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HUDSON LOGISTICS CENTER 
SITE PLAN APPLICATION #04-20 

SUBDIVISION APPLICATION #11-20 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION #02-20 

STAFF REPORT #3 

 

SITE: 43 Steele Road; Map 234 Lots 5, 34 & 35 and Map 239 Lot 1 

ZONING: General – 1 (G-1) and Business (B) 

PURPOSE OF PLANS: Proposed commercial development consisting of three (3) new distribution 

and logistics buildings with associated access ways, parking, stormwater/drainage infrastructure and 

other site improvements.  

PLANS UNDER REVIEW:  

Hudson Logistics Center, Site Plan & Wetlands Conditional Use Applications; prepared by: 

Langan Engineering & Environmental Services, Inc., 888 Boylston St., Boston, MA 02116; 

prepared for: Hillwood Enterprises, L.P, 5050 W. Tilghman St., Suite 435, Allentown, PA 

18104; and, Greenmeadow Golf Club, Inc., C/O Thomas Friel, 55 Marsh Rd., Hudson, NH 

03501; dated April 21, 2020; consisting of 166 sheets and cover, and notes 1-32 on Sheet CS002. 

 

Hudson Logistics Center – Lot Line Adjustment & Subdivision Plan; prepared by: 

Hayner/Swanson, Inc., 3 Congress St., Nashua, NH 03062; prepared for: Langan Engineering & 

Environmental Services, Inc., 888 Boylston St., Boston, MA 02116; dated April 21, 2020; 

consisting of 22 sheets and cover, and notes 1-14 on Sheet 1. 

REVISED SITE PLANS: 
In advance of the July 22, 2020 Planning Board meeting, the applicant has submitted two revised 

site plans, both prepared by Langan Engineering & Environmental Services, Inc.: 

1. Overall Site Plan (CS 100), dated April 21, 2020 (Rev. July 13, 2020) 

2. Wetlands Impact Plan (FG01), dated April 15, 2020 (Rev. July 13, 2020) 

ADDITIONAL STUDIES: 
1. Air Quality Impact Analysis, dated July 8, 2020, prepared by Epsilon Associates, Inc. 

2. Sound Study Update, dated July 13, 2020, prepared by Ostergaard Acoustical Associates 

ATTACHMENTS: 
A. Fuss & O’Neill Peer Review Letter -  Zoning & Land Use Regulations 

B. Fuss & O’Neill Peer Review Letter – Stormwater Management 

C. Fuss & O’Neill/HMMH Peer Review Letter - Sound 

D. Town Department Review Comments 

E. Written public comments received by the Planning Department between 6/17-7/14. 
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APPLICATION TRACKING: 

TIMELINE 

 Applicant  Planning Board Meetings  Peer Review 

 

 April 21, 2020 – Application received. 

 May 19, 2020 – Revised plans per NHDES received. 

 May 19, 2020 –Sound Study received. 

 May 27, 2020 – Public hearing scheduled. 

 June 3, 2020 – Revised Traffic Study received, sent to Peer Review. 

 June 19, 2020 – Peer Review Letter: Stormwater Management received. 

 June 24, 2020 – Public Hearing deferred to July 22, 2020. 

 June 25, 2020 – Peer Review Letter: Zoning & Land Use Regulations received. 

 June 29, 2020 – Peer Review Letter: Sound received. 

 July 13, 2020 – Received: Revised Overall Site Plan CS100, Revised Wetland Impact 

Plan FG01, Air Quality Analysis, Sounds Study Update. Fiscal Studies sent to Peer 

Review. 

 July 22, 2020 – Public hearing scheduled. 
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STATE REVIEW 

 Department of Environmental Services 

o Dredge & Fill – ongoing, applicant has received comments 

o Alteration of Terrain – ongoing, applicant has received comments 

o Shoreland Protection – The State found this site to be exempt as it is considered to 

be already developed in its current state. 

 Department of Transportation 

o Trip generation model has been approved. 

o Traffic study is currently under review. 

o Offsite improvements (mitigation) to be reviewed after traffic study is approved. 

PEER REVIEW 

 Engineering: Fuss & O’Neill has performed their first round of review for the following: 

o Zoning & Land Use Regulation compliance 

o Stormwater Management 

o Sound (via sub-consultant Harris Miller Miller & Hanson) 

 

This first round of review is found as Attachments A, B and C. A summary of their 

findings is discussed later in this report.  The second round of the Sound review is 

underway. 

 

 Traffic: VHB has received the revised Traffic Study and is currently performing their 

peer review. 

 

 Fiscal Impact: Applied Economic Research has received the Fiscal Impact Analysis and 

Property Valuation Study and has begun their review. 

 

 Water Utility: Weston & Sampson, the Town’s water operator, is currently reviewing 

the adequacy of domestic and fire protection water supply.  Fire hydrant and fire flows 

for onsite and offsite needs has been completed. 
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STATUS UPDATE 
As with previous staff reports, this is not intended to be a comprehensive review. The following 

is meant to provide a status update on the on-going review and revision process. Additional 

information and discussion will follow in subsequent staff reports as the process moves along. 

SITE PLAN REVISIONS 
For the purposes of the July 22, 2020 meeting, the applicant has submitted a revised Overall Site 

Plan and Wetland Impact Plan. Revisions were made in response to input received from the 

public at the May 27th meeting, written comments sent to the Planning Board, and preliminary 

comments from the Board and Town Staff.   

Overall Site Plan: Buildings B & C moved further away from the southerly property line.  

Building B is now approximately 450 feet from the property line.  Building C is now 590 feet 

from the property line. 

 

Figure 1 - Building Movement. Prepared by Town Staff using applicant’s plans. 
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Wetland Impact Plan: The circle at the end of proposed Green Meadow Drive was moved 

approximately 100 feet in an easterly direction (down and to the left if looking at the plan) to 

reduce the wetlands impact.  This revision results in the need for retaining walls. 

The full plan set is still under revision by the applicant’s engineer.  When completed, it will be 

sent to Fuss & O’Neill for a second round of peer review. 

 

PEER REVIEW – ZONING & LAND USE REGULATIONS 
Please see Attachment A for Fuss & O’Neill’s first review of the application’s conformance with 

the Zoning Ordinance and Land Use Regulations.  Key topics of their comments are listed below 

along with brief staff comment. 

Building Height: As also noted by the Zoning Administrator, the architectural elevations 

provided do not provide enough information to determine if the building height is in compliance.  

While some municipalities measure building height from the Finished Floor Elevation (FFE), 

Hudson measures from the average elevation of finished grade within 5 feet of the structure to 

the highest point of the roof, excluding accessory unoccupied protuberances, which includes 

parapets.  This measurement may be affected by the grading associated with the down sloping 

ramps for loading docks. 

Screening: §275-8.C.8 requires the visual separation of incompatible uses, parking or loading 

areas from residential zones.  Reasonable effective visual separation comprises the use of 

existing vegetation and terrain where possible, or, new plantings, grade separations, fences or 

similar features.  Peer review notes that the original submittal shows a berm of up to 25 feet tall 

with 8-10’ tree plantings.  The revised plan should present an opportunity to further enhance the 

applicant’s screening strategy. 

Sidewalks: Peer review notes that the proposed sidewalk along Green Meadow Drive does not 

connect to any of the building sites, and should be corrected.  Also noted is a proposed 5-foot 

separation between the street and sidewalk, where 6 feet is required. 

Roadway: Peer review notes that the vertical sag curves do not meet the minimum K value.  In 

layman’s terms, this means the dips in the road are too deep, which can cause trucks to scrape the 

ground.  Peer review also questions if the proposed pavement cross-section of Green Meadow 

Drive is adequate to handle the expected truck traffic; it meets the regulation but peer review 

wonders if thicker pavement is needed. 

Coordination of Site Plan and Subdivision Plan: There are inconsistencies between the 

subdivision plan and site plan noted by peer review.  These shall be corrected by the applicant 

Notes & Details: Peer review found a range of corrections to notes and details that are more 

administrative in nature than substantive. These shall be corrected by the applicant. 
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PEER REVIEW – STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 
Please see Attachment B for Fuss & O’Neill’s first review of the application’s Stormwater 

Management.   

Peer review comments are generally related to one of the following categories: 

1. Coordination: Site Plan and Subdivision Plan 

2. Details: construction details and plan notes 

3. Design: areas that do not meet requirements or where more information is needed 

Referring to Attachment B, the author of this report, while no expert in Stormwater Design, 

categorized the peer review notes as follows: 

1. Coordination Notes: C, G, AA, AB, AC, AE 

2. Details Notes: D, E, F, N, O, S, U, W, AG 

3. Design Notes: A, B, H-M, P-R, T, X, Y, Z, AD, AF, AH, AI 

With the changes to the site plan, the grading and requisite stormwater design is undergoing 

revision by the applicant.  The revised plan set will be sent out for peer review again.   

PEER REVIEW – SOUND 
Please see Attachment C for HMMH’s first review of the application’s Sound Study.  The 

applicant submitted a response letter to the review, found in Additional Studies. The Sound 

Study Update also responds to some of the public comments (page 4).  The update has been sent 

to HMMH for its second review. 

As the author is not an expert in sound analysis, please refer to Attachment C for sound-science 

specific comments. From a planning perspective, staff offers these observations: 

1. Operation-Based Assumptions: The Sound Study is in part based on assumptions 

relative to specific operational characteristics of their particular tenant.  If the tenant 

should change, or operations change, it is difficult to evaluate the efficacy of the 

proposed mitigation. 

2. Mitigation Design: Since the design of the berm, noise wall, and plantings is still being 

revised, the proposed mitigation cannot be evaluated at this time. 

3. Backup Alarms: On page 4, comment f, of the Sound Study Update, the applicant’s 

consultant states that Broadband Backup Alarms are effective in sound mitigation, but 

that they cannot be mandated for independent vendors.  They do propose using them on 

the Terminal Tractors, which allegedly account for a majority of the back-up movements 

on site.  While the applicant may not be able to mandate the use of broadband alarms by 

their vendors, staff believes the Planning Board can and will check with Town Counsel. 

As the plans are being revised, including the design of the berm and noise wall, a complete 

review is not possible at this time.  The Sound Study is dependent on final site design. 
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TOWN DEPARTMENT COMMENTS 
Please see Attachment D for comments received so far from Town Departments.   

Assessing offers questions relative to taxation, aging of this development type, and potential 

rooftop equipment. 

Engineering points out additional approvals required, revisions to the water, sewer and 

stormwater systems that need to be made, comments relative to traffic mitigation, and design 

recommendations. 

Planning and Engineering both recommend that in the event of approval, Building C should be 

contingent on confirming that the mitigation strategies (traffic, sound, light, etc.) are sufficient.  

This will require post-build studies of each item. 

Fire Department has had some preliminary conversations and review of the fire safety plan for 

the building and site, but will not conduct a formal review until plans are finalized. 

Police Department has no comment at this time. 

Public Works raises concerns over maintaining the proposed Green Meadow Drive, particularly 

in winter conditions.  The proposed street is isolated from other DPW routes since it only 

connects to a state road. 

Zoning requires more information to evaluate the buildings’ conformance with the building 

height ordinance. 

 

NEXT STEPS 
Given the volume of information, Staff recommends that the Planning Board conduct topic-

based meetings to address each impact this proposal may have on the Town.  The purpose is to 

not “dilute” conversations, but to ensure meaningful dialogue between the Board, the applicant 

and the public. Ultimately, all of the elements will be tied back together. Peer review consultants 

should attend the meetings on their topic. Please refer back to page 3 of this report for the status 

of peer reviews. 

Suggested topics in no particular order: 

 Fiscal Impact (impact on town departments, taxes, property) 

 Environmental Impact (air, noise, wetlands) 

 Site Plan & Subdivision 

 Traffic 

Timing: Staff will coordinate with the applicant on the timing of the various reports and reviews 

to develop a practical schedule of these meetings in the event the Board accepts this 

recommendation. 
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June 25, 2020

Mr. Brian Groth
Town Planner
Town of Hudson
12 School Street
Hudson, NH 03051

Re: Town of Hudson Planning Board Review
Hudson Logistics Center, Lowell Road
Tax Map 239, Lot 1; Acct. #1350-949
Reference No. 03-0249.1930

Dear Mr. Groth:

Fuss & O’Neill (F&O) has reviewed the first submission of the materials received on May 19, 2020,
related to the above-referenced project. Authorization to proceed was received on June 8, 2020. A list
of items reviewed is enclosed. The scope of our review is based on the Site Plan Review Codes,
Stormwater Codes, Driveway Review Codes, Sewer Use Ordinance 77, Zoning Regulations, and
criteria outlined in the CLD Consulting Engineers Proposal approved September 16, 2003, revised
September 20, 2004, June 4, 2007, September 3, 2008, and October 2015.

We have included a copy of Fuss & O’Neill’s evaluation of the checklist for your reference. We
note that several items could not be verified by Fuss & O’Neill and require action by the Town.

The project appears to consist of the redevelopment of a golf course into a 3 lot
logistics/distribution center with a new public street. Proposed improvements to the site also
include the construction of a driveway, parking areas, drainage improvements, landscaping, and
other associated site improvements. The proposed buildings will be serviced by a Municipal water
and sewer.

The following items are noted:

1. Site Plan Review Codes (HR 275)
a. Hudson Regulation (HR) 275-6.I. The scope of this review does not include the adequacy

of any fire protection provisions for the proposed buildings. Fuss & O’Neill defers to the
Hudson Fire Department for review of proposed fire protection for this facility.

b. HR 275-6.C. The applicant has proposed a sidewalk along Green Meadow Drive to the
end of the cul-de-sac, but has not shown any connections to this sidewalk from the three
building sites. The applicant should indicate how they intend to provide safe pedestrian
access to these sites.

c. HR 275-8.C.(2) and Zoning Ordinance (ZO) 334-15.A. The applicant should provide
parking calculations on the plan set showing that the proposed spaces meet the use
proposed per the Regulations. The applicant has stated that the required spaces are as
required by the planning board but no specific calculations were provided for review.

Attachment A
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d. HR 275-8.C.(4) The applicant has proposed parking spaces that measure 9 feet by 18 feet.
This will require approval by the Planning Board.

e. HR 275-8.C.(8). The subject lot abuts a residential zone to the south. The applicant has
provided screening with the installation of an evergreen landscape berm. We note that the
proposed berm will be up to 25 feet tall before the addition of 8-10’ tall tree plantings.

f. HR 275-9.C. The applicant has provided a noise study for the proposed project. Review
comments related to this study will be provided under separate cover.

g. HR 275-9.D. It is our understanding that the applicant has provided a fiscal impact study
which is being reviewed by others.

h. HR 275-9.I. Fuss & O’Neill is not aware of an environmental impact study being provided
by the applicant.

i. Hudson Engineering Technical Guidelines & Typical Details (HETGTD) 565.1. The
applicant is reminded of the requirements for off-site fill materials if any will be imported
for this project.

j. HETGTD Detail R-6. The applicant has proposed a saw cut pavement section detail in
the Site Plans that doesn’t agree with the Hudson Pavement End Match detail.

k. HETGTD Detail R-8. The applicant has proposed an asphalt pavement section in the Site
Plans which includes 8 inches of processed aggregate base course. Hudson details require
12 inches of crushed gravel for driveways.

l. The applicant has not provided a detail for ADA curb ramps in sidewalks. The detail
should include curb ramps for both 6” and 12” curbing.

2. Administrative Review Codes (HR 276)
a. HR 276-7. B. Waiver request forms were not received as part of the package received for

review.
b. HR 276-11.1.A. and 276-11.1.B.(7). A separate abutters list was not provided with the

review package but was included on the cover of the Site plan set. A list of abutters is not
included with the Subdivision plans.

c. HR 276-11.1.B.(2). Multiple sheets in the Site plan set are in scales larger than the scale of
one inch equals 50 feet as required by the Regulation.

d. HR 276-11.1.B.(4).(b). The applicant has not provided the approval block on all sheets of
the site plan as required, and not located it in the lower left corner of some sheets as
required.

e.  HR 276-11.1.B.(6) and 289-27.B.(2). The owner’s signature is not shown on either plan
set.

f. HR 276-11.1.B.(9).  Boundary dimensions and bearing are not shown on any sheets within
in the Site Plan.

g. HR 276-11.1.B.(13). The applicant has not included details for any proposed business
signage or provided the required note on the plan set stating that, “All signs are subject to
approval by the Hudson PLANNING BOARD prior to installation thereof.”

h. HR 276-11.1.B.(17). We were unable to locate any benchmarks within the Site plan. We
note that they were provided on the Subdivision plan.
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i. HR 276-11.1.B.(21). The applicant has not provided copies of any proposed easements.
j. HR 276-11.1.B.(23). The applicant has not noted any pertinent highway projects on the

plan set.
k. HR 276-15. The applicant has included a DigSafe logo on the Topographical Subdivision

plan sheet 11 of 17 in the Subdivision and Site plan sets that appears to have formatting
issues. The applicant should review and correct.

3. Subdivision Review Codes (HR 289)
a. HR 289-4 and HR 289-28.A. The applicant has included a legend for the installation of

stone bounds and iron pins on the plans. The applicant should also provide a detail for
stone bounds to be installed.

b. HR 289-18.B.(1). The applicant has proposed a  Right-of-Way width of 66 feet for Green
Meadow Drive which exceeds the 50 foot minimum width required by the Regulation. The
proposed pavement widths for the roadway and cul-de-sac are 36 feet, which exceeds the
24 foot widths required by the Regulation. Section 5.15.7 of the Hudson Engineering
Technical Guidelines & Typical Details (HETGTD) requires a pavement width of at least
36 feet for major, collector, and commercial streets where the Planning Board determines
that the nature and/or intensity of the proposed use would require a wider pavement. The
applicant should review these proposed pavement widths with the Town to determine if a
waiver to the Subdivision Regulation is required

c. HR 289-18.B.(2). The applicant has noted a waiver has been requested for the cul-de-sac
roadway length on the plan set. The regulation calls for a maximum length of 1,000 feet
and the applicant has proposed a roadway of over 2,000 feet long.

d. HR 289-18.B.(5). The applicant has not shown a proposed dead end informational sign to
be provided at the beginning of the cul-de-sac roadway.

e. HR 289-18.C.(2). The applicant has proposed multiple vertical sag curves within the
proposed roadway that are less than the minimum K value of 40.

f. HR 289-18.O. The applicant has not shown on the plans nor provided details for a street
name sign for Green Meadow Drive at the Lowell Road intersection.

g. HR 289-26.B.(3). The applicant has shown several existing easements on the plan set.
Copies of these easements were not included in the review package.

h. HR 289-27.B.(6). The applicant’s surveyor has not signed the Certification statement on
sheet #1 of the Subdivision plans nor stamped any of the plans. The applicant should also
should correct the typographical/format error for the surveyors Certification on that sheet.

i. HR 289-28.C. & G. The applicant’s roadway typical cross section does not match that of
Subdivision Regulation Attachment 3. The applicant has proposed 5 feet between the
sidewalk and roadway whereas the detail requires 7 feet. We note that the applicant has
also proposed a 5 foot sidewalk instead of the 4 feet recommended.

j. HR 289-28.C. The applicant has proposed a pavement cross section with four inches of
bituminous pavement. The applicant should confirm that this is adequate for the
anticipated truck traffic that will be travelling on Green Meadow Drive.
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k. The applicant should correct several typographical errors on the Subdivision plan set: lot
‘lint’ on sheet #1; Proposed Land ‘Transfers’ on sheet #10;

l. The applicant should correct the Map reference to the Mercury property in Note #6 on
Master Plan – Green Meadow Drive sheet #1 (Map 234 not 834).

m. The applicant should provide a pavement end match/saw cut detail for the pavement
connection of Green Meadow Road to Lowell Road.

n. The Subdivision plans note that a portion of Steele Road is to be “Discontinued, Released,
or Relocated”. The applicant should provide further clarification of this action and define
the limits of this section of the Steele Road Right-of-way.

4. Driveway Review Codes (HR 275-8.B. (34)/Chapter 193)
a. HR 193.10.D. The applicant has proposed a driveway layout for the first new driveway at

Map 234 Lot 35 (Mercury) where WB-67 trucks cannot access without travelling off of the
proposed paved surface. The applicant should review the need for a wider driveway
entrance at this location with the tenant of that building to allow adequate truck access.

b. HR 193.10.E. The applicant has not shown sight distances for the proposed driveways on
the plan set.

c. HR 193.10.G. The applicant has proposed two driveways for Map 234 Lot 35 while only
one is allowed per the Regulation. We also note that Map 233 Lot 1 would have two
driveways because it would also be tied into Wal-Mart Boulevard as well as the proposed
Green Meadow Drive.

d. The applicant has not shown proposed driveways or curb cuts for the site driveways at the
cul-de-sac on the Subdivision plans. As currently designed two of the site driveways will
conflict with the proposed sidewalk. The applicant should coordinate the Subdivision
plans with the Site plans for driveway locations and any impacted features.

e.   The applicant has proposed retaining walls adjacent to the driveways and the proposed
roadway. The applicant has provided a typical detail for the walls but individual designs
were not provided. We note that some of these walls are nearly 10 feet tall, and while they
are outside of the proposed Town Right-of-way, they pose a risk to the proposed Town
roadway if they were to fail. The applicant should provide detailed designs for each
proposed wall, stamped by an Engineer licensed in the State of New Hampshire, for Town
review prior to construction.

5.  Traffic

 a. HR 275-9.B. Fuss & O’Neill understands that the Traffic Impact Study for this project is
being reviewed by another party.

6.  Utility Design/Conflicts
a. HR 275-9.E, 276-13, and 289-27.B.(4). The applicant has not provided a sewer design for

Green Meadow Drive. We note the Site plan shows proposed sewer lines from the 3 sites
coming to the cul-de-sac but there does not appear to be any sewer designed which this
sewer main would connect to on Green Meadow Drive..
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b. HR 275-9.E. The applicant has not shown inverts into sewer manholes from various sewer
force mains throughout the plan set.

c. HR 275-9.E. The applicant should review the proposed sewer design with the Town of
Hudson Sewer Department to ensure that enough capacity exists in the Lowell Road sewer
main or other existing sewer mains to handle the flow that will be generated by the
proposed project.

d. HR 275-9.E and HETGTD 720.8. The applicant has proposed inlets into sewer manholes
that exceed the two foot maximum invert separation. The applicant should provide details
for a chimney or internal drop for these manholes, and indicate on the drawings where
they are required.

e. HR 275-9.E. The applicant should provide a sewer manhole detail that indicates an H20
load rated manhole frame and cover is required.

f. HR 276-13.D. The applicant has proposed several transformer locations which do not
have year round screening.

g. The applicant should coordinate the utility locations between the Site and Subdivision
plans. It appears that the water and gas lines shown on the Subdivision plan do not extend
far enough around the cul-de-sac to meet the service locations of lot C.

h.  HETGTD 720.5. The applicant has shown pump stations on the proposed site plan and
provided a typical detail on the plan set. We note that no design information was provided
for the review of these private pump stations and therefore a detailed review of them was
not done.

i. The Site Demolition Plan of the subdivision plan set illustrates to abandon gas and water
per Town Regulations. The applicant should coordinate with the Town id these lines need
to be capped.

j. HETGTD Detail S-4. We note that the Sewer Trench detail on the plan set does not
match the Town’s Typical Detail.

k. The applicant has shown connecting to and capping an existing water main in the existing
driveway to Mercury Systems (Map 234 Lot 35). This water main is shown on the plans as
‘Approx. 8” Water Main’ but then other notes instructing the Contractor to connect to this
line note it is an existing 12” water main. The applicant should confirm the size of the
existing water main (8” or 12”) and revise the notes and/or design as necessary.

l. The applicant should coordinate with the Town of Hudson Water Utility and Hudson Fire
Department to ensure that capacity exists in the Lowell Street water main to meet the
water service needs of the proposed development, including both domestic and fire
protection needs.

m. The applicant has shown proposed light pole foundations directly conflicting with the
proposed water main along Green Meadow Drive.

n. The applicant has not proposed any fire hydrants connected to the new water main along
Green Meadow Drive. The applicant should coordinate required hydrant locations and
spacing with the Hudson Fire Department.

o. The applicant has proposed several fire hydrants to be located within paved areas adjacent
to warehouse buildings where it appears trucks could back into them. These hydrants are
shown to be protected by bollards, but the applicant should review these locations with the
Hudson Fire Department to confirm that these are acceptable.
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p. On Subdivision plan sheet #17 (Detail Sheet – Water), the applicant has noted that the
Contractor shall coordinate all water interruptions with Pennichuck Water Works and
affected property owners. This note should reference the Hudson Water Utility, and
additional information should be provided regarding limitations on water service
disruptions to abutters, and provisions for maintaining service to Mercury System (fire
protection system, domestic water usage) including temporary water connections as
needed.

q. The applicant has not provided any details for the proposed water storage tanks.

7. Drainage Design/Stormwater Management (HR 275-9.A./Chapter 290)
   The review of the drainage design and stormwater report  was provided under a separate

letter from Fuss & O’Neill dated June 19, 2020. We also have the following additional
drainage related comments:

aj. HR 290-5.A.5. The southern property site line abuts numerous properties along Fairway
Drive. We note that these lots appear to receive runoff from a larger subcatchment area
due to the grading of the proposed landscape screening berm. The applicant should
evaluate to ensure runoff at every abutting property line does not exceed pre-development
rates as required by NHDES AoT Regulations.

ak. HR 290-5.K.(22). The applicant has not shown proposed snow storage areas on the plans.

8. Zoning (ZO 334)
a. Zoning Ordinance (ZO) 334-14.A. The applicant should provide more detailed building

height calculations. The ordinance states that the maximum building height shall be 50 feet
and be measured from the average elevation of finished grade within 5 feet of the structure to
the highest point of the roof. Roof elevations have not been provided, and we note that
several building grades extend 51’-6” from the finish floor elevation (FFE) to the top of
parapet grade (TOP). A large portion of the site grading within 5 feet of the buildings includes
finished grade elevations for truck loading docks which are up to 5 feet below the FFE. We
are unable to determine if the Ordinance has been met without roof grades being shown on
the architectural plans.

b. ZO 334-17 & 334-21. The applicant has noted that the subject parcel is located within the
General-One zoning district and a small undeveloped portion in the Business (B) zoning
districts. The proposed use is permitted by the Ordinance.

c. ZO 334-33. The applicant has shown impacts to 114,179 sf of wetlands and has stated that a
NHDES Dredge and Fill permit application has been submitted. A copy of this permit once
approved should be provided to the Town for their records.

d. ZO 334-35.B and 334-35.C. The applicant had proposed impacts to the wetlands for the
construction of a new road, drainage, driveways and parking areas. A Special Exception will
need to be granted by the Zoning Board of Adjustment to allow these uses..

e. ZO 334-38.A. The applicant has noted in their NHDES Wetlands application that mitigation
would be discussed with the Town, plus a payment of $701,142.17 will be made to Aquatic
Resource Management.
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f. ZO 334-60. The applicant has not provided any size or detail information for any signs other
than handicapped parking and traffic signs within the subject lot. The applicant did note in the
Subdivision plans that signs are subject to the requirements of the Hudson Zoning Ordinance
as determined during the sign permit application process.

g. ZO 334-84 and HR 218-4.E. The applicant has shown all flood hazard areas on the plans.
Proposed base building grades appear to be above the Merrimack River’s 100 year flood
elevation.

9. Erosion Control/Wetland Impacts
a. HR 290-4.A.(3). The applicant appears to be proposing construction fencing and a

compost filter tube (FT) along the south side of the earthen berm as a means of erosion
control (see sheet CE304), but only FT is shown, not the symbol for the filter tube along
the length of the berm. The applicant should update the plan to show the limits of the
intended erosion and sedimentation control measures at this location.

b. ETGTD 565.1.1. The applicant has not indicated the proposed method of stump disposal
on the Site plans. Subdivision plans note that stumps will be disposed of off-site in a legal
manner.

c. ETGTD 565.1.1. The applicant should note on the plans the requirement for testing any
imported fill over 10 cubic yards.

d. The Town of Hudson should reserve the right to require any additional erosion control
measures as needed.

10. Landscaping (HR 275.8.C.(7) &  276-11.1.B.(20)) and Lighting (HR 276-11.1.B.(14))
a. HR 275-8.C.(7)(c) & (d) . The applicant has provided landscaping calculations showing

that the sites meet the number of trees and shrubs required. We noted that the proposed
trees and shrubs are not listed per lot but for the entire site. It appears that some lots may
not meet the individual requirement because the landscaping is spread between the 3 lots.
The applicant should provide proposed landscaping numbers for each individual lot to be
sure they each individually meet the regulation.

b. The applicant should provide the proposed spacing for the tree plantings to be installed on
the landscape berm at the south side of the site.

c. HR 276-11.1.B.(14). The applicant has not provided information detailing the proposed
hours of operation for the site lighting (i.e. what are the proposed hours of operation for
the facility; will the lights operate only during those prescribed hours;; will they operate
during all night time hours; etc.).

d. HR 276-11.1.B.(14). The applicant has proposed light pole installations that have a fixture
mounting height of 40 feet. Due to their height, some of these lights may be visible to
abutting properties. The applicant should review the proposed lighting along the south
side of the site to ensure that lights are not visibly higher than the proposed landscape
berm and associated plantings.

e. The applicant has proposed lighting within the right-of-way of the proposed Green
Meadow Drive. The applicant and Town should confirm who will be responsible to
operate and maintain this lighting.
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11. State and Local Permits (HR 275-9.G.)
a.  HR 275-9.G. Due to the large nature of the project and the multiple permit requirements,

we recommend that the applicant list all the required permits and their status on the plan
set. The applicant should forward all relevant permit documentation to the Town for their
records.

b. HR 275-9.G. The applicant has noted that a NPDES permit and preparation of a SWPPP
will be required for this project.

c.   HR 275-9.G. The applicant did not provide copies of any applicable Town, State or Federal
approvals or permits in the review package.

d. Additional local permitting may be required.

12. Other
a. ETGTD Detail R-12. The applicant should provide a curb and sidewalk tip down detail on

the subdivision plan for all driveway locations.
b. The applicant should coordinate the Site and Subdivision plans. We recommend that the

Driveway locations be shown on the Subdivision plan to better show utility, sidewalk and
guardrail locations.

c. The applicant has not included any provisions for dumpsters on the plans. The applicant
should verify that dumpsters are not needed for the proposed use.

d. The guard rail details vary between the Subdivision plan (page 14 of 22) and the Site plan
(Sheet CS504). We recommend the applicant revise the Subdivision plan set to be sure the
anchor meets NHDOT guardrail standards.

Please feel free to call if you have any questions.

Very truly yours,

Steven W. Reichert, P.E.

SWR:

Enclosure

cc: Town of Hudson Engineering Division – File
Langan Engineering & Environmental Services, Inc.

888 Boylston Street
Boston, MA  02116
nkirschner@Langan.com
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June 19, 2020

Mr. Brian Groth
Town Planner
Town of Hudson
12 School Street
Hudson, NH 03051

Re: Town of Hudson Planning Board Review – Stormwater Design Review
Hudson Logistics Center, Lowell Road
Tax Map 239, Lot 1; Acct. #1350-949
Reference No. 03-0249.1930

Dear Mr. Groth:

Fuss & O’Neill, Inc. has reviewed the first submission of the materials received on May 19, 2020,
related to the above-referenced project. Authorization to Proceed was received on June 8, 2020. The
scope of this review letter is related to stormwater aspects of the project design only. Site plan,
subdivision, and other review elements will be provided under separate cover.

This review is based on the recently adopted Stormwater Regulations (Chapter 290), Subdivision
Regulations (Chapter 289), Site Plan Review Regulations (Chapter 275), Hudson’s Engineering
Technical Guidelines and Typical Details, and general engineering practices. Due to the size and
complexity of this project we have separated our stormwater review comments based on the
Subdivision and Site Plan plan sets prepared by the applicant.

The following items are noted:

7. Drainage Design/Stormwater Management
Subdivision Plan and Master Plan – Green Meadow Drive Plan Sets Prepared By
Hayner/Swanson. Inc.
a.   Hudson Regulation HR 289-18.B.4. We note that the creation of the cul-de-sac is creating

what appears to be a “land-locked” wetland pocket. The applicant should review the need
for an outlet structure from the center of the cul-de-sac and/or describe the intent of this
design.

b. HR 289-20.B.(2). The Regulation requires a catch basin at all four corners of roadways and
interesting streets. The applicant is proposing to convert an existing catch basin to a drain
manhole at the south side of the Green Meadows Drive/Lowell Road intersection and not
proposing to install a new catch basin at the curb line of the widened road.

c. HR 290-5.A.11. We note that the drainage run HW 90 to HW 91 is illustrated within the
Langan Site Plan set, but is not illustrated within this roadway plan set. The applicant
should coordinate all proposed stormwater drainage between all submitted plan sets.

d. HR 290-6.A.1. The dimensions for the FES outlet for CES1 and CES2 is not listed within
the scour hole details on plan sheet 15. The applicant should add all proposed outlet apron
dimensions to the plan set.
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e. HR 290-6.A.1. The applicant should provide rip rap outlet and/or scour hole sizing
calculations for all FES locations, including but not limited to HW 90/HW 91 and CES
1/CES 2.

f. HR  290-6.A.1. The applicant should provide the locations and appropriate related notes
for the Erosion and Sediment BMPs illustrated within the Detail Sheets on the design
sheets of the plan set.

g. HR 290-10.A & B. Due to the multiple plan sets concurrently submitted, the applicant
should list all related required Town, State, or Federal permits as well as related plan sets
(as references) within the plan. This will ensure that if a contractor acquires only one of the
multiple plan sets, they are fully aware of the connectivity of the plan sets.

h. Hudson Engineering Technical Guidelines and Typical Details (HETGTD) Section 930.1.
The applicant should review the design on Plan Sheet 4 of 22, and note that CB 117 and
CB 118 are illustrated to have less than 4.0’ feet of cover. We note the design does not
match the detail on Plan Sheet 15 of 22, illustrating a minimum of 4’ of cover.

i. HETGTD Section 930.4. We note that the majority of the stormwater design utilizes pipe
slopes of less than the required 2.0%. The applicant should review these pipe slopes with
the Town Engineer to determine if these are adequate. Fuss & O’Neill would take no
exception to the applicant requesting a waiver for these slopes if deemed necessary, as long
as the applicant can illustrate that the drain line velocities are self-cleaning.

j. We note that Stations 8+75 and 0+70± illustrate what appears to be approximately 6” of
separation between proposed water and drain lines, where 18” is typical engineering
standard. The applicant should review this separation with the Town Engineer and if
acceptable provide appropriate means of frost protection for the water piping.

k. HETGTD Section 930.10. We note the Town Requirement of curb inlet drainage
structures at all vertical sags.

l. HETGTD Section 930.13. We note that there appears to be a cut section between Stations
16+50± and 19-50±. The applicant should review and provide underdrain as required for
this section of roadway.

Site Plan & Wetlands Conditional Use Applications Plan Set Prepared By Langan Engineering
& Environmental Services, Inc.

m. HR 290-5.A.10. Due to the proximity of wetlands and other buffer zones to the proposed
locations for installation of erosion control practices, the applicant should review the need
for relief from this requirement by the Planning Board.

n. HR 290-5.A.11. The applicant should utilize the most recent BMP worksheets available on
the NHDES website. BMP worksheets provided appear to be outdated with dates of
December of 2017 and March of 2019.

o. HR 290-5.A.11. The applicant should provide additional detail for the installation of the
basin with notes similar to Env-Wq 1508.06.L (infiltration basin requirements). Additional
detail should include but is not limited to: side slopes, bottom prep, bottom material, type
of ground cover (capable of being inundated for prolonged periods of time), tilling of soil,
do not compact soil, riprap weir dimensions (depth, width, lengthy, stone gradation, and
size), etc.

p. HR 290-5.A.11. We note that Basin B6-2 is proposed to be constructed over an existing
wetland, which typically results in a greatly reduced infiltration rate. The applicant should
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provide additional information for this basin, as well as other similar basins, regarding
whether a soil amendment is proposed which will promote infiltration and treatment.

q. HR 290-5.A.11. Basins A1-2, B1-2, and B6-2 illustrate the use of an underdrain outlet
connected to the closed drainage system. With the use of an underdrain, the stormwater is
not infiltrated, it simply offsets the peak discharge time, and is reintroduced into the
stormwater system. The applicant should review the calculations to ensure this stormwater
is intended to be “lost” by infiltration, or if it appropriately accounted for within the
stormwater calculations.

r. HR 290-5.A.11. If the above mentioned underdrain is designed to account for frozen
ground conditions and is removed to meet stormwater calculations, the applicant should
reassess frozen ground conditions and provide additional information on how these
conditions will be accounted for.

s. HR 290-6.A.1. We note the Inspection and Maintenance manual references a Green Snow
Pro applicator. The applicant should add this requirement to the plan set as well.

t. HR 290-6.A.1. We note the requirement of Env-Wq 1507.05 “Channel Protection
Requirements” is not compared within the Stormwater Management Report.

u. HR 290-6.A.8. We note the requirement for the applicant to coordinate a pre-construction
meeting with the Town Engineer. This should be stated on the plans.

v. HR 290-6.A.13. The applicant should provide rip rap outlet and/or scour hole sizing
calculations within the sediment forebays.

w. HR 290-6.A.13. The applicant should illustrate the location of the Construction Entrances
upon all phased Erosion and Sediment Control Plans.

x. HR 290-7.A.6. We note that the provided Infiltration Feasibility Report states “To be
completed during construction”. To ensure infiltration is an acceptable treatment upon this
project, the applicant should update the Infiltration Feasibility Report as per Env-Wq
1504.13.

y. HR 290-7.A.6. The Stormwater Management Report calculations/analysis illustrate that a
proposed infiltration rate of 1.5 inches per hour is utilized. The applicant should provide
additional conversion calculations to support the use of that infiltration rate.

z. HR 290-7.A.6. We note the provided GZA Geotechnical Report does not properly label
the test pits and borings, due to what appears to be a “black wipeout”. The applicant
should provide a clear and readable location plan.

aa. HR 290-7.A.6. The applicant should provide the locations of the test pits upon both the
Topographic Subdivision plan and the Grading and Drainage plans, in order to be able to
properly analyze the proposed infiltration.

ab. HR 290-10.A. The applicant should keep the Town informed of all communication with
NHDES in relation to the required Alteration of Terrain, Shoreland, and Wetlands Permits
to ensure NHDES comments do not alter drainage design/calculations.

ac. HR 290-10.A. Due to the multiple plan sets submitted concurrently, the applicant should
list all related required Town, State, or Federal permits as well as related plan sets (as
references) within this plan. This will ensure if a contractor acquires only one of the
multiple plan sets, they are fully aware of the connectivity of the plan sets.

ad. HR 290-10.A. The applicant should to confirm and provide the pre- and post-
subcatchment areas are equal in size per NHDES requirements.
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ae. HR 290-10.A. We note the Stormwater Management Report does not directly
state/illustrate the stormwater on Green Meadow Drive. After review of the calculations, it
is evident that the proposed roadway and cul-de-sac is accounted for. Please provide more
information within the write up to note that the roadway is accounted for within the
overall stormwater analysis.

af. HR 290-10.A. We note that additional items will be required for the NHDES AoT Permit
which could potentially effect the stormwater calculations and/or construction of the site.
The applicant should provide additional detail related to the following items:

i. The applicant should review typical NHDES screening layers as well as the
NHDES PFAS sampling maps. We note the close proximity of the site to the
Hampshire Chemical Corp directly across the Merrimack River, which has four
test locations that illustrate the site contains elevated levels of PFAS, considered
higher than health based levels.

ii. We note the phasing of the site will be required to meet or request a waiver from
the 5-acre disturbed area limit from NHDES Env-1505.03.

iii. We note the phasing of the site will be required to meet or request a waiver from
the 1-acre winter disturbed area limit from NHDES Env-1505.06(b)(1).

ag. HR 290-10.B. The applicant should add the requirements for the EPA GCP, E-NOI, and
SWPPP to the plan set.

ah. HETGTD Section 920.3.12. We note that there are storm drains that exceed the listed
maximum velocity of 10.0 fps. The applicant should review these velocities with the Town
Engineer for acceptance. Fuss & O’Neill takes no exception if a waiver from this
requirement is deemed necessary.

ai. HETGTD Section 920.3.13. We note that there are storm drains that exceed the listed
minimum velocity of 2.0fps. We request the applicant review these velocities with the
Town Engineer for acceptance. Fuss & O’Neill takes no exception if a waiver from this
requirement is deemed necessary.

Please feel free to call if you have any questions.

Very truly yours,

Steven W. Reichert, P.E.

SWR:mjt

Enclosure

cc: Town of Hudson Engineering Division – File
Langan Engineering & Environmental Services, Inc.

888 Bolyston Street
Boston, MA  02116
nkirschner@Langan.com
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June 29, 2020 Submitted via e-mail to: sreichert@fando.com  
 

Steven Reichert, P.E. 
Fuss & O'Neill, Inc. 
The Gateway Building 
50 Commercial Street, Unit 2S 
Manchester, NH 03101 
 

Subject: Peer Review of the “Site Sound Evaluation and Control – Proposed Hudson Logistics 
Center, Hudson, NH” dated 18 May 2020 

Reference: HMMH Project Number 311730 

 

Dear Mr. Reichert: 

Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc. (HMMH) was retained by Fuss & O’Neill, Inc. (F&O) to review and provide our 
professional opinion on a report prepared by Ostergaard Acoustical Associates for the proposed Hudson 
Logistics Center. This review was undertaken on behalf of the Planning Board of the Town of Hudson, New 
Hampshire. As part of this undertaking, I reviewed the following documents: 

• ”Site Sound Evaluation and Control – Proposed Hudson Logistics Center, Hudson, NH,” Prepared by 
Benjamin C. Mueller, P.E., OAA File 4228A, 18 May 2020, i.e. the “Report”. 

• The Code of the Town of Hudson, NH, Part II: General Legislation, Chapter 249 Noise (accessed at 
https://ecode360.com/14323784), i.e. the “Noise Ordinance”.  

• “Hudson Logistics Center Site Plan & Wetland Conditional Use Applications,” prepared by Langan 
Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc., issued on 21 May 2020 for Supplemental Planning and 
Zoning Submission, i.e. the “Plans”. 

It is my professional opinion that the applicant has not fully demonstrated a finding that “no negative 
acoustical impact is anticipated” in regard to future operational noise from the proposed Hudson Logistics 
Center (the “Project”). Based on my review of the above referenced documents, I offer the following 
preliminary comments and findings for your consideration.  

1. The acoustical modeling software, CadnaA, is accepted throughout the industry for the prediction of 
environmental noise from a variety of sources. The Report does not document the sound propagation 
standard with CadnaA that was used for the predictions. 

2. The narrative on page 2 of the Report describes an access road on the south side of the building on 
Lot B that would allow trucks to pass from the east side of the building to the west. The figures in the 
Report, as well as the Plans, suggest a similar access road will be located on the south side of the 
building on Lot C. It is assumed that trucks will use both of these access roads as described to pass 
from the east side of the building to the west.  To the extent trucks will be traveling on the access 
roads to the south of the buildings on Lots B and C, these sources should be included in the model.  
Truck generated noise along these roads would be located closer to homes on Fairway and Eagle 
Drives and would emit higher sound levels than a truck idling at a loading dock / bay on either the east 
or west façade of either building. 

3. The Report does not include an evaluation of the potential impact of Project noise on background 
noise levels. Section 249-4 (D) of the Noise Ordinance states that no person shall cause the 
background noise level, expressed in terms of the sound pressure level exceeded 90 percent of the 
time (or “L90”), to increase by more than 10 dBA in any receptor area at any time of day. To 
demonstrate that the Project would operate in compliance with this section of the Noise Ordinance, 
the applicant should undertake a background noise monitoring program at a number locations around 
the site of the proposed Project that are representative of adjacent noise-sensitive land use. We 
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suggest up to five monitoring locations, two of which would be located adjacent to residence along 
Fairway and Eagle Drives. Since the proposed Project is expected to have 24/7 operation, the 
monitoring should take place over a period of seven consecutive days to capture weekend periods. 
The noise monitoring program should collect the applicable A-weighted noise metrics (including, but 
not limited to hourly Leq and L90), as well as background noise levels in octave or 1/3-octave bands. A 
revised Report should provide full documentation of the background noise monitoring program 

4. The report does not include an evaluation of potential for the Project to produce a pure tone 
conditions.  Section 249-4 (E) of the Noise Ordinance states that no person shall produce a pure tone 
condition. To demonstrate that the Project would operate in compliance with this section of the Noise 
Ordinance, the noise model should use as input octave-band noise emission levels for Project-related 
sources of noise (i.e. rooftop fans and trucks). The octave-band noise emission levels used as input to 
the model should be documented in a revised Report. The applicant should provide tables of predicted 
octave band noise levels at representative locations in the community in a revised Report. 

5. The Report shows the location of a sound barrier wall in Figures 2 and 3. While it is difficult to 
completely discern the location of the noise barrier due to the resolution of the figures, it appears to 
be located between the access road on the south side of the building on Lot C and the access road to 
the emergency boat ramp.  

a. Sheet LP126 of the “Landscape Planting Plan XXVI” dated 4/21/2020 shows plantings in this 
area.  

b. Sheet CG126 of the “Grading & Drainage Plan XXVI” shows a swale in this area. 
c. The final Plans should show the location of the proposed noise barrier and how it either ties 

into the proposed berm or how the barrier would overlap with the berm to minimize any 
“gaps” between the noise barrier wall and the berm. At a minimum, the final Plans also 
should provide an elevation view of the noise barrier, minimum requirements for a Sound 
Transmission Class (STC) rating, and “typical” foundation details. 

6. The Report does not address noise during construction. Are blasting activities and/or pile driving 
activities anticipated for the construction of the proposed Project? If so, the Report should address 
potential noise impact from these activities.  

Please note that these comments are a review of the information provided within the Site Sound Evaluation 
and Control report and highlight a few deficiencies of the sound evaluation that had been prepared for the 
application before the Hudson Planning Board. Please let me know if you have any questions.  
Sincerely yours, 

Harris Miller Miller & Hanson Inc.  

 

Christopher Bajdek, INCE 
Principal Consultant 

 

enclosures: Resume for Christopher Bajdek 

cc:  John Weston, HMMH 
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TOWN DEPARTMENT COMMENTS  
(listed alphabetically by department) 

ASSESSING 

1. Where are the locations of their other facilities, and how old is each one? The idea is to 

get an idea on how these areas look after 5 years, 10 years etc. 

2. Would they accept, would we want, a prohibition on any further 

subdivision/condominization of each of the 3 parcels being proposed? 

3. Are they contemplating any geothermal, solar, roof gardens, cell towers, antennae sites? 

If solar panels are going to be utilized on rooftops, and/or onsite, are they open to 

“shielding” them from glare upon neighboring properties and/or properties within view of 

those rooftops? 

4. Do they intend to introduce a TIF=Tax Increment Financing District tool to have off - site 

improvements paid for? 

5. Do they intend to seek any commercial/industrial property tax exemption under RSA 

72:81/72:82? 

6. Do they intend to engage in any land leases for any or all of the three buildings being 

proposed? 

7. What if their plans change at 25%/50%/75% etc completion, that they can’t complete the 

project, and it turns into a “zombie” site, can the Planning Board require a bond for this 

possibility to say finish the roadway etc? Have any of their ecommerce projects 

experienced a failure in completion that the site turned into a “zombie” site?  What has 

been, are there, any ecommerce sites that they developed that ended up being reused for 

other land use purposes? If so, where are they? 

8. Will they be seeking ERZ tax credits through the State of NH? Related, what are, if any, 

federal and or other state tax programs that they have, or intend to,  filed on for tax 

credits, government financing credits, other, at those governmental levels? 

ENGINEERING 

1. Applicant shall comply with the new Stormwater requirements 

2. Applicant requires Alteration of Terrain permit approval. 

3. Applicant requires Dredge and Fill permit approval. 

4. Steele Road improvements and relocation shall require final approval by Engineering & 

Public Works Department prior to acceptance by Board of Selectmen as a public road. 

5. Applicant requires a water line extension, subject to Board of Selectmen approval.  
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6. Applicant requires a sewer line extension, subject to Board of Selectmen approval. 

Currently the property is outside of the sewer district.   

7. Applicant shall comply with the Engineering rules and construction requirements for 

road, sewer, water and drainage construction, subject to final approval by Engineering 

and Public Works Department. 

8. All proposed sewer force-main, including sections within proposed Right of Way shall 

remain private.  

9. Applicant shall provide 12” minimum water main for the site and around each building, 

through a loop approach. Lowell and Walmart Boulevard and Lowell Road and Rena Ave 

will be the main access water points. This will provide domestic and fire protection 

redundancy for the site and will be subject to Town’s water consultant review and 

recommendations to the Town Engineer.   

10. Green Meadow Drive requires final approval by Engineering & Public Works 

Department prior to acceptance by Board of Selectmen as a public road. 

11. All the drainage components within the private property shall remain private. 

12. All water mains and fire hydrants within private property shall remain responsibility of 

the property owner. All proposed mains within proposed right of way will be subject to 

town acceptance, subject to Engineering and Public works approval and Board of 

Selectmen acceptance.    

13. Applicant shall provide a clear and overall plan that shows water and sewer utilities.  

14. The emergency boat ramp shall be equipped with bypass bump outs every 500 feet. 

15. Applicant shall provide funding for construction oversight by third parties, as needed by 

Engineering and Public Works Department.  

16. Plans indicate a 20 foot tall sound barrier with a flat top, applicant shall provide access 

road to the top of the barrier for maintenance purposes.  

17. Applicant shall provide upgrades to traffic controllers and detections, including software, 

to match current town infrastructure in place with fiber optic access to each location, 

(Sagamore Bridge & Lowell Road, Walmart Boulevard & Lowell Road and Rena  Ave & 

Lowell Road)  

18. Applicant shall provide parking spaces that could be used for future commuter rail 

parking.  

19. Applicant shall provide information about offsite improvements related to Lowell Road 

and Sagamore Bridge, currently unavailable.  
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20. Applicant shall provide a swale, designed to handle 25 year storm event, between the 

residential area and the proposed earth berm.   

21. Applicant refers to existing peak hour traffic on the report, page 9, 7:15 AM to 8:15 AM 

and 4:30 PM to 5:30 PM. Currently, based on daily traffic observation peak hour window 

along Lowell Road is approximately 6:30 AM to 8AM and 3 PM to 6 PM. 

22. Applicant refers to season adjustment of less than 1% on page 10, based on 2016 data, 

which appears low. Applicant shall provide information related to expected peak season 

schedule, traffic numbers related to AM, PM and Average Daily Traffic for the tenant on 

Lot A & B.  

23. Applicant shall provide refueling operations details related to the trucks. If the intent is to 

fuel a portion of the truck fleet along Lowell Road, the applicant needs to take that in 

consideration on the traffic model. 

24. Applicant refers to an annual traffic increase of 1%, referring to 2017 data, on the no built 

peak hour traffic volume, page 10. This expected annual increase appears low.  

25. Applicant refers to an approved Cumberland Farms Gas Station/Convenience Store long 

225 Lowell Road, on page 10 and 11. This information is inaccurate.  

26. Applicant refers to adjusted anticipated trip generation, page 17, for AM (544 vehicles 

per hour), PM (755 vehicles per hour) and anticipated daily traffic of 4,114 vehicles. 

These numbers appear reasonable.   

27. Applicant has not stated who will manage and regulate the Adoptive Signal Systems on 

the state intersections. These systems, based on current systems in place on town 

intersections, need constant monitoring and observation for constant adjustments and 

upgrades.  

28. Applicant refers to adoptive signal controller optimization on Lowell Road corridor from 

Rena Ave/Proposed Green Meadow Drive to Pelham Road. Currently, Pelham/Lowell 

and Fox/Lowell intersections are already on a Peer to Peer binary system coordination 

and maxed out on capacity and green time arrivals, approximately 1,000 vehicles per 

hour between 13:00 to 15:00 at 93% – 95 % arrivals of vehicles on green, along Lowell 

Road. These numbers are from June 29, 2020 Town of Hudson Traffic Database, Pelham 

and Lowell intersection. There is, practically, no room for additional improvements 

related to optimizing traffic controllers at these two intersections.  

29. Applicant refers to a two lane approach on Lowell Road, between Fox Hollow and 

Pelham Road, see page 42. That segment currently merges back to one lane before the 

intersection of Pelham and Lowell Road. If Fox & Lowell intersection 

recommendations/upgrades call for a thru/right turn lane on the northbound lane, then 

Lowell Road widening is required to accommodate a thru/ right lane northbound at 

Lowell & Pelham intersection.  
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30. Applicant shall evaluate upgrading all the intersections on Lowell Road, Fox Hallow to 

Hampshire/Oblate intersections with Yellow flashing left turns to side streets, similar to 

Lowell & Pelham Road or Central and Kimball Hill traffic lights, to possible improve 

operations along Lowell Road corridor. 

31. Applicant shall provide traffic impacts, recommendations and improvements, if 

applicable, for Lowell and Birch and Lowell and Central Street intersections. Currently, it 

appears, that the traffic model ends at Lowell and Pelham Road.  

32. Applicant shall provide expected travel routes from Hudson Logistic Center throughout 

the Town including Sagamore Bridge, River Road, Dracut Road, Wason Road, Route 102 

and 111, if applicable.  

33. Applicant shall provide expected traffic information (AM, PM and ADT) related to the 

routes listed above, if applicable.  

34. Applicant refers to widening the southbound off ramp from Sagamore to Lowell Road, 

without an addition dedicated right turn on Lowell Road, heading to Walmart Blvd or 

Green Meadow Drive. Currently, this improvement, as is, has no value/beneficial 

improvement, without the south bound addition lane to one or both entrances to the 

Hudson Logistic Center.  

35. It is recommended that the Planning Board requires a full traffic study by the applicant 

prior to Building C, building permit gets issued.  Applicant shall provide contingency 

plans in case the traffic model doesn’t match field conditions, once operational.  

36. Applicant shall construct the earth berm prior to any building or site construction activity 

taking place 

37. Applicant shall provide noise monitoring along the residential area, during construction 

and for no less than 30 days after Building A & B becomes operational, to show that they 

meet town requirements/noise levels. Applicant shall provide contingency plans in case 

those levels are not met.  

38. It is recommended that the Planning Board requires a full noise study by the applicant 

prior to Building C, building permit gets issued.   

39. The proposed project indicates 356 days, 24/7 operation schedule. Applicant shall 

provide information related to after-hours heavy vehicle traffic thought the town, which 

is currently allowed only on Route 102, 111 and 3A. If the proposed Green Meadow 

Drive becomes a Town road, then this road shall be included in the exemption list.  

40. Applicant shall provide upgrades to traffic controllers and detections, including software, 

to match current town infrastructure in place with fiber optic access to Lowell 

/River/Dracut Road intersection 
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FIRE 

The Fire Department has had some preliminary conversations regarding fire modeling for the 

facility.  The Department encouraged by what has been seen to date but will need to conduct a 

formal review of the performance based design analysis and plans once they are finalized.  

Additionally the Fire Department will be reviewing all site items upon the submission of the 

updated plan set that will be developed from preliminary feedback that has been gathered. 

POLICE 

None at this time. 

PUBLIC WORKS 

Public Works prefers that Green Meadow Drive a private roadway as is Walmart Boulevard. A 

concern is the winter maintenance of the 1,200-foot of roadway that only services this project. 

Public Works will not be giving this roadway priority over any other winter routes currently 

prioritized. The Department’s priority is to keeping Emergency Vehicles, Cars, School Busses, 

and Trucks moving throughout town safely in winter conditions 

ZONING 

The Zoning Ordinance §334-14A states that the maximum building height shall be 50 feet and 

§334-14 states height is measured from the average elevation of finished grade within 5 feet of 

the structure to the highest point of the roof.  The Zoning Departments note that several building 

grades extend 51’-6” from the finish floor elevation (FFE) to the top of parapet grade, but roof 

elevations have not been provided. A large portion of the site grading within 5 feet of the 

buildings includes finished grade elevations for truck loading docks which appear to be 5 feet 

below the FFE. The Zoning Department is unable to determine if the Ordinance has been met 

without roof grades being shown on the architectural plans. 
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Groth, Brian

From: joannbaz@comcast.net
Sent: Thursday, June 11, 2020 5:55 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Hudson Logistics Center 

To Whom It May Concern, 
 
We have lived in Hudson for the past 13 years. We decided to buy our first house and settle in this town due to the 
“small” town feel. We both grew up in large cities and wanted that country feel. Now, we feel like this town is becoming 
a city between the plaza being built on Lowell Road and now the proposed warehouse that could be built at Green 
Meadow Golf Course along with the apartment buildings being built on Lowell Road near Countrybrook Farms. If we 
wanted to live in a city, we would have stayed in Massachusetts! 
 
Do you all realize how much traffic that is currently on Lowell Road, especially between 8am ‐ 6pm?? This traffic just 
isn’t the people that live in town but all the surrounding towns using this road. And now you are thinking about letting 
this warehouse be built which is going to be even more traffic and pollution from the tractor trailers on Lowell Road. 
 
With the warehouse being built, this is going to drop the value of houses WAY down! There is just way too much 
building being  added to this town. We are sick of hearing about how many jobs and revenue this is going to bring to the 
town. This does nothing for us. This town is just getting very greedy and does not care about the people that live here. 
 
We are pleading to not let this warehouse be built in Hudson. We are just going to become like Salem, NH! 
 
Thank you, 
 
Jason and JoAnn Ryan 
________________________________ 
 
CAUTION!! 
 
This email came from outside of the organization. Do not click links/open attachments if the source is unknown or 
unexpected. 
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