Streets to discuss the possibility of pursuing a combination of Options 2 and Options 6 (with a 
double left eastbound).  Camille added that not a lot of people in the vicinity of State and Capitol streets came to 
the meetings.   
 
Mike said he would have to shadow the left turn into Blackstone and was not sure if there would be a benefit.  
He added that there would be no traffic issues at Thornton and Deerwood providing a double left receiving lane 
was done, but had concerns on selling it as an improvement when there was the possibility that you may still 
see the queue back up into the driveway at the college.  A solution would be to reconfigure the parking. 
 
Jean Marie Kennamer suggested they get a new curb cut.  Steve said their previous ROW should still be on 
record.  Fred reminded the group that the analysis done was a worse case scenario. 
 
Camille informed the group that the FHWA will not reimburse for interior noise mitigation.  She added that 71 
was the maximum noise level allowed in a commercial building.  She questioned doing a noise study in front of 
the 547 Amherst Street property.  Mike felt there was no benefit to doing it and questioned if there was a benefit 
to the City in that the City would then have actual noise level numbers to use.  He suggested having a meeting 
with the property owner first.  Camille said she had a written summary of the meeting with Mike Monks, 
representing 547 Amherst Street.   
 
Follow Up 

• Joe will look into setting up a meeting with the Omni Fitness owners on Wednesday, July 11th at 3:00 or 
3:30.   

• Camille sent Nathaniel’s the traffic count information that he requested. 
• Regarding a light at Capitol/State, Mike would provide a list of 101A corridor affected parties and who 

to contact.  Also to check truck traffic in the area. 
 
Mike agreed with combining Options 2 & 6 and felt the only issue would be with 547 Amherst Street and the 
affected parties along the corridor that would need to be contacted to set up meetings.  He questioned whether 
traffic heading westbound and traffic heading eastbound entering the Nathaniel’s property at the same time 
may back up the queue for people leaving the site.  A splitter island at the entry and/or making the circulation 
around the property one way was mentioned as a possible solution.   
 
Fred would run the model for Option 2 & 6 and provide the results to the City.  Owner meetings could be set up 
if this option looked good.  A meeting with the technical college should be done first, then the affected owners 
along the corridor area of this new proposed option.  Camille asked what materials should be brought to the 
meeting with Morgan Hollis, representing 547 Amherst Street.  Joe suggested the latest drawing option from 
Mike.  Camille said a meeting should be set up with Morgan Hollis and the middle option should be shown as 
well.   
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There was a question on how much notice was required to let the Alderman know.  Jean Marie said it would 
probably go to the Infrastructure Committee.  Steve said that a resolution sponsor is required which would 
come from Alderman Larose, then to the full board, then to the Infrastructure Committee.  A public meeting is 
then held and a recommendation is sent from the Infrastructure Committee to the full Board of Alderman.  The 
Board of Public Works should also be notified.  Wayne Husband mentioned the necessity of the improvements 
and approval from the board for permission of ROW and acquisition. 
 
Information to bring to the Morgan Hollis meeting was decided by the group: 

• Plans 
• Slope Impact 
• Where signal should be. 

 
Jean Marie informed the group that the Infrastructure Committee will be meeting on July 11th and August 22nd, 
then 2 times monthly starting in September.   
 
Steve suggested getting started on putting together the information to get a sponsor. 
 
The next meeting will be on August 13th at 2:00 pm in the NRPC Conference Room.  
 
Meeting adjourned at 11:55 am. 
 
 
CP/kmb 
#321-78 



 MINUTES – July 17, 2007 
NH 101A WIDENING AND IMPROVEMENTS MEETING 

Morgan Hollis – 547 Amherst Street 
July 17, 2007 - 1:00 PM 

 
 
 
 
Meeting Attendees: Morgan Hollis - Attorney 
  Mike Monks – Representative for 547 Amherst Street 
  Steve Dookran, City of Nashua 
  Joe Mendola, City of Nashua 
 
 
Summary: 
Morgan Hollis asked to substantiate the need for a buffer around Round Pond and indicated that in the past, 
such buffer requirements have been relaxed.  Joe Mendola and Steve Dookran pointed out that the pond is of 
historical and geological importance and it is a naturally occurring kettle-hole pond. 
 
Morgan Hollis asked if the project would provide pedestrian signalization.  Steve Dookran answered yes. 
 
The general schedule of the project was discussed.  The major milestones are a Public Hearing before the end of 
this year and construction to begin in late 2010. 
 
Joe Mendola and Steve Dookran showed drawings of three options for the alignment at 547 Amherst St.  The 
options, called Rev0, Rev1 and Rev2, showed dimensions from the building to the proposed back of sidewalk.  
Rev0 is the original design and has the greatest impacts to the 547 Amherst St property.  Rev1 relieves some of 
those impacts by shifting the road away from 547 Amherst St, but impacts private signage and trees to the 
South.  Rev2 shifts the alignment a little less than Rev1 and does not impact the trees.  Joe Mendola showed 
photos of the sign and trees in question.  Below are dimensions for each option: 
 
 

Revision EAST Corner of Bldg to Sidewalk/Roadway WEST Corner of Bldg to Sidewalk/Roadway 

0 13.5’/18.5’ 17’/22’ 

1 20’/25’ 28’/33’ 

2 19.5’/24.5’ 25’/30’ 

Existing NA/35’ NA/35’ 
 
 
Morgan Hollis requested a copy of these drawings.  Joe Mendola will provide them over the next few days. 
 
 
CP/kmb 
#321-80 



MINUTES – July 25, 2007 
NH 101A WIDENING AND IMPROVEMENTS MEETING 

Omni Fitness – Jim Stellos 
 
 
 
Meeting Attendees: Camille Pattison, NRPC 
  Michael Long, McFarland-Johnson 
  Joe Mendola, City of Nashua 
  Jim Stellos, Omni Fitness 
   
 
Meeting Opened 
The meeting began at approximately 10:40 am.   
 
Summary: 
Mike provided a summary of the overall project including the 101 Corridor and Improvements Plan, the project 
purpose, proposed improvements, project boundaries and timelines.  Mike showed a detailed map of the Omni 
Fitness site and discussed how the widening is anticipated to encroach upon the existing site approximately 5 
feet.  Two options were discussed: 
 
1)  Keep the existing walkway and add a new sidewalk separated by a short retaining wall. 
 
2)  Extend the existing walkway into the new sidewalk, creating an extra wide section of sidewalk with a short 
retaining wall just behind the roadway.   
 
(see attached renderings) 
 
Upon initial reflection, Mr. Stellos felt more favorable towards keeping the existing walkway and adding a new 
sidewalk separated by a short retaining wall.  This would also provide a separate walkway in front of the store 
for the primary use of customers.  The building has a door that fronts the road.  A separate walkway would 
allow use of the door without impacting walkers and bicyclists using the sidewalk.   
 
Follow Up 
Project staff will develop a ground level profile/rendering showing the owner’s preferred option.   
 
Meeting adjourned at approximately 4:10 pm. 
 
CP/kmb 
#321-79 



 MINUTES – October 16, 2007 
NH 101A WIDENING AND IMPROVEMENTS MEETING 

 
MEETING ATTENDEES: Camille Pattison, NRPC 
  Tim Roache, NRPC 
  Steve Williams, NRPC Executive Director 
  Karen Baker, NRPC 
  Michael Long, McFarland-Johnson 
  Brian Coburn, McFarland-Johnson 
  Steve Dookran, City of Nashua Department of Public Works 
  Joe Mendola, City of Nashua Department of Public Works 
  Rick Seymour, City of Nashua Department of Public Works 
  Wayne Husband, City of Nashua Traffic Department 
  Jean Marie Kennamer, City of Nashua Traffic Department 
  Bob Landry, New Hampshire Department of Transportation 
 
MEETING OPENED 
Camille opened the meeting at 2:12 pm and announced that the goal of the meeting was to discuss the current 
project cost estimates and available funding.   
 
AVAILABLE FUNDING 
Camille passed out the most up to date version of the STIP from the NH DOT website with project funding 
information on the 101 A Widening project.  She added that if the cost of the 101A Widening project exceeds 
what is in the ten year plan, some aspects of the project may have to be scaled back.  Steve Williams questioned 
if the 20% match was included in the handout.  Joe Mendola answered yes, pointing out that 80% was Federal 
and 20% was State.   
 
Mike reviewed costs and referred to the 5.5 million project amount listed in the latest version of the STIP.  He 
pointed out the $175,000 to $200,000 cost for signals, which covers all traffic signal items and is a per intersection 
cost, drainage is assumed to require relocated trunk lines, and stormwater treatment for different segments 
along the road.  There are also costs for retaining walls near Omni Fitness and at 451 Amherst (office building 
just east of Sunapee Street), traffic control, landscaping, and 4 years of inflation.  Mike added that an overhead 
sign structure near the Somerset Parkway with a cost of $100,000 was not included.  An overhead sign to alert 
eastbound drivers to guide them to the F.E.Everett Turnpike should be considered, but is not required.   
 
PROJECT COST 
The overall project cost to widen from Celina Avenue to Somerset Parkway is estimated to cost $8.4 million 
dollars.  This includes traffic signal upgrades at each intersection and a new signal at Capitol Street.    
 
Mike explained the following three scenarios that would break the project into sections in order to allow at least 
some of the project to go forward using the funding available: 
Option 1 
This option is estimated to cost $4.8 million and would begin near Dumaine Avenue and complete all the 
project to the east ending at Somerset Parkway.  This would not include any signal upgrades west of the 
Thornton/Deerwood intersection.  This would not include or solve any of the issues at State and Capitol Street, 
but would take care of the worst intersections at Thornton/Deerwood and Townsend West/Sunapee.   
 
Option 2 
This option would be the same as Option 1 including widening from Dumaine Avenue to Somerset Parkway, 
but would also include new traffic signal upgrades through the remainder of the corridor to the west.  The 
signals would be constructed at Blackstone, Cellu/Nimcor, and Celia to accommodate the future widening of 
NH 101A and is estimated to cost $5.7 million.  This would not include a signal at Capitol Street.   
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Option 3 
The last option would begin at the western project terminus at Celina Ave and end just east of 
Thornton/Deerwood.  This option includes improvements at Capitol and State, including a signal at Capitol 
Street and is estimated to cost $4.6 million.   
 
Steve Williams questioned the cost estimate and Mike explained that right-of-way was not included, just 
construction, construction engineering, inspections, and inflation, adding that he was trying to get close to the 
$5.5 million.   
 
DOT estimates construction inspection at 7% of the total project cost and has been using a 3% rate for inflation.  
It was questioned if there was any way to speed up the project since there is $1.2 million of inflation included in 
the cost estimate.  Bob said the project was 27 months out and not ready to go.  Bob added that DOT would 
consider moving this project ahead and pushing another project back to reduce the $1.2 million inflation 
estimate for this project.  Also, the Broad Street West project is in need of 1 million in local money.  Wayne felt 
the 3 acre ROW cost of $250,000 seemed a little low.  He thought that right-of-way costs will be at a premium 
and suggested firming up the cost before looking for money.  Bob said that DOT uses square foot cost to get 
estimates on land or right-of-way. 
 
Mike said appraisals and right-of-way were included in the $92,000 budget portion of the estimate (this is the 
number shown in the current DOT budget), explaining that all property acquisitions normally require an 
appraisal determining the before project and after project value.   
 
Mike reviewed with the group the typical section for the project.  Joe questioned if the 2 foot utility strip could 
be sacrificed.  Mike said if you try and keep the utilities to one side it can be worked with as far as utility pole 
positioning and may help minimize right-of-way or help save some (i.e. it may not be required on both sides of 
the roadway).  Steve Dookran suggested talking to Angelo Marino, assessor for the City for help in determining 
right-of-way cost information (a subsequent email provided some information).  Steve Williams asked if Best 
Ford or Target contributed since coming into the area.  Steve Dookran said that Target gave $300,000 for 
improvements along the corridor.   
 
It was recommended that if the City found some matching funds that they might be able to find some state aid 
to help with the costs and that it would show added commitment that the City wants to push the project 
forward.  Mike said that a cost of approximately $850 per linear foot was calculated for widening the roadway 
using the same pavement box as the existing pavement.  It was suggested that if the City wanted to make the 
101 A project a priority, there would be the possibility to move the 2 million in CMAQ funds slotted for traffic 
signal upgrades.   
 
Mike questioned whether the project should be one large project or two smaller ones.  Bob felt it all comes down 
to public input, but economically, it is less expensive to build as one project.  He recommended keeping the 
project moving forward and not doing it in two phases.  Bob also questioned if the construction would be at 
night or day due to the mix of residential and businesses along the corridor and felt this would affect the cost 
even though it could not be estimated precisely now.  In response to a question on the timeframe, Steve 
Williams said that going through the legislative process to accept CMAQ funds would need to be done first.   
 
In response to a question on bus pullouts from Steve Williams, Mike said that there would only be two bus 
pullouts, one at the technical college and the potential for one at the Building 19 site, if it is redeveloped. 
 
There was a question from the group of whether Transit had any money to put towards the project.  Camille 
said they should be able to get money from WalMart if they come in, but Mike said that WalMart would 
probably only build what is necessary.  It was also suggested that MJ’s plans be available to WalMart should 
they come in, to avoid having to move utility poles twice. 
 
Mike said the Mark Lawrence options of raising the profile along NH 101A were not included in the cost 
estimate.   
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Camille asked what the next steps should be regarding cost issues to address before the public hearing.  Mike 
suggested moving forward with the project with plans to build the entire two mile section and if they get to a 
point where additional funds are needed but not available, the project could then be broken into two sections.  
He added that you can work with a 30% plan as long as you know what your right-of-way is.  Bob spoke of 
setting permanent easement lines, saying it might be easier to acquire than right-of-way.   
 
Steve Dookran felt that they should move forward with the full project and try to look for additional funding 
and keep costs down.  He added that the whole project needs to be done and that acquiring right-of-way and 
watching for temporary easements should be one of the next steps.   
 
Steve Williams questioned what the Aldermen’s response would be to this project and the need for an extra $3 
million for it.  Steve Dookran said they would explain that it was a state and federally funded project initially.   
 
Mike asked what the City’s process was for the public hearing referring to the lengthy process with the State 
and who would be presenting it.  Steve Dookran said the infrastructure committee would make a 
recommendation to the full board then it would go back to the full board for approval if a finding of need 
confirms it.  A legislation piece would also be needed for this which language for was currently being worked 
on.  More discussion followed regarding guidelines and the approval process with the Aldermen.   
 
Joe questioned which phase would come first if the question arises.  Steve Williams said there should be no 
phasing unless the project can’t be done.   
 
SCHEDULE/PUBLIC HEARING 
Camille reviewed the new schedule with January slotted for the public hearing date.  Information that would be 
available for the hearing would be the Categorical Exclusion, supporting environmental data, Traffic Report, 
supporting traffic data, Engineering Report, and landscaping plans.  Wayne Husband was concerned with 
funding cutbacks in the future.  Mike said the only thing that might lag would be the landscaping portion, 
which he would be addressing with Bruce at an upcoming meeting.  Otherwise, Mike felt it was pretty well set.   
 
Camille informed the group that December 8th through January 9th would be the public comment period in 
which all documents would be posted in City Hall and the Library.  Camille would also call the Library about 
putting larger maps along with the hearing notice and project handouts on display.  Camille had one issue with 
the 30 day public comment period (having it vs. not) since there were no state standards designating what 
should be done.  Further discussion was held regarding this with reference to different sections in the statutes of 
what the state is required to do (14 days).   
 
Other decisions made regarding the aspects of the public hearing as well as some questions are as follows: 
 

• Certified Mail for letters to property owners along the corridor 
• Pull new list from City website to check against old list 
• Meeting will be after January 9th and 2 readings to the Board of Aldermen 
• One more meeting with Gerry Prunier/Mark Lawrence Studios – Camille to call for a meeting on 

Monday, October 29th sometime in the AM. 
• Confirmation from Victoria Chase of NHDOT that on the 30 day comment period is necessary even in 

areas with condos 
• Bob Landry ok with 30 day comment period 
• Possible help from Angelo regarding website information 
• Question on whether residential home across from college should be included in mailing 

 
Mike informed the group that a surveyor would be out at the Mark Lawrence Studios location in the next few 
days to get a better idea of what the property looks like.  Joe would call to notify Mark Lawrence Studios. 
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Camille informed the group of a call she received from a Nashua High School North teacher who runs the 
Biotechnology Program and a project she is working on with some students and about 30 businesses along the 
corridor involving planting of trees.  She asked the group if there was any way they could help her out.  Mike 
said that they could sit down with her and show her the plans and possibly see if she could have the trees 
planted back further in hopes of not having to relocate them later.  Camille said the group’s plan was to plant 
the trees in the early spring.  Mike said they were looking to have consistency with the landscaping along the 
corridor and that they should have the plant list with them when meeting with her.  It was suggested that they 
talk with her after the pubic hearing. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 4:07pm.   
 
 
CP/kmb 
#3210-90 



   MINUTES – October 29, 2007 
Mark Lawrence Studios Site Visit  

 
MEETING ATTENDEES: Camille Pattison, Nashua Regional Planning Commission 
  Michael Long, McFarland-Johnson 
  Joe Mendola, City of Nashua 
  Larry McHugh, Mark Lawrence Studios  
  Jack Gill, Mark Lawrence Studios 
  Gerry Prunier, Attorney 
 
MEETING OPENED 
Discussions began around 9:10 am.  Mike Long and Camille Pattison discussed the following points with the 
property owners 

• Currently work has been conducted on the Environmental Document supporting the Categorical 
Exclusion for the project. 

• The City is holding a public hearing in January; the date is as yet undetermined. 
• Construction is currently listed for 2012 in the State’s 10-Year Plan, however this date could change. 
• The next steps involve final design, right of way plans, and construction. 
• The business has approximately 15 full time employees.  During the summer months many of them 

park next door at Portland Glass.   
• Six or seven times a year eighteen wheel semi-trucks make deliveries.  These trucks must back into the 

facility. 
• The property owner expressed frustration at the proximity to the street of the parking for the shopping 

plaza (built 3 years ago) directly across NH 101 A from his site.  He felt that the City should have forced 
the building to be further away from the road. 

 
SITE VISIT 

• Project staff staked out the anticipated back of sidewalk line on the front of the property.  Two stakes 
were also located to show the anticipated slope line.   

• The stakes are based on plans that do not change the existing profile. 
• The driveway entrance slope impact was not marked out as the latest survey information was not yet 

available. 
• Mike Long or project staff discussed locating a small retaining wall behind the sidewalk to address the 

affects of the slope line.  Even with a retaining wall, it may not be possible to save the existing trees on 
the front of the site. 

• The property owners are very concerned about the safety of the driveway where it meets NH 101A.  
The existing driveway is sloped towards NH 101 A and is currently difficult to maintain in winter 
weather.  They are concerned about vehicles going down the driveway into traffic.  The existing 
driveway is at about a 12% slope. 

• The feasibility of creating one access point on NH 101 A for both Portland Glass and Mark Lawrence 
Studios was mentioned.  To date no discussions have occurred between the two owners in this regard. 

• The existing trees will need to be replaced.  Applicant would like to keep the sign in the current 
location.  A retaining wall behind the proposed sidewalk would probably allow the sign to remain in its 
current location. 

 
 
CP/kmb    
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 MINUTES – November 1, 2007 
NH 101A WIDENING AND IMPROVEMENTS MEETING 

 
MEETING ATTENDEES: Camille Pattison, NRPC 
  Karen Baker, NRPC 
  Michael Long, McFarland-Johnson 
  Steve Dookran, City of Nashua Department of Public Works 
  Joe Mendola, City of Nashua Department of Public Works 
  Wayne Husband, City of Nashua Traffic Department 
  Jean Marie Kennamer, City of Nashua Traffic Department 
 
MEETING OPENED 
Camille opened the meeting at 2:07 pm.  She gave an overview of agenda and moved onto the first item which 
was the Engineering Report.  She explained that some of the group had already sent their comments to Mike 
and the rest would be recorded today for incorporation later by Mike.  She asked if once this was complete if the 
group wanted to see on a copy of the Engineering Report once all comments were incorporated.  Joe and Steve 
asked to see copies of the Engineering Report once comments were added. 
 
ENGINEERING REPORT 
Listed below are some comments and most changes gathered from the group which would be incorporated into 
the Engineering Report by Mike. 
 
Cover 

• Remove “City of” in “City of Nashua” and add “NH” 
• Add a name after “Road Widening and Improvements” (ex. Phase I, Phase II) 
• Change “Engineering Study” to “Engineering Report” 
• Add “Prepared for” information/description 
 

Page 1 
• Add Table of Contents 
• Add an “Introductory” section – Dookran to provide 
• 1st paragraph, 4th sentence starting with “Currently”, make new paragraph 
• Add page #’s 

 
Page 2 

• 1st paragraph, remove first two sentences (this is a repeat – Dookran) 
• Comment, Dookran – 101A not a State highway, a State route maintained by the City with a State #. 
• Mention the project’s 5 digit number (Dookran) 
• Comment Camille – 2nd paragraph 4th sentence – Camille questioned – group decided to leave as is 
• Correction – Highway Capacity paragraph – Thornton Road/Deerwood Drive 
• Change - Highway Capacity paragraph, 4th sentence “…maintain at least a LOS D” and “…the many 

important functions that…” 
• Highway Capacity paragraph - Refer to the traffic counting done by NRPC first 
• Correction – Bus Transit Accessibility paragraph, 1st sentence “The Nashua Transit currently 

operates…” 
 
Page 3 

• Pedestrian/Bicycle Access paragraph, 5th sentence use “setback” instead of “offset”.   
• Pedestrian/Bicycle Access paragraph”lack of sidewalks in many areas” 
• Access Management paragraph, 1st sentence, “Some driveway access points…” 
• Access Management paragraph, Mike to rethink sentence 2. 
• Change Section 2.3 to “Traffic Analysis”  
• Add in Section 2.3, 1st paragraph, 3rd sentence “…traffic counts taken throughout the region using data 

from 2000-2002 at selected locations.  More accurate future volumes were derived by applying the 
percentage of growth in the model to recent traffic count numbers.   
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• Section 2.3, 1st paragraph, 5th sentence, “SYNCHRO” add foot note 
• Section 2.3 - Add a summary table after paragraph 2 
• Section 2.3, 2nd paragraph, last sentence, remove “available on request” (reference report). 
• Comment, Dookran - Section 2.3, 2nd paragraph, 3rd sentence:  already 2 left lanes, sending the wrong 

message (Mike to rethink this).   
 
Page 4 
Section 3.0 – There was much discussion about this section.  Some of the comments, issues and questions are as 
follows: 

• Concern that speed progression set up for 40mph is a little high for how the corridor operates today 
• Design speeds for 40 are posted for less 
• Not enough accident history to lower the speed 
• 85th percentile is what is looked at when determining whether to lower speed 
• Not enough reaction time at 40mph 
• Suggestion for design speeds less than 40mph not for a change, just a recommendation 
• Issues with enforcement 
• An appropriate speed should be proposed for area for pedestrian and bicycle safety 
• Reference what standard, when discussing design standards 
• Dookran asked that similar corridors in the region be looked at to see what they operate at 
• Husband asked to find something to substantiate it if it is added into the report 
• Steve would like to Mike to look at speed limits along similar corridors for comparison.  

 
Page 5 

• Comment/decision – no striping for bicycles 
• Bike signage is ok 
• 1st paragraph, add “5ft sidewalks” when describing proposed roadway  

 
Page 6 

• Top of pg, sentence starting with “However” – replace “green space” with “vegetated areas or existing 
landscaping” 

• Mike to rethink Section 5.1 
• Comment Camille – could not find maps referenced in Section 5.2 
• Note that some formal discussion were held with property owners. 
• Add in addresses of these businesses. 

 
Page 7 

• Minutes of meetings with regards to property owners mentioned in report to be included as appendices 
• Make mention of discussions with owners (547 Amherst, Capital, State, Mark Lawrence) 
• Include address of locations mentioned in report 

 
Page 8 

• Break out options 1, 2, and 3 for clarity and readability 
• Last paragraph, 2) replace “cooperation” with “interest” 

 
Page 9 

• At top of page – lack of cooperation should say lack of interest 
 
Page 10 

• Question on whether there was an 8ft shoulder on the north side by Dunkin Donuts 
 
Page 11 

• Section 6.0 – Comment on whether to include the noise issue in a separate document.  Mike said the 
paragraph covers everything 
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Page 12 
• Camille to get copy of the State MOU regarding access and email the group 

 
Page 14 

• Steve Dookran felt the stormwater management issue should be addressed and specific stormwater 
treatments should be discussed. 

• Joe Mendola to call Pennichuck to get draft report for review 
• Mike to think about adding more purpose to this page 

 
Page 15 

• Section 10.2 and 10.3 – indicate in these sections who is responsible relocation and costs 
 
 
Page 17 

• Cost listed in Section 13.0 can be adjusted 
• Joe looking for final recommendation – Mike feels Engineering Report does not need a wrap up and the 

recommendation is the your preferred alternative 
 

DRAFT DOCUMENTS 
Mike asked if the group wanted a 1 to 2 page executive summary.  Joe and Steve asked for an executive 
summary of everything be included compiling all documents and a list referencing project submittals.   
 
SCHEDULE/PUBLIC HEARING 
Discussion was held on when the City of Nashua Infrastructure Committee meets as well as the full Board of 
Aldermen for scheduling purposes.   
 
Camille explained the 30 day review period by referencing section 231.5.  Joe found that the Granite Street 
project in Manchester, NH had a 30 day comment period.   
 
Joe questioned whether 20 year tenants along the corridor should be notified.  Mike felt that it only applied to 
elderly residential tenants.  Joe said he would send an email with the RSA information regarding tenant invites 
to the Nashua Legal Department.   
 
Wayne suggested to Mike to have a report available for the BOA with comments and responses from the public 
hearing.  
 
Karen to email Mike with any new property owners or addresses once information has been cross referenced. 
 
 
The meeting adjourned at 4:02pm.   
 
 
CP/kmb 
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 MINUTES – December 18, 2007 
NH 101A WIDENING AND IMPROVEMENTS MEETING 

 
MEETING ATTENDEES: Camille Pattison, NRPC 
  Karen Baker, NRPC 
  Michael Long, McFarland-Johnson 
  Joe Mendola, City of Nashua Department of Public Works 
  Bruce Leish, Carol R Johnson Associates, Inc.  
  Johnathan Law, Carol R Johnson Associates, Inc. 
 
MEETING OPENED 
Camille Pattison opened the meeting at 1:18 pm informing the group that the reason for the meeting was to go 
over the Landscaping Plans for the 101A Widening Project.  Mike Long added that these are the initial plans 
that the landscape architects had developed so far.  He pointed out that the plans show a considerable number 
of plants and that there could be some right-of-way issues with trees being set right behind the sidewalk.  They 
could be moved but a decision would need to be made.  
 
 Bruce Leish presented the plans and explained the thoughts behind the tree placement.  The placement of 
relocated utility poles behind the sidewalk requires additional right-of-way that could also be used as a planting 
strip.  He added that smaller trees could be used to avoid conflicts with the overhead wires.   Joe Mendola 
questioned the position of the trees.  Mike explained that there it would not be possible to place plants behind 
the sidewalk if there are gas lines or other utility lines there.  Bruce said that in many cases, the existing grassed 
and treed areas would have to be replaced because they are being disturbed by construction activities, adding 
that it would be an opportunity for restoration in different cases along the corridor.   
 
Jonathan said that grading, ground cover, tree and shrub planting, and grass seeding would need to be done.  
Joe said there were not many grassed areas.  Bruce pointed out some of the changes on the planting plan.  
Bertucci’s trees would be removed due to the new sidewalk encroaching on them.  Every effort will be made to 
preserve the trees, but with widening and grading, this may not be possible.  If the trees that were not removed 
and showed signs of deterioration because of the construction, they could eventually be replaced at a later date, 
however they would obviously be smaller than the existing trees.  Joe asked if trees removed from private 
property would be relocated back on private property.  If trees are located on private property to be acquired by 
the project, they will be replaced by trees probably located outside the right-of-way, unless additional ROW is 
needed.  Discussion also occurred about the potential for plantings on private property where no disturbances 
occur or in places with limited ROW.Grading issues may require that the trees be placed in steeper areas but the 
intent is to provide gently sloping areas where trees are required.   Mike pointed out that the right-of-way along 
the corridor can still be adjusted as the project proceeds and that even if there were no trees, a little grading 
would need to be done.  A temporary slope easement would also be needed in some cases.  When grading is 
required for a temporary slope easement, there may be opportunities for plantings as part of the restoration to 
private property that was disturbed. 
 
Bruce said that once in final design, they could work with owners on landscaping issues.  He added that money 
could be an issue.  Camille suggested minimizing the amount of funds used for landscaping by taking care of 
the impacted landscaping first, then as properties redevelop, make landscaping consistent.  She added that 
maybe some owners with minimal existing landscaping would be interested in contributing to the cost of 
improvements.  Bruce suggested using smaller trees to help with the cost.   
 
Mike asked if there were any City programs that could be used as a way to help in the landscaping costs.  
Camille brought up the Shade Tree Program.  Jonathan said that planting could be phased in based on priority 
areas.  Bruce spoke of options on shrubs, ground cover and the ability to shift based on budget restrictions.  Joe 
asked about brick for medians instead.  Bruce said this would be much more expensive adding that there are a 
number of plants that can be used in medians in this type of climate.  He said that grasses or planted areas 
would not be brought right to the edge of the median.   
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When questioned about who would be responsible for maintenance of the landscaping, Joe said that the City of 
Nashua would be responsible for maintenance and that Nick Caggiano would be reviewing the planting plans.  
Bruce said that junipers, day lilies, and shrubs would all live fine and that these areas would be accented with 
grass in between based on what is in the master plan.   
 
Joe asked about the Building 19 lot on the planting plan.  Mike said that currently the sidewalk was placed 
adjacent to the curb with the right-of-way placed just behind the sidewalk.  This is an area that the sidewalk 
could meander, especially if the site is redeveloped.  Bruce said that part of the plan is to leave the trees and 
have the shrubs back further in hopes of creating a tree lined boulevard.   
 
Joe asked for clarification on some of the lines on the Planting Plan and Bruce explained what the corresponding 
lines and symbols represented.  Jonathan felt that trees were important to human scale and Bruce felt shrubs 
provide screening of cars.  Camille agreed and added that the trees also keep it cooler in the summer.   
 
Jonathan referred to the Mark Lawrence property saying that some type of retaining wall would have to be put 
in because of the grading and that some landscaping located behind it should be placed in order to not block the 
sight lines from the driveway or of the sign.   
 
Mike asked what maintenance issues are associated with the trees.  Jonathan said there were more maintenance 
issues with grass than trees.  Bruce added that trees would not be located in sidewalk tree pits, but in a grass 
area where the roots can extend.  He also said that trees that are growing in grass rarely lift up streets and 
sidewalks but that is taken into consideration when picking the trees.  Root barriers would be an option also.  In 
occasional instances when you may have to replace a portion of a sidewalk a root breakout could be used as a 
preventative measure which uses the sidewalk as a reinforced vault.  Vaults allow tree roots to pass under the 
sidewalk in good planting soil and find large open soil areas on the other side of the sidewalk.  To increase the 
visibility of signage and businesses, lower limbs of the trees could be removed.  Someone asked about the 
maintenance of trees in medians.  Bruce said they plant drought and salt tolerant trees and stay away from trees 
that get brittle and lean more towards oaks, zelcovas, ash, and red maples.   
 
Joe asked if it was a special case in an area of the planting plan where the trees were planted back from the 
sidewalk near Townsend West Street.  Mike said yes and that it had to do with the availabe ROW not following 
the roadway in that location.  The old roadway right-of-way was left in place and NH 101A was relocated 
slightly to the north. 
 
Bruce said he could tune up the drawings to make sure they were more readable and spoke of linear strips 
which are good for areas where there are parking lots.  Joe asked if the proposed ROW could be shown on the 
planting plans.  Mike said yes.  Joe also asked for a list of trees that are low maintenance to provide to the Parks 
Department.  Mike said there was a sheet available at the public meeting that can be updated.  Camille 
suggested the Planning Department also get a copy.  Bruce informed Joe that whatever they do could 
potentially become zoning bylaws or site plan standards.  Camille said that it would depend on how the 
planning staff wanted to address it.  Bruce said the document would only be about 5 to 6 pages and that an 
overlay district could also be done.  Camille said she would call Kathy Hersh and that Joe should mention this 
to Steve Dookran.  Bruce said he would check the current Nashua ordinance on landscaping and the land use 
code to find out if there is a special permit required.  Bruce added that the golden triangle overlay district in 
Framingham and Natick requires standards for planted setbacks and buffers.  A similar overlay district could be 
developed for the corridor.  One of the typical questions is who owns the sidewalk and the concerns of liabilities 
of the sidewalks.   
 
Bruce and Jonathan explained most of the areas along the corridor and the proposed planting plan for each area.  
They also gave other scenarios or ideas for some of the areas.  Camille questioned if we could go with the 
planting plan as is with all this detail.  Mike felt that we could go with the current plan with a few minor 
changes.  He added that it would be better to refer to the plan as “typical” rather than inferring that the whole 
thing is a final product and cannot be adjusted or modified as the process develops.  Bruce had some concern 
with plant location and the potential of ending up on private property.  Jonathan said this was just the 
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preliminary plan and nothing was set in stone.  Joe agreed with most of the plan except for the number of trees 
and feared this would mislead the public and could pose a problem with the limited project funds/budget.  
Camille shared some of the same concerns.  Mike said it would be a matter of presentation and letting the public 
know it is just a concept plan, not final.  Joe would need to come to some conclusion based on the discussion on 
whether to show the plan as is or with less detail.   
 
There was also a question on how much should be shown in terms of scope (ie. amount of trees, etc.) and how it 
affects the cost estimate (Mark Lawrence, Betucci’s, etc.).  Camille felt that it should be prioritized based on 
budget.  Joe felt that was a good idea.  The group established the following three possible levels of design 
criteria: 
 
Option A - Replacement of plantings affected by the construction 
Option B – Provide pockets of landscaping within the proposed ROW 
Option B-1 – Pockets within the proposed ROW plus partial medians 
Option C – Complete as shown on plans 

 
 

There were also comments, questions, and concerns which are as follows: 
• Bruce had a concern with giving trees to private property owners and suggested getting a planting and 

maintenance easement. 
• If under budget, would DOT still pay if money is there? 
• Would it be cheaper if DPW did the work rather than a contractor ( $200 per tree vs. $2,000). 
• Almost all aspects of the landscaping are also traffic calming techniques. 
• Camille would like to present this to the BOA on January 8th in the hopes that they will refer it to the 

Infrastructure Committee. 
• Bruce estimated from a visual inspection of the plans that if everything shown on plans was completed, 

a very preliminary cost estimate could be approximately $600,000. 
 
Camille asked the group what should be at the public meeting and the following was decided upon: 

• 1 set of drawings 
• A key map 
• Color landscaping pictures 
• Planting Plans to be available, but not posted 
• Additional items would be needed for posting at the library 

 
Jonathan said they would tone sidewalk up and lighten the road on the Planting Plans for easier viewing.  Bruce 
asked if they would only be able to plant right on the ROW lane.  Mike said not to include those behind the 
sidewalk in the estimate.  Bruce also asked about including a slightly expanded ROW.  Mike said not to include 
that either.   
 
Camille said she would need final versions of everything electronically including small and big sets of color 
plans.  Jonathan said he would try and get them to her for the first week of January.  Mike asked to get back all 
comments to Bruce and Jonathan by the end of the next week.  Camille asked if a disclaimer could be placed on 
the maps pointing out that the plans are just conceptual and not for construction.  Mike said he would send 
some language to CRJA.  Bruce said he would get a landscaping estimate to Joe and asked what level of 
information would be needed.  Joe said that the estimate should be sufficient to help the Aldermanic Committee 
understand the proposed plans and their cost.   
 
Camille said a full set of all documents would also be needed for Bob Landry.  There was also a question on 
what should be included in the estimate for the report: all design levels or just level C.  Jonathan and Mike both 
felt the entire estimate should be in there.  Mike asked Joe to get back to him with that question after he speaks 
with Steve Dookran.   
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Mike said that the cost of “enhanced” crosswalks (pavers, stamped concrete or asphalt or some other treatment) 
was not discussed or listed on paper.  Bruce said they could do stamped crosswalks (bituminous concrete), or 
concrete based unit pavers but with stamped asphalt there is usually color fading and they would need to be 
maintained.  He also said the reverse system called streetprint where crevices are filled with color could be done 
also.   
 
Camille asked for all comments on funding and the Planting Plan be given to Bruce and Jonathan by the end of 
the next week.  Bruce suggested that deferring congestion mitigation funds from another project would be a 
way to get additional funding.   
 
Camille ending the meeting saying the plans looked great and she would be in touch with Jonathan.  The 
meeting adjourned at 3:02pm.   
 
 
 
 
 
CP/kmb 
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 MINUTES – January 28, 2008 
NH 101A WIDENING AND IMPROVEMENTS MEETING 

 
MEETING ATTENDEES: Camille Pattison, NRPC 
  Karen Baker, NRPC 
  Michael Long, McFarland-Johnson 
  Joe Mendola, City of Nashua Department of Public Works 
  Steve Dookran, City of Nashua Department of Public Works   
 
 
MEETING OPENED 
Camille Pattison opened the meeting at 3:06 pm.  She asked the group if local addresses should get the public 
hearing letter that would be mailed in the near future.  Steve Dookran answered that just the property owners 
should get the letter, no local addresses.   
 
AGENDA ITEM #1 - FINAL DOCUMENTS 
Camille asked Mike what the status was on all final documents for posting on the NRPC website and if Bob 
Landry had received any copies.  Mike said that pretty much everything was done except for the traffic report 
which was coming from Fred at FST, and the final option for the landscaping plan in the engineering report.  He 
added that all of the engineering report changes from Joe were done.  Joe suggested sending the landscaping 
plan to Bob Landry as is now, before any new changes are added.  Camille said yes as long as they let Bob know 
that the plan is not finalized.  Joe would get any last comments to Mike by Thursday.  There was a question 
based on a recommendation from Kevin Nyhan of the NHDOT Bureau of Environment that the categorical 
exclusion should not be posted on the website.  Even though posting the Categorical Exclusion is not required 
discussion occurred and it was decided to place the categorical exclusion on the website as well.  Camille said 
she would need that as well.  Mike questioned whether the warrant analysis needed to be posted. 
   
 
AGENDA ITEM #2 – LANDSCAPING COST ESTIMATES 
Mike explained the landscaping options as presented on CRJ’s estimate.  Listed below are some of the details in 
all three options: 
 

Option A: 
• This option consists of simply restoring in kind those trees that are impacted on private properties. 
• $250,000 cost, which Mike thinks could be reduced some. 
• $800 cost for trees and removal of trees (Mike said we could go with something less). 
• 72 trees removed, 39 replaced (Joe said this seems contradicting).  Mike said he would have to go 

through point by point to verify. 
 
Option B: 

• This option includes the scope provided in Option A as well as the addition of landscaping in “high 
impact areas” or selected areas that provide the greatest benefits.  An example would be 
landscaping to ends of medians.   Mike summarized it as areas in which you can make the greatest 
difference visually. 

 
Option C: 

• Doing everything shown on landscaping plan.  This means taking any opportunity for landscaping 
on private or public areas. 

 
Joe did a check on numbers and how they fit in with Mike’s estimate and said there was a significant change 
using Option C.  Mike felt that it should be something like what Bruce has for Option A.  Joe added that Option 
B & C were more inline with the intent of the 2002 Corridor Study recommendations and suggested Option B 
could be considered by DOT.  He suggested talking to Bob Landry to see if he would take a higher than 8.4 
million estimate.  Steve questioned the 25% contingency in the project cost estimate.  Mike said only 1.25% is for 
the landscaping.  Steve questioned what the contingency should be at this level and suggested 10%.  Mike said 
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that he liked 25% but that it could be reduced.  Reducing the percentage is always risky at this point as 
quantities and items are always roughly estimated at this point in a design.  Steve questioned if there should be 
a contingency in the landscaping.  Mike said no and added that there was not a lot of signage, so he could try 
and get closer on stuff that he knew could be in the contingency.  Steve added that you could not ignore original 
decision the original study or needs or enhancements.  Joe asked if the plans would be marked A, B, & C at the 
public hearing.  Mike felt that would be too much information.  Camille was concerned about misleading people 
by presenting Option C when the budget may not allow it.  It was decided the Option B using a maximum cost 
of $400,000 would be best to present at the Public Hearing 
 
There was some discussion and question on the comments from Nick Caggiano from the Parks and Recreation 
Department.  Joe said that grass & shrubs should not be in the plan, but trees were okay.  Joe was not certain 
about the ground covers, and would verify this.  Grass would be okay behind the sidewalk where the utility 
strip would be.  Camille asked what should replace the shrubs on the plan.  Steve suggested a hard surface for 
the medians of concrete or asphalt.  Mike suggested stone mulch.  Joe was not sure a crushed stone would work 
in the median as it would be kicked up by traffic, plows, etc.  Mike pointed out that wider width areas called for 
ground cover on the landscaping plan.  Camille said that taking out shrubs and grass would knock the cost 
down considerably.  Mike said there were areas that would need additional work to maintain the slope which 
would require ground cover, which would consist of low growing plants of some type.  Steve said that side 
slope treatment or ground cover is okay for those instances, but no shrubs.  Steve had hoped to get some 
stamped pavements in these areas to match other treatments they already use.  Camille asked Joe to email Carol 
Johnson Associates regarding no shrubs or grass in medians.   
 
Mike said the total budget for landscaping should be $400,000, which would be consistent with Option B.  Joe 
said this should bring down the contingency some.  Steve asked Mike to separate contingency and escalation.  
Mike asked what everyone wanted to have in the plan.  No shrubs or grass in medians, ground cover where 
needed for sloping and a cost for areas that will have hardscaping.  There was some question on sidewalk 
square footage and survival of trees with concrete around them as well as cost of concrete versus asphalt.  Steve 
suggested stamped asphalt.  Joe asked Mike to revise his general cost estimate due to the new 5% (approximate) 
accounted for in Landscaping.  Mike said he would work on this.   
 
AGENDA ITEM #3 – SCHEDULE/PUBLIC HEARING 
Camille informed the group of the special commission that would have to be appointed because there is no local 
funding for the project.  Three people would be appointed by the mayor.  Steve said he would work on this and 
that once three names for a commission have been suggested, it will go to governor and council for final 
approval.   
 
There was discussion on the length of time to have an ad placed about the meeting because of the condo 
complexes along the corridor.  RSA 230-17 states it has to be 90 days, but Joe did not think this was so.  He said 
that if the State was taking property from the City, it would apply.  He spoke with Victoria Chase regarding this 
issue and added that he had verification.   
 
There was also some discussion on whether the public hearing property owner letters that need to go out of 
state had to be sent registered mail.  According to RSA 230-18, out of state property owners had to receive notice 
via registered mail.  Camille would double check with Bob Landry regarding this.   
 
AGENDA ITEM #4 – FOLLOW UP ITEMS 

• Mark Lawrence Studios – Mike will give Joe a memo to send out on City letterhead 
• Nashua High School teacher who wanted to plant trees along the corridor under a program she 

came up with and whether we could give property owner info to her for this.  Steve said these are 
preliminary plans and are far from final design and that it would be impossible for her to start 
planting now.  In addition, seedlings would not survive along the corridor.  Steve suggested she 
contact Nick at Parks and Recreation on his tree planting program.  His # is 589-3362.   

• Camille would follow up with Bob Landry after the special commission is formed.  
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• Steve said he would deal with transferring right-of-way processes adding that they have an 
acceptance process.  Alderman LaRose would be involved.   

• Mike will check with FST to see if they are done.   
• Landscaping plans should be finalized as well as engineering report once Joe does his last review. 
• Preparation and presentation for the public hearing.   
• Joe to contact Nick at P&R on shrubs in the landscaping plan and he will copy everyone on the 

comments. 
• Mike will come up with a landscaping plan for $400,000 based on discussion listed in Agenda Item 

#2.   
 
Mike informed Steve that there is still $15,000 budgeted for geotechnical.  Joe discussed MJ’s last invoice (#8), 
saying that overall they were at about 72% work completed with about $90,000 left.  He commented that 
expenditures seam to have been contained so far and asked Mike to discuss his projections.  Mike explained that 
he does not foresee overruns at this point. 
 
Camille reviewed budget information and informed Steve that she was aware of what was left in the budget 
and that NRPC was committed to getting the work done. Steve said there could possibly be an amendment to 
the City-NRPC contract after this phase. 
 
Camille ending the meeting saying the landscaping plans looked great and she would be in touch with 
Jonathan.  The meeting adjourned at 4:35 pm.   
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MINUTES – May 12, 2008 
NH 101A WIDENING AND IMPROVEMENTS MEETING 

 
MEETING ATTENDEES: Camille Pattison, NRPC 
  Karen Baker, NRPC 
  Michael Long, McFarland-Johnson 
  Joe Mendola, City of Nashua Department of Public Works 
  Steve Dookran, City of Nashua Department of Public Works   
 
 
MEETING OPENED 
Camille Pattison opened the meeting at 2:06 pm and reviewed the agenda.  She added that she wanted a final 
input from Bob Landry on the documents.  She also forwarded the draft property owner and public meeting 
notice to Bob for comment.  Finally, she wanted to identify a loose timeframe on when to have the public 
meeting. 
 
AGENDA ITEM #1 - FINAL DOCUMENTS 
Camille suggested the Technical College Atrium as a potential place to locate the documents for the public to 
review due to the fact that NRPC’s location would be up in the air as a result of a pending move.  Another 
suggestion was the DPW, but Steve Dookran said they only had one conference room (which is used most of the 
time) and the lobby area has poor lighting.  There was also a question on how much room would be needed for 
all the documents and a suggestion on doing some of them in half sizes.  Camille said she would call Jean about 
another area at the DPW as a potential.   
 
Status on the following reports are as follows: 
 

• The Environmental Report was reviewed by Kevin Nyan and he said it looked good but wanted his 
supervisor to review it as well.   

• All issues on the Traffic Report were resolved. 
• The Engineering Report had not been reviewed. 
• The Landscaping Report was pretty much done except some walls, but should be completed by 

Wednesday.  There were also a couple of questions on medians which were being fixed and the cost is 
under the $400,000. 

 
Camille referred to the mailing and commented that she had agreed with the 30 day comment period and 
certified w/return receipt for the property owner letters (not registered) but would get clarification from Bob. 
 
At this point we called Bob Landry.  Camille informed Bob that we she would be sending the Landscaping and 
Engineering Reports to him for comments and asked if we could receive an official letter from Bob stating that 
the draft documents were ready for public review.  Bob asked when she needed comments back on the 
Engineering Report.  Camille said a week.  Mike said two weeks in order to give him time to add the comments 
into the report.  Camille agreed and asked to have all comments by May 23rd.  As far as a letter, Bob said that 
would be a question for the City as to whether they wanted something in writing.  Joe felt that it would be a 
good idea.  Camille asked to have the letter saying it was okay to proceed with the Public Hearing by May 23rd 
also. 
 
AGENDA ITEM #2 – TIMELINE 
Camille reviewed the updated timeline.  She asked Bob if the language in the draft public notice and property 
owner letter was okay.  May 26th was the target date to mail the letters out to the abutters.  It was suggested that 
once the date was set that a dry run should be completed prior to the hearing.  Steve said that prior to the dry 
run, he wanted to bring the special committee up to speed and get to know them.  Mike said he could provide a 
brief project overview in order to help the special committee understand the limits of the project.  Camille asked 
Bob if he wanted to be at the special committee meeting.  Steve & Joe did not think it was necessary.  Camille 
asked for any comments on the timeline and reminded the group that all documents needed to be updated and 
re-posted on the NRPC website.  Mike said he would send everything on a CD to Camille.   
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Bob had a few simple comments on the Draft Notice of Public Hearing: 
 

• Pg 1, beginning of 2nd paragraph - missing “A” in “NASHUA – 10136A NH 101-A 
RECONSTRUCTION” 

• Pg 2 – a sentence should be added regarding number of parcels affected and relocations required or 
anticipated. 

• Pg 2, 4th Paragraph from bottom – last 4 digits of zip code are 0483. 
• Pg 2, 3rd Paragraph from bottom regarding conflict of construction start date in 2012.  Should read 

“advertising for bid in the Fall of 2011” and construction to begin in late 2012. 
• Pg 2, 2nd Paragraph from bottom - Steve Dookran & Joe Mendola to address regarding contact person 

and/or bureau.   
 
Comments on Draft Property Owner Letters from Bob: 
 

• “Approved by Governor and Council on April 9th” should be included in letter. 
• 3rd line should read something like “from 2 lanes to 3 lanes”. 

 
Camille confirmed with Bob certified w/return receipt for the abutter letters.  Joe asked Bob if there was a 
standard procedure to do this meeting.  Bob said there was some flexibility that they should get a feeling of 
what is going to work best.  Mike said that in the past he has provided a project overview.  He added that there 
are some legal words that need to be said by the Special Committee Chair before the floor is turned over to the 
project manager for his summary.  Bob said the entire meeting has to be recorded and transcribed word for 
word.  Steve said they have someone at the City who can do this.  Bob said he would look through his notes for 
specific language on what has to be said regarding R.O.W.  He added that any historic homes have to be 
mentioned.  Camille asked Bob to send over language regarding this.  The call with Bob ended and Camille 
moved onto the next item on the agenda. 
 
AGENDA ITEM #3 – SPECIAL COMMITTEE 
Camille asked Joe and Steve who they wanted to be in the Special Committee Meeting.  Joe said just himself and 
Steve.  Mike asked if Camille had the drawings.  Camille said that Joe had them.  Steve said he would come up 
with some potential dates to meet with the Special Committee and for the dry run which Bob should probably 
attend. 
 
On a side note, Camille reminded the group that they still needed to address the concern’s of Mark Lawrence. 
 
Mike said that generally the Project Manager and the Special Committee Chair are the ones that run the 
meeting.  Camille asked how you address questions.  Steve said whoever is the specialist based on the question.  
Joe said they should develop a list of anticipated questions.  Mike asked Joe & Steve when they were going to 
try and meet with the Special Committee members.  Joe said late this week or early next week.  Camille said she 
may attend if schedule permits.  Joe said this was not for the dry run and that would be done 2 to 3 weeks 
before the public hearing.   
 
Joe reviewed what would be mentioned – Round Pond, historic buildings, etc.  He also mentioned that Sue 
Lovering would do the transcribing and would suggest July 14th, 21st, or 28th to the committee members.  Joe 
added that they would have to use the auditorium.  Joe questioned what night would be best for the meeting.  
Camille said Tuesday through Thursday would be best, but said you may want to have the Aldermen there and 
would need to plan around their meeting schedule.  Steve said they would have to check with the Planning 
Board and ZBA as well since they use the auditorium for their meetings.  The final decision was to have the 
meeting on a Monday, Wednesday, or Thursday.  Joe said he would let Camille know the date for the Special 
Committee meeting with himself and Steve. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 3:02 pm.   




