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AGENDA 

January 17, 2012 
Town Hall BOS Meeting Room - 6:30 PM   

 

 
PUBLIC HEARING: 
1. In accordance with the requirements of NH RSA 675:3, the Milford Planning Board will hold a Public 

Hearing on Tuesday January 17, 2012, at 6:30pm in the Board of Selectmen’s meeting room at the Town 
Hall.  The purpose of the public hearing is to discuss proposed amendments to the Town of Milford Zoning 
Ordinance as follows: 

 Addition of the Commerce and Community District to Article VI, Overlay Districts  
 Addition of the West Elm Street Gateway District to Article VI, Overlay Districts. 

 
MINUTES: 
2. Approval of minutes from the 12/20/11 meeting, and 1/03/12 public hearing. 

 
NEW BUSINESS:  
3. Michael R, Heather M, Matthew T, and Andrew Ciardelli – Stable Rd &Wyman Ln - Map 54, Lot 2-1.  

Public hearing for: 
A proposed subdivision creating one (1) new residential lot, 
Associated waivers from the Milford Development Regulations, Article V: 
- Section 5.06.K  Wetlands Delineation 
- Section 5.06.L  Delineation of slopes over 25% 
- Section 5.06.X  Summary description of drainage & discharge 

(New application) 
 
OTHER BUSINESS: 
4. Park Meadow, LLC / Airmar Technology Corporation – Meadowbrook Dr – Map 7, Lot 31.  Extension 

request for an approved site plan. (SPA#2009-01) 
(Miscellaneous application)  

 
 

WORKSESSION: 
5. Planning Board Awards Update 
6. Site Plan review – educational discussion 
7. 2012 Planning Board Goals 
8. Town Meeting Warrant Information booth at the Transfer Station on March 10th 8-2ish 
 
 
 
 
 
Future meetings:  

02/07/12 Worksession: Commerce and Community District 
02/21/12 Regular Meeting 
  

 
The order and matters of this meeting are subject to change without further notice. 



MILFORD PLANNING BOARD PUBLIC HEARING   
December 20, 2011 Board of Selectmen’s Meeting Room, 6:30 PM 
 

Present:   
 
Members:         Staff:       
Janet Langdell, Chairperson     Sarah Marchant, Town Planner    
Tom Sloan, Vice-Chairman      Shirley Wilson, Recording Secretary 
Paul Amato         Dan Finan, Videographer 
Kathy Bauer          
Chris Beer          
Steve Duncanson          
Judy Plant     
Susan Robinson (Alternate member) 
  
 

 
PUBLIC HEARING: 
1. In accordance with the requirements of NH RSA 675:3, the Milford Planning Board will hold a 

Public Hearing on Tuesday December 20, 2011, at 6:30pm in the Board of Selectmen’s meeting 
room at the Town Hall.  The purpose of the public hearing is to discuss proposed amendments to the 
Town of Milford Zoning Ordinance as follows: 

1. Revisions to Article II, General Provisions, to remove Equitable Waiver, modify and transfer 
it to Article X, Administrative Relief. 

2. Revisions to Article VIII, Administration and VII, Sign Ordinance relative to Enforcement, 
Penalties and Remedies. 

3. Revisions to Article X, Administrative Relief relative to Special Exceptions for Accessory 
Dwelling Units and Home Occupations, and Variances. 

 
SCENIC ROAD PUBLIC HEARING: 
2. In accordance with NH RSA 231:158, the Milford Planning Board will hold a public hearing on the following 

application:   
Anne C Weiser/Barbara Justason – Map 50, Lot 5 (proposed lot 50/5-1); potential tree cutting/trimming 
for proposed driveway to be located on Mile Slip Rd.  
(New application) 

 
MINUTES: 
3. Approval of minutes from the 10/18/11 meeting, 11/1/11, 12/6/11 and 12/13/11 public hearings. 
 
NEW BUSINESS:  
4. Anne C Weiser/Barbara Justason – Mile Slip Rd - Map 50, Lot 5.  Public Hearing for a proposed 

subdivision creating one (1) new residential lot.  
         (New application-Fieldstone Land Consultants) 

 
5. Paul Francoeur/Café on the Oval – 285 Union Sq – Map 25, Lot 42.  Public Hearing for compliance with 

the Nashua and Elm Streets Corridor District for proposed building façade renovations.   
(Miscellaneous application)  
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Chairperson Langdell called the meeting to order at 6:35PM.  Chairperson Langdell then introduced the Board, 
explained the process for the public hearing and read the agenda.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING  
Chairperson Langdell read the notice of hearing into the record and explained that these three subgroups of 
amendments were brought forth by our Zoning Board based on their work and have been reviewed by town 
counsel and staff.  She then read the staff memo dated 12/6/11.  
 
S. Marchant added that the agenda item for Accessory Dwelling Units has already been posted to the March 
warrant at a previous public hearing and was included due to timing for posting notices.  Only the items included 
in the staff memo are before the Board tonight.  
 
Article II, General Provisions; to remove Equitable Waiver, modify and transfer it to Article X. 
Chairperson Langdell said this modification was suggested by town counsel and it will move all of Section 2.06 to 
Article X, adding section 10.07.  It is an administrative change and will make the ordinance easier to read and use. 
 
Article VIII, Administration; and VII Sign Ordinance relative to Enforcement Penalties and Remedies. 
Chairperson Langdell said this again will move some language from one section to another and update wording 
that is out of date.     
 
Article X, Administrative Relief; relative to Special Exceptions for Home Occupations and Variances.  
Chairperson Langdell explained that the reasoning behind the revisions to the Variance section is to bring our 
ordinance in compliance with the State RSA and revisions to the Home Occupation section will limit the 
ordinance’s focus to only the area of the building that is related to where the home occupation is located.  
  
Chairperson Langdell opened the discussion for public comment on all the proposed zoning amendments; there 
was no comment.  She then asked for comments from the Board; there were none. 
   
S. Duncanson made a motion to post and send the proposed amendments, as written, to the March 2012 warrant.  
C. Beer seconded and all in favor.  
 
NEW BUSINESS: 
P. Amato recused himself as he was a direct abutter.  
 
Anne C Weiser/Barbara Justason – Mile Slip Rd - Map 50, Lot 5.  Public Hearing for a proposed subdivision 
creating one (1) new residential lot.  
Abutters present: 
Paul Amato, Spring Creek Sand and Gravel 
  
Chairperson Langdell recognized: 
Mike Ploof, Fieldstone Land Consultants, PLLC 
 
C. Beer made a motion to accept the application.  S. Duncanson seconded and all in favor.  S. Wilson read the 
abutters list into the record.  S. Duncanson made a motion that this application did not present potential regional 
impact.  T. Sloan seconded and all in favor. 
 
M. Ploof presented plans dated 11/17/11 for a proposed single lot subdivision in the Residence “R” district.  The 
plan is very straightforward and the new lot 50/5-1 will have 3.05 acres leaving the original lot 50/5 with 2.8 
acres. 
 
Chairperson Langdell read the staff memo dated 12/20/11, saying there were no comments received from the 
interdepartmental review process and the only recommendation from staff was that note #11 be updated with the 
State Subdivision approval, when obtained.  
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Chairperson Langdell opened the discussion for public comment. 
 
P. Amato asked how much of the land would be buildable due to the slope.  M. Ploof showed the ravine and the 
buildable area on the plan.  J. Langdell said that staff did note there was a relatively flat buildable area abutting 
the ROW.  
 
Chairperson Langdell closed the public portion of the meeting.  
 
She then asked for comments from the Board; there were none. 
 
T. Sloan made a motion to approve the application with the condition from the Staff Memo pertaining to State 
Subdivision approval.  J. Plant seconded and all in favor.  
   
SCENIC ROAD PUBLIC HEARING: 
Chairperson Langdell read the notice into the record.  In accordance with NH RSA 231:158, the Milford Planning 
Board will hold a public hearing on the following application:  Anne C Weiser/Barbara Justason – Map 50, Lot 5 
(proposed lot 50/5-1); potential tree cutting/trimming for proposed driveway to be located on Mile Slip Rd.  

  
M. Ploof submitted a driveway plan dated 11/17/11 and explained that the proposed driveway will be located 
directly opposite from the existing driveway across the street, in the best position for sight distance.  One oak tree, 
which has been marked, will need to be removed and some brush will be cleared behind the wall. There is no 
stonewall in that area; therefore, no disturbance.   
 
Chairperson Langdell opened the discussion for public comment; there was none.   
 
There was no further discussion from the Board. 
   
S. Duncanson made a motion to grant approval for the removal of the one tree.  C. Beer seconded and all in favor.  
 
NEW BUSINESS CONT’D: 
Paul Francoeur/Café on the Oval – 285 Union Sq – Map 25, Lot 42.  Public Hearing for compliance with the 
Nashua and Elm Streets Corridor District for proposed building façade renovations.   
No abutters were present. 
 
Chairperson Langdell recognized: 
Paul Francoeur, owner of Café on the Oval 
 
C. Beer made a motion to accept the application.  S. Duncanson seconded and all in favor.  S. Wilson read the 
abutters list into the record.  S. Marchant noted that this was the first stand-alone application for an overlay 
district.  
 
P. Francoeur presented conceptual plans dated November, 2011 and said he purchased the former Dyer building 
with plans to renovate the whole building, which includes updating the fascia, and move his restaurant to the 
corner.   
 
J. Langdell explained that the overlay district not only speaks to traffic and transportation, but also to significant 
changes in the facades of existing buildings and these renditions seem spot on point to the preferred esthetics as 
described in the ordinance for this particular area of town. 
 
K. Bauer said the designs are wonderful and people have been very anxious to see this building upgraded.  This is 
an old building though and you may run into problems.  P. Francoeur said the building was inspected first and 
yes, they are expected.  He then described the interior.  The restaurant will be on the first floor and two 
apartments, dry storage and an office will be located upstairs.  The one-bedroom and two-bedroom apartments 
will be rented out.  J. Langdell said this would be keeping with the established tradition downtown of mixed use 
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buildings.  K. Bauer asked about the existing bulkhead on the South St sidewalk.  P. Francoeur said it will be 
removed as there is other access to the building.  
 
P. Amato inquired about the timetable.  P. Francoeur said he will begin immediately after this Board’s approval 
and hopes to be completed by May 1st

 

.  P. Amato asked if there would be capability to dine on the sidewalk.  P. 
Francoeur said that could be a possibility.  

T. Sloan inquired about the façade compositions.  P. Francoeur said the lower part of the building would be vinyl 
with vinyl shakes up top.  T. Sloan asked if the building would be air-conditioned.  P. Francoeur replied yes, the 
components will be on the roof and set back out of sight.  T. Sloan noted that the renditions do not show how the 
building will drain.  P. Francoeur said the existing roof drains that come down the side along South St will be 
brought inside the building.  T. Sloan inquired about the dumpster location.  P. Francoeur replied that they don’t 
have a dumpster, but will work with the Dreymann Corp to put something in the back parking lot that will comply 
with all requirements.  We don’t own that rear parking lot, but will have 100% access and first option to purchase.  
T. Sloan asked if the South St utilities will be buried as there are no telephone poles shown in the renderings.  S. 
Marchant said that is all in the works as part of the South Street Improvements Project and the utilities in that 
back parking lot are also intended to be buried.  P. Amato inquired if this building would be in jeopardy because 
of the proposed widening of South St.  S. Marchant stated no, no chance at all.  J. Langdell ended a brief 
discussion pertaining to the Oval Area/South Street improvements by saying that the plan is still going forward 
and the slowdown has been, not at the town level, but at the State level.  S. Marchant added that easement 
acquisition has been a time consuming factor as well.   
 
J. Langdell inquired if the applicant came up with the design before taking a look at the ordinances.  P. Francoeur 
answered yes, he didn’t know there was an overlay district at the time, but his designer did and brought it all 
together.  J. Langdell asked if the rear stairway would have a railing.  P. Francoeur replied yes, on both sides.     
 
Chairperson Langdell opened the discussion for public comment.   
 
S. Robinson, Alternate Planning Board member said her questions had been answered.  
 
The public portion of the hearing was closed.  
 
J. Plant said, as a point of clarification, that the staff memo dated 12/20/11 states two one-bedroom apartments 
and it should be one one-bedroom and one two-bedroom.  
 
P. Amato made a motion to grant final approval of the application.  K. Bauer seconded and all in favor.  
 
MINUTES: 
J. Langdell suggested that the spelling of Dawn Tuomala’s name, listed on the 10/18/11 minutes, be verified and 
corrected, if needed.  T. Sloan made a motion to approve the minutes of 10/18/11, 11/1/11, 12/6/11 and 12/13/11.  
J. Plant seconded and all in favor.  
 
The public hearing was adjourned at 7:05PM. 
 
 
MINUTES OF THE DEC 20, 2011 PLANNING BOARD PUBLIC HEARING APPROVED _______, 2011    
                   
Motion to approve:  _____________ 
 
Motion to second: _____________ 
 
_______________________________________________ Date: _________  
Signature of the Chairperson/Vice-Chairman:  



MILFORD PLANNING BOARD PUBLIC HEARING - Draft - 
January 3, 2012 Board of Selectmen’s Meeting Room, 6:30 PM 
 

Present:   
 

Members:         Staff:       
Janet Langdell, Chairperson     Sarah Marchant, Town Planner    
Tom Sloan, Vice-Chairman      Shirley Wilson, Recording Secretary 
Kathy Bauer        Dan Finan, Videographer 
Chris Beer          
Judy Plant 
Susan Robinson, Alternate member          
  

 
 

Chairperson Langdell called the meeting to order at 6:30PM.  Chairperson Langdell then introduced the Board, 
explained the process for the public hearing and read the notice.  
 
In accordance with the requirements of NH RSA 675:3, the Milford Planning Board will hold a Public 
Hearing on Tuesday January 3, 2012, at 6:30pm in the Board of Selectmen’s meeting room at the Town 
Hall.  The purpose of the public hearing is to discuss proposed amendments to the Town of Milford 
Zoning Ordinance as follows:  

1. Revisions to Article II, General Provisions, to remove Equitable Waiver, modify and transfer it 
to Article X, Administrative Relief 

2. Revisions to Article VIII, Administration and Article VII, Sign Ordinance relative to 
Enforcement, Penalties and Remedies 

3. Revisions to Article X, Administrative Relief relative to Home Occupations and Variances 
4. Addition of the Commerce and Community District to Article VI, Overlay Districts  
5. Addition of the West Elm Street Gateway District to Article VI, Overlay Districts. 

 
PUBLIC HEARING  
J. Langdell noted that the first three items advertised for Public Hearing were discussed at the 12/20/2011 public 
hearing, at which time they posted and published for the 2012 Warrant.  They were only included in tonight’s 
announcement in case additional discussion might be needed after that public hearing; however, should anybody 
in the audience want to speak to those items we certainly would do so.  The focus of tonight’s Public Hearing is 
on the Commerce and Community District and the West Elm Street Gateway District.   
 

T. Sloan clarified that when the notice was read, item #1 should have been Revisions to Article II, General 
Provisions, to “remove” Equitable Waiver, not require Equitable Waiver as stated.  
 

J. Langdell then said that these proposed overlay districts represents over a year’s work by the Planning Board, 
Planning Staff, and the EDAC Land Use Subcommittee.  Together those groups along with many other people, 
including the professional staff at the Nashua Regional Planning Commission (NRPC), have worked very hard to 
come forward with some proposals that should enhance Milford’s ability to grow into the future.  Planning Staff 
sent out, as part of the public education process, over 240 postcards to land owners and businesses in the west side 
of town that were involved or abutting the land under consideration for these two pieces of the Zoning Ordinance.   
 

J. Langdell stated that she did receive a phone call from a property owner relative to one of the postcards that was 
sent.  The individual had a few questions and asked for some clarification on the intent of the West Elm Street 
Gateway District.  S. Marchant added that she also talked to two owners in that district who also had gotten 
postcards and both were supportive of our proposal, but didn’t have any comment to add to the public record.  
  

S. Marchant gave a presentation of the two proposed zoning changes for the 2012 ballot, both centering around 
the theme of promoting economic development in West Milford.  One of the major responsibilities of the 
Planning Board is to develop long term planning for the community and getting the community’s input to lay out 
a very broad-stroke plan with large concepts and ideas for how the community would like to see Milford grow 
and how to accommodate that growth to serves our interests for the long run.  These items are coupled with the 
fact that Milford is going to continue to grow and must grow to remain economically viable.  With this in mind 
the Planning Board, with the assistance of the Board of Selectmen, Conservation Commission, Economic 
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Development Advisory Council-Land Use Subcommittee, West Milford Tax Increment Financing District 
Advisory Board and Recreation Commission, has looked at ways to encourage growth and development in West 
Milford, which has resulted in somewhat of a three pronged approach.  The three prongs include the two (2) 
proposed zoning districts under discussion tonight (the West Elm Street Gateway District and the Commerce & 
Community District) and the newly designated Economic Revitalization Zone (ERZ) that the Selectmen approved 
in September, which also incorporates these proposed overlay districts.  An ERZ is somewhat of an incentive, 
provided by the State, which allows businesses within the zone to apply for a reduction or an offset credit to be 
used against the Business Profit Tax and Business Enterprise Tax if they expand operations and hire additional 
employees.  We’re hoping that with these three (3) tools we can create a carrot to encourage additional growth in 
the West Milford area.  J. Langdell added that while we are trying to put these incentives to attract business and 
jobs in place, we are still trying very hard to balance out the desires of the people that currently live in this town 
as reflected in the Master Plan and the research we’ve done.  It’s the challenge of doing two things at once and 
doing both well.     
 

S. Marchant said both proposed zoning districts are overlay districts that would lie on top of the traditional zoning 
and are supplemental guidelines for areas that have unique characteristics that the community has decided are 
important to enhance or protect.  Overlay districts create a framework to ensure that new development is 
compatible with the Master Plan.  Both of the proposed overlay districts pertain to commercial, industrial, mixed 
use new construction, additions and alterations and convey that framework that ensures compatibility with 
Milford’s community character, an underlying theme, while trying to provide the flexibility to allow for the 
innovation and creativity needed to encourage development.  The two districts were designed separately because 
of their very distinct layouts; the WESGD area contains development with an existing infrastructure and utility 
network and existing businesses while the Commerce and Community District is largely vacant and has great 
access but does not have road or utility infrastructure yet.  Both districts are tools that our community can use to 
facilitate the outcome defined by the master plan.  
 
Article VI, Overlay Districts; West Elm Street Gateway District (WESGD) 
S. Marchant said the idea for this started several years ago when the Planning Board was working on the Nashua 
and Elm Streets Corridor District which focuses on the east side of town.  This district was kicked off with a 
survey that was sent to the business and property owners in the district back in December, 2010 and then those 
owners were invited to a breakfast, hosted by Hitchiner Mfg., where they gave their ideas on what was important 
and what wasn’t important for development and growth in this area.  That community feedback has fed this 
project all the way.  The WESGD is an overlay district in the Zoning Ordinance that also has a complimentary 
design guidelines document, which has pictures, simplified text and visually walks the user through what the 
Planning Board and community has said they are looking for in regards to development in this area.  This pertains 
to commercial, industrial and mixed used buildings.  It is designed to manage and improve traffic and roadway 
flow.  The idea is that by laying out all the information very clearly and very visually, we’re hoping to expedite 
the land use approval process so that both the applicant and the Planning Board have a very clear idea of what the 
community wants for redevelopment.  By starting from the same page, in theory, we can get to the end a little 
sooner.    
 

Overview of the WESGD 
 Outline of the district using the NRPC Corridor Overlay District and Potential Gateways plan; Oct, 2011. 
 Very specific to industrial development.  
 Very strong infrastructure and utility network. 
 Contains many existing businesses and large employers. 
 Guidelines try to enhance the existing commercial and industrial development that the community is very 

proud of by requiring future new development and re-development meet those standards. 
 Guidelines are based on shoulds not shalls. 
 Document helps to give orientation to where discussions with the Planning Board should begin.   
 Examples were broken down by industrial, commercial, mixed use and campus development, 

 Building orientation and siding  
 Building massing, form and height 
 Good access management 
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Article VI, Overlay Districts; Commerce and Community District 
S. Marchant explained that the Commerce and Community District expands the allowed uses beyond what is 
already granted by the underlying zoning.  The document is very large and detail intensive but will lay out a lot of 
very specific details.  While that might seem cumbersome at first, if we can lay out all the details and very 
specifically identify what the community wants to see for development, it will expedite the process because the 
heavy lifting will done up front.  The idea is to not slow anybody down and to try to incentivize development by 
offering a quicker turnaround time.  J. Langdell said hopefully that will be a carrot that attracts people to come to 
Milford instead of going to one of our neighboring communities or to Londonderry.  That is a major reason why 
we included an expedited review process within this Zoning Ordinance beside it being a requirement of the 
contract that the Board of Selectmen signed with Eecotech.  S. Marchant said we want to be a place that people 
can come to, for future commercial and industrial development.  We want to grow the tax base and we want to 
bring jobs to Milford; and to do so, we have to offer some incentives to entice people to choose Milford over 
other areas that might have better access to the highway or airport.  Milford has some phenomenal attributes to 
offer and we want to highlight those.    
 
Overview of the CCD 
 Outline of the district using the Commerce and Community District plan, which includes the TIF District and 

the land under agreement with Eecotech being the former police station lot and the Brox property.  
 Commerce and Community District Draft 3, dated 12/24/11.  
 Lays out a new administrative process to expedite the review of applications.  
 Requires large scale master planning for the area to make critical pieces of infrastructure work for the district 

as a whole.  
 Uses form based code. 
 Allows for an expedited review process. 
 
S. Marchant said most of Milford is regulated by conventional zoning and this is the first and only form based 
code area in town.  Conventional zoning is based on use segregation and defines basic density, height and 
building area with a traditional Planning Board review process for subdivisions and site plans.  Form based code 
focuses on the physical form from what the community wants to see; it starts at the street and public spaces.  It 
organizes the zoning by special hierarchy from the big streets with more compact development to smaller streets 
with a little more space between buildings and uses, making it very spatially organized.  The idea is to create 
places by promoting mixed uses with a large public and open space component.  The CCD is set up internally by 
different levels of regulating plans.  
 
The Framework Regulating Plan would be adopted through the Zoning Ordinance and would require a vote to 
change.  This level addresses the large-scale development and the infrastructure and lays out the sub-districts and 
the general locations of the required future street connection points.   
 
The Master Regulating Plan gets more specific and is the first plan submitted by a developer/owner that will be 
approved by the Planning Board through the more traditional site plan process. The plans have to be done at a 
minimum threshold of forty acres, which doesn’t allow for small development to be piecemealed in.  The plans 
will lay out the public and open space, street types, size, locations and connections, building form standards, large 
scale stormwater management and any special conditions.  A key component is that traffic and impact studies 
would be required at this level to show that the infrastructure will support this development for the long term.  
Illustrative plans are also submitted at this level.  The whole idea of this district is to accommodate future growth 
in Milford over the next twenty to thirty years so this is a long term project.  The hope is that as Milford’s 
population is projected to grow to 18,000 and beyond, the growth will come to this centralized area that has the 
ability to connect to water and sewer, roadways and transportation rather than pushing it out to the outskirts of the 
community.   
 
J. Langdell added that research seems to reflect that society is looking for this type of living situation; a little 
higher density that is more walkable.  S. Marchant said a lot of the population statistics that have just come out of 
the 2010 census say that the size of our over fifty-five population will double in the next thirty years and those 
people are not looking for 3,000SF homes.  This type of development, getting you close to your shops and 
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potentially close to jobs with large scale commercial development would accommodate both the younger and 
older populations.  
 
K. Bauer asked who would be reviewing the Master Regulating Plan.  S. Marchant stated that the Planning Board 
would do so through the regular process.  
 
The Site Regulating Plan, the lowest level plan would be submitted for one individual site by a developer or 
owner and if less than 65,000SF of new or additional building space, it would be reviewed and approved by an 
expediting review committee composed of Town Staff with Planning Board representation.  If the building were 
larger than 65,000SF the plan would have to go before the Planning Board.  This level is a traditional site plan 
which incorporates the parking, the landscaping, building placement and the more finite details as well as all the 
specific details laid out in the Master Framework Plan.  J. Langdell said in theory, this 96 page Zoning Ordinance 
document is the framework.  
 
J. Langdell noted that Sarah and Bill have done a tremendous amount of work to bring this forward and this is 
cutting edge planning from a national perspective.  This is very exciting for the growth of Milford going forward.   
 
Chairperson Langdell then opened the discussion for public comment. 
 
S. Christensen inquired about the 65,000SF threshold for the review process.   S. Marchant explained that per the 
review criteria, if you are creating a new structure of 65,000SF or less, instead of submitting an application to the 
Planning Board and having to wait the timeframes involved with that process, you can go through an expedited 
permit review if you meet all the details and don’t need any waivers.  You can submit application to the 
Community Development Office and within ten days, the application will be reviewed by an expedited review 
committee at the same time as your building permit so if there are any tweaks that need to be made, they can be 
done at the same time.  It tries to expedite the process because we understand that time is money.  A structure 
greater than 65,000SF would have to go before the Planning Board but there is somewhat of an expedited process 
for that as well.  K. Bauer asked for clarification of the review committee.  S. Marchant said the committee would 
consist of; Code Enforcement, Fire, Ambulance, Conservation Commission, Water Utilities, DPW, Planning, 
Zoning Administrator, Police and a representative from the Planning Board, all the departments that participate in 
our current interdepartmental review.  The application would go through the same interdepartmental review 
processes as any other application, but the process would be shortened.  
 
Chairperson Langdell closed the public portion of the meeting, hearing no further discussion and stated that 
because of the complexity of these zoning district ordinances, we want to allow sufficient time for the public to 
have an opportunity to review the documents, to see the presentations and ask questions.  
 
T. Sloan said that the Board would encourage anybody with an interest or with questions to continue pursuing 
information.  We have been working on this nearly every week for a very long time and it is not easily digestible.  
It takes time to understand it.  He also wanted to clarify that the two districts don’t overlap, even though they are 
very close in proximity.  They are two separate districts.  
  

K. Bauer made a motion to table the proposed zoning revisions to the January 17, 2012 meeting.  J. Plant 
seconded and all in favor.  
 

The public hearing was adjourned at 7:10PM. 
 

MINUTES OF THE JAN 3, 2012 PLANNING BOARD PUBLIC HEARING APPROVED _______, 2012    
                   

Motion to approve:   
Motion to second:  
 

_______________________________________________ Date: _________  
Signature of the Chairperson/Vice-Chairman:  
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SSTTAAFFFF  MMEEMMOO  
Planning Board Meeting 

 
January 17, 2012 

 
 
 

Agenda Item #3: Michael R, Heather M, Matthew T and Andrew Ciardelli – 
Wyman Lane- Map 54, Lot 2-1 

 
Public Hearing for a Minor Subdivision 

 
Background: 
The applicant is proposing to subdivide lot 54/2-1 into two lots.  Lot 54/2-1 is a 38 acre 
lot accessible through a right-of-way off of Wyman Lane, over lots 54/1-5 and 54/1-
8(open space). The lot is wooded with 3.42 acres of the south east corner dedicated to a 
PSNH right-of-way.  The applicant is proposing to subdivide 3.18 acre single-family 
house lot from the larger 38 acre lot.  
 
The applicant received a variance from the ZBA to create a single-family lot without 
the required 200 ft of frontage on a Class V or better road on November 3, 2011. 
Minutes from the meeting are attached. The lot exceeds the 2 acre minimum acreage 
requirements of the Residence R District. The proposed lot (54/2-2) would be accessed 
via the right-of-way off of Wyman Lane and a 30’ access easement over lot 54/2-1, 
with a gravel driveway approximately 1000 feet long.  
 
The new lot would be served by on-site private well and septic system. There are no 
wetlands, wetlands buffers or steep slopes on proposed lot 54/2-2. The applicant has 
requested waivers from the Development Regulations, Section 5.06 K, L & X for 
wetlands delineation, delineation of slopes over 25% and a summary of drainage and 
discharge for the larger lot 54/2-1. All required information has been provided for the 
new lot, the waivers are requested from full delineation of the larger lot. The waiver 
request is attached.  
 
Please note the Development Regulations allow the Planning Board to grant a waiver 
in a special case “so that justice may be done and the public interest secured…” 
provided it does not nullify the intent and purposes of Town Regulations and 
Ordinances.  
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Please find the attached plan set.  
 
Interdepartmental Reviews: 
Zoning Administrator, DPW, Fire, Water Utilities and Code Enforcement have no 
comment on this application.  
 
No response was received as of January 11th from Police, Assessing, Heritage 
Commission and the Conservation Commission. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
Staff has no issues with this subdivision as presented. If the Board chooses to 
conditionally approve this subdivision plan the following items will need to be updated 
prior to final approval: 

1. Note #6 be updated with State Subdivision number once approved by DES. 
2. A copy of the access easement shall be provided to the Town for approval and 

recording with the subdivision plan at the Registry of Deeds. 
 
 

 
Image taken April 2010 









 
 

Town of Milford 
Zoning Board of Adjustment Minutes 

November 3, 2011 
Case #18‐11 

Michael R. Ciardelli, Heather M. Ciardelli, Andrew J. Ciardelli 
Variance 

 
 

Present:  Kevin Johnson, Chairman 
    Laura Horning 
    Fletch Seagroves 
    Zach Tripp ‐ Alternate 
 
 
Absent:   Steve Winder 
    Steve Bonczar 
     
 
 
Secretary:  Peg Ouellette 
 
 
 
The applicants, Michael R., Heather M. and Andrew J. Ciardelli, owners of Map 54, Lot 2‐1, 0 Stable 
Road., in the Residence “R” district, are requesting a variance from Article V, Section 5.04.4 to create a 
new single family residential lot without the required 200ft. frontage on a Class V or better road. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MINUTES FOR CASE #18‐11 NOVEMBER 3, 2011 MEETING WERE APPROVED ON DEC 1, 2011. 
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Kevin Johnson, Chairman, opened the meeting by stating that the hearings are held in    
accordance with the Town of Milford Zoning Ordinance and the applicable New Hampshire Statutes.  He 
continued by informing all of the procedures of the Board; he then introduced the Board.  He read the 
notice of hearing  into  the  record as well as  the  list of abutters.   Attorney Alexander S. Buchanan was 
present representing the applicants.   Abutters present were: 
Town of Milford –Bill Parker. Community Development Director/Zoning Administrator 
K. Johnson informed the applicant that there are four members of the Board present and applicant has 
the  right  to  be heard  by  a  full  five‐member Board.    If  the  applicant  chooses  to be heard by  a  four‐
member Board, three affirmative votes are still required for approval of the variance.  The applicant may 
choose to have the application tabled, or be heard by the four‐member Board.  If the applicant chooses 
to be heard by  the  four‐member Board,  a waiver must be  signed.    The  applicant  chose  to have  the 
hearing heard by four members and signed the waiver.  
Applicant’s presentation:   The applicant’s representative stated he  is Attorney Alexander Buchanan, an 
attorney  with  an  office  in  Nashua  who  is  representing  the  Ciardelli  family.  They  are  requesting  a 
variance from the Zoning Ordinance so they may subdivide a small portion of a tract for a single family 
home where that new lot will not have adequate frontage according to the terms of the ordinance on a 
Class V or better road.  He presented a site map which is a better view than that which was included in 
the  application. He  stated  the map  that was  included  in  the  application was  a  conceptual one  as  to 
where the new lot would be but the lot may be placed on the other side, depending on the surveyor’s 
recommendation of the best use of the land.  
K. Johnson asked whether, regardless of where the proposed lot is located, it would be accessed by the 
same easement. 
Atty. Buchanan said that is correct.  He just wanted to make the Board aware that the placement on the 
site map is not exactly where the lot may be, because there may be competing concerns making it not 
possible to place it there. He stated that the access comes through Wyman Way and through a deeded 
right of way to 54‐18 and 54‐15 to access the whole of 54‐2‐1.  Essentially the proposal is to create a lot 
that is permitted within the zone. The variance requested is for the frontage requirement.  He then went 
through the five criteria for a variance: 
1.   The proposed variance will not diminish surrounding property values:     They do not believe  it will 
because  the  use  is  consistent  with  the  uses  in  the  zone,  there  is  nothing  that  would  disturb  the 
neighborhood in any manner.  He submitted a letter from a qualified appraiser stating in his opinion that 
the  use  as  proposed would  not  cause  any  diminishment  of  value  of  the  surrounding  properties.    2.  
Granting the variance would not be contrary to the public interest: The public interest would be served 
because the use  is allowed  in the subject zone and the public  interest sought to be maintained would 
not be impaired by the granting of the variance. Generally the concept of the public interest zoning is to 
segregate uses and have compatible uses with compatible uses. Applicants are asking to do exactly that 
in this zone.   
3.  Denial of the variance would result in unnecessary hardship:  The attorney stated that the lynchpin 
of most variance requests  is whether denial of the variance would cause unnecessary hardship on the 
applicant.  They believe it does.   Unnecessary hardship means that due to the special conditions of the 
property  that distinguish  it  from other properties  in  the  area  and  i.  there  is no  fair  and  substantial 
relationship between the general public purposes of the ordinance and the specific application of that 
provision  to  the property. They maintain  the property  is different  from others  in  its  immediate area 
because  it  is  an  undeveloped  parcel  adjacent  to  an  existing  subdivision  with  granted  access  rights 
through the subdivision.  There is no other property with that configuration and attributes in that area.  
The second prong of the test is there is no connection between the specific application of the provision 
“general public purposes” of the ordinance.  In this case,  the issue is frontage.  The general purpose as 
stated in the ordinance is promoting public health, safety, morals, general welfare and civil rights of the 
Town of Milford.   They feel the use of this  land as a single‐family home, abutting other similar homes, 
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would impair any of those general purposes.  While not stated in the ordinance, the general consensus 
among planners  is that frontage is a control for density and by having minimum frontage on roads the 
size of the lot is controlled, and therefore the density is controlled.  They don’t believe that is necessary 
in this case because the intent is for the lot to meet minimum acreage zoning requirements.  The density 
is consistent with the Wyman Lane subdivision and may be more than two acres depending on what the 
Planning Board decides they want as to setting up a ratio of open space to the Wyman Road subdivision.  
Atty. Buchanan stated  it  is his understanding that when the Wyman Road subdivision was approved a 
thirty  percent  open  space was  required.  If  the  Planning  Board wants  that,  they  can  add  that  thirty 
percent  into  the  lot  size  to  keep  the density  the  same.  It  is  the  applicants’  position  that use of  this 
property  as  a  single  family  house  lot  without  frontage  will  in  no  way  impair  the  purposes  of  the 
ordinance or create any problem.  In addition, if the applicant has shown that there is no other effective 
use of the property without the variance, then it should be granted. In this case, in order to subdivide a 
lot to be used as a single family home or otherwise, there must be frontage.   The applicants feel they 
meet the criteria for the first part of the ordinance test as well as that stated in the application.  
4.  Granting the variance would do substantial justice because:    Applicants believe substantial justice 
will be achieved because the applicants will be able to use their property  in a manner consistent with 
the zone without problems to the neighbors by not having frontage. The access way is wide enough and 
will be built to handle any public vehicles that need access. 
5.  The use is not contrary to the spirit of the ordinance because:   The spirit of the ordinance relates to 
the public  interest of the ordinance.   Granting the variance  is not going to cause substantial change. It 
will not change a residential neighborhood into an industrial neighborhood, which would be contrary to 
the  spirit.  In  this case,  it  is being done with a compatible use and a permitted use and would not go 
against the orderly growth and appropriate use of the land.   The subdivision could have been done with 
the lot added in and the acreage reconfigured, but it is already there and can’t be redone.  
K. Johnson disagreed on one point, that the specification of the frontage is to limit density. The limiting 
of density is by specification of lot size.  The frontage requirement is more for health and safety, to allow 
safe ingress and egress etc. as well as to permit ease of emergency services.  It appears that the parcel is 
a landlocked parcel and there are no existing streets to it, and that from the development of the Wyman 
Lane subdivision with the easement in place it is clear that the intention of placement of the easement 
was to allow access to this property. That is a considering factor in viewing access for a health and safety 
of the parcel from this viewpoint.  
F. Seagroves had no questions at this time. 
L. Horning said two of her questions regarding emergency vehicle access had been answered.  She asked 
the width of the right of way. 
Atty. Buchanan stated it is 50 ft wide but he is not sure of the length.  
K. Johnson said  it appears to be approximately 300 ft across parcel 54‐1‐5 and approximately another 
300 ft across 54‐1‐8 which brings it up to 54‐2‐1, so there are approximate 600 ft of easement right of 
way across the Wyman Lane development. Then, however the lot is configured, with two or three acres,  
the Board’s concern is that the  minimum lot size for Residential “R” is met and the placement of the lot 
is accessed by that easement.   
L. Horning asked the applicant’s plan for surfacing the driveway. 
Atty. Buchanan said it will probably be a gravel road wide enough to service emergency vehicles.  
Z. Trapp  referred  to Lot 54‐1‐8 owned by Town of Milford and asked  if  that  is common  land  for  that 
subdivision. 
Atty. Buchanan  responded  that  it was done  for having smaller physical  lots but overall acreage  is  the 
same.  A certain percentage had to be thirty percent dedicated to open space. 
Z. Tripp asked if the easement is wooded or field. 
Applicant stated it is currently wooded but there is a trail.  
K. Johnson said that in the picture there is a trail that appears to follow the easement.  
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Z. Tripp asked if lot 54‐1‐5 is currently a housing lot. Is there a house there? 
Applicant stated that is a lot and he believes there are houses on all the lots.  
Z. Tripp asked if the driveway would be share. 
Applicant stated It is shared.  
Z. Tripp asked if 54‐1‐5 already has 50 ft of frontage. 
Applicant said it  is not their  lot, but there would be 50ft of access from the applicant’s  lot to the town 
road.  
F. Seagroves asked if it is known how the subdivision will be laid out. 
Atty. Buchanan said no, only one lot is being subdivided at this point.  He speculated that if it were to be 
further subdivided it would likely be subdivided with a road coming up from Stable Road.  
F. Seagroves said if you subdivided, you could go across that property and then have frontage. If it were 
subdivided the road could come along the property in question.  
Atty. Buchanan said they would have to acquire 54‐15 to do that, but developing the property is not be 
contemplated.  Only one lot is contemplated.  
F. Seagroves said with the 50ft access is on the corner of the lot and it isn’t known where the house will 
be located.  
K.  Johnson  said  the  concern  is, wherever  the proposed new  lot  is placed,  it  is accessed  through  that 
easement.  
K. Johnson opened the meeting for public comment.  There was none. 
K. Johnson closed the public portion of the meeting. 
There was no correspondence received regarding the case.  
The applicant having already read  the application  into  the record  in his presentation, K.  Johnson read 
the  Town  of Milford  Zoning  Ordinance    Article  V,  Section  5.04.4  Lot  Sizes  and  Frontages:    A.    The 
minimum lot size and frontage for a single‐family dwelling or a single‐family manufactured housing unit 
and all other permitted uses, unless stated otherwise, in the residence “R” District shall be two (2) acres 
(87,120SF), or greater, depending on soil and slope conditions, with a minimum two hundred (200) feet 
of frontage on a Class V or better road. 
K. Johnson also referred to ordinance relating to granting a variance:  Town of Milford Zoning Ordinance  
Article X Section 10.0.1 Variances which is the administrative portion dealing with how applications are 
made, and  Town of Milford Zoning Ordinance  Article X, Section 10.01.2 :  Every variance granted by the 
Board of Adjustment shall be based upon and accompanied by a specific finding or findings that:  
A.  there are special circumstances or conditions applying to the land or structure for which the variance 
is sought (such as, but not limited to, the exceptional narrowness, shallowness, or shape of the property 
in question, or exceptional topographical conditions), which are peculiar to such  land or structure, and 
the  application  of  the  requirements  of  this  Ordinance  will  deprive  an  owner  of  such  property  a 
reasonable use of  it, and will  impose upon  such owner a hardship not  shared by  the owners of other 
property in the same district.   B. The specific variance as granted is the minimum variance that will grant 
reasonable relief to the owner and  is necessary for a reasonable use of the  land or structure.     C.   The 
granting of the variance will be in harmony with the general purposes and intent of this Ordinance, and 
with the convenience, welfare and character of the district within which  it  is proposed, and will not be 
injurious or otherwise detrimental to the public welfare.  
K. Johnson also stated that variances must meet five criteria as specified by the State of New Hampshire 
RSA  674:33  Section  IB:    (1) Variance will  not  be  contrary  to  the  public  interest.  (2)  The  spirit  of  the 
Ordinance is observed.  (3)  Substantial justice is done.  (4) The values of surrounding properties are not 
diminished.  (5)   Literal enforcement of  the provisions of  the Ordinance would  result  in an unnecessary 
hardship.  (A)  For purposes of this subparagraph, “unnecessary hardship” means that, owing to special 
conditions of the property that distinguish it from other properties in the area; (i) No fair and substantial 
relationship  exists  between  the  general  public  purposes  of  the  ordinance  provision  and  the  specific 
application of  that provision  to  the property; and  (ii) The proposed use  is a reasonable one.    (B)  If  the 
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criteria in subparagraph (A) are not established, an unnecessary hardship will be deemed to exist if, and 
only  if, owing to special conditions of the property that distinguish  it from other properties  in the area, 
the  property  cannot  be  reasonably  used  in  strict  conformance with  the  ordinance,  and  a  variance  is 
therefore necessary to enable a reasonable use of it.    
The definition of “unnecessary hardship” set forth in subparagraph (5) shall apply whether the provision 
is the ordinance from which a variance is sought is a restriction on use, a dimensional or other limitation 
on a permitted use, or any other requirement of the ordinance.  
The Board discussed the five criteria under the ordinance: 
  1.  The variance would not be contrary to the public interest. 

F. Seagroves said he did not see any adverse effects to the public interest.  
L. Horning said  it  is not contrary  to public  interest. This  is a 50ft wide access and she did not 
believe there have been any public safety  issues with a 50ft wide street or side  lane, of which 
there are several in Milford. 
Z. Tripp said he did not believe granting the variance would alter the essential character of the 
neighborhood as other lots in the neighborhood have about 60 to 50 feet of frontage. 
K.  Johnson agreed.   He did not see how granted  the variance would be contrary to the public 
interest.    It  is  proposed  as  a  residential  development  in  a  residential  district,  adjacent  to  a 
residential  development  and  it  is  clear  that when  the Wyman Way  development was  put  in 
place with the easement that access to this property was intended. 
2.  The use is not contrary to the spirit of the ordinance. 
F. Seagroves said he does not see any negative to the health, safety or general welfare of the 
community. 
Z. Tripp said the spirit of the ordinance as mentioned by the applicant to prevent overcrowding 
and as the Chairman mentioned to control the  lot size to prevent  long narrow  lots.   Since  it  is 
landlocked and behind the other lots, the spirit of the ordinance is still observed. 
L. Horning  agreed  and  reiterated  the  Chairman’s  comment  regarding  the  first  criteria  that  it 
would  not  be  contrary  to  the  public  interest  and  the  spirit  of  the  ordinance  is  to  keep  the 
neighborhood as a  residential neighborhood. Since  this  is a  residential use  in a  resident zone, 
she  saw no  violation  to  the health,  safety or  general welfare of  the  community, or  in direct 
contrast to the entire spirit of the ordinance. 
K. Johnson concurred.  He said looking at the published intent, which is usually seen as the spirit 
of  the ordinance,  it  says “the  intent of  the Residential R District  is  to provide  for  low‐density 
residential and agricultural  land uses and other compatible  land uses  that are sensitive  to  the 
rural character and environmental constraints existing in the district. “  The intent is to create a 
lot  within  the  residential  size  requirements  and  it  meets  the  low  density  requirement  of 
residential use, so granting the variance is within the spirit of the ordinance.  
3.  Granting the variance would do substantial justice. 
F. Seagroves said yes, he can’t see where loss to the individual would not outweigh the gain of 
the general public. He didn’t see where the public would gain by refusing the variance.  
L. Horning agreed.   She  read  into  the  record  regarding substantial  justice being done  that  the 
guiding rule  is that any  loss to the  individual  is outweighed by gain to the general public  is an 
injustice.  She didn’t believe the public would gain anything over the individual if this were not 
passed.   
Z. Tripp said granting would do substantial justice and there is very little gain to the public and 
the loss to the applicant would be great, as the lot is landlocked.  
K. Johnson agreed and agreed with L. Horning’s reading the guideline provided by the State that 
loss to the individual must be outweighed by gain to the public.  He saw no loss to the public. Bit 
a  substantial gain  to  the  individual  in granting  the variance;   he can  see gain  to  the public  in 
granting it.   
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4.  The values of surrounding property are not diminished. 
F. Seagroves said he did not see where values would be diminished at all. 
Z. Tripp did not believe values of  surrounding properties would be diminished.   A potentially 
shared driveway might diminish values, but with the lot tucked up so far behind the shared lot, 
any surrounding lots would probably not notice it.  So there would be no reduction in property 
values. 
L. Horning referred to a letter that was included with the applicant’s information, certified by a 
general  appraiser,  that  he  does  not  see  any  diminution  to  anyone’s  property.  In  fact  it may 
enhance the surrounding properties. 
K. Johnson agreed, even without the opinion of the appraiser, he could not see that any of the 
properties – with the small exception of 54‐1‐5, the corner lot which has the easement across it, 
might experience  some diminution of value. But  the buyer of  that  lot would be aware of  the 
easement at that point. He also could not see a single‐family home on the property generating 
sufficient  traffic  to  have  any  significant  impact  to  the  neighborhood.  Then,  looking  at  the 
appraiser’s letter, there is sufficient evident that there will be no diminution of values.  
5.  Literal enforcement of the ordinance would result in an unnecessary hardship. 
F. Seagroves said that not granting the variance would create a hardship, as the owners would 
not get full use of the property. 
Z.  Tripp  said  reading  from  the  handbook  paragraph  5  describing  hardship  ‐  that  hardship  is 
shared equally by all property owners.  He previously stated that the lot that shares a driveway 
already  has 50ft frontage and two adjacent lots are 50 ft & 60 ft so it would be equally shared. 
Regarding Paragraph 1, whether the variance can be granted without frustrating the purpose of 
the ordinance,  it can.   There will   be no  increase  in density.    Is the proposed use a reasonable 
one?  Given that the parcel is landlocked, it is a reasonable way to attain access. 
L.  Horning  agreed  with  Z.  Tripp.      She  read  the  ordinance  Paragraph  5  “Only  when  some 
characteristics of the particular land in question makes it different from others can unnecessary 
hardship  be  claimed.”    It  can  be  seen  that  the  location  of  the  lot  sets  it  apart,  as  it  is  in  a 
precarious  position.  It  is  not  technically  landlocked,  as  it  has  right  of  way  access,  but 
nevertheless with a right of way can cause problems with certain uses of the land.  She said that 
a  literal  enforcement would  result  in  unnecessary  hardship,  based  on  the  criteria  previously 
discussed by the Board. 
K. Johnson agreed that denying would create an unnecessary hardship, since without the right 
of way  the property would be  landlocked and would  severely  limit  the applicant’s use of  the 
property.   The development of the Wyman Way was to give access, this  is the only way to get 
access,  and  denying  the  variance  would  be  equivalent  to  denying  the  owner  access  to  his 
property which would create an unnecessary hardship. 
6.   The  specific variance  is  the minimum variance  that would grant  reasonable  relief  to  the 
owner and is necessary for reasonable use of the land or structure. 
F. Seagroves said yes.  
Z. Tripp said yes. 
L. Horning said yes. 
K. Johnson said yes. 

K.  Johnson  stated  that  after  reviewing  the  petition  and  hearing  all  the  evidence,  and  by  taking  into 
consideration  the  personal  knowledge  of  the  property  in  question,  this  Board  of  Adjustment  has 
determined the following findings of fact. 

1.  Could the variance be granted without diminishing the value of abutting property? 
F. Seagroves – yes. 
L. Horning – yes 
Z. Tripp – yes 
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K. Johnson – yes  
2. Would granting the variance not be contrary to the public interest? 
F. Seagroves – yes 
L. Horning – yes 
Z. Tripp – yes 
K. Johnson – yes 
3.   Would  denial  of  the  variance  result  in  unnecessary  hardship  taking  the  following  into 
consideration:   A  (1)   No  fair and substantial  relationship exists between  the general public 
purposes  of  the  ordinance  provision  and  the  specific  application  of  that  provision  to  the 
property; and (2) the proposed use is a reasonable one? 
F. Seagroves – yes 
L. Horning – yes 
Z. Tripp – yes 
K. Johnson – yes 
4.  Would granting the variance do substantial justice? 
F. Seagroves – yes 
L. Horning – yes 
Z. Tripp – yes 
K. Johnson – yes 
5. Could the variance be granted without violating the spirit of the ordinance? 
F. Seagroves – yes 
L. Horning – yes 
Z. Tripp – yes 
K. Johnson – yes 

K. Johnson asked for a motion to approve the variance requested in Case 18‐11. 
Z. Tripp made motion to approve. 
L. Horning seconded the motion. 
Final vote: 
F. Seagroves – in favor 
L. Horning – in favor 
Z. Tripp – in favor 
K. Johnson – in favor 
Case #18‐11 was approved by unanimous vote. 
K. Johnson reminded the applicant of the 30 day appeal period. 
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SSTTAAFFFF  MMEEMMOO  
Planning Board Meeting 

 
January 20, 2009 

 
 
 

Agenda Item #4: Park Meadow, LLC/ Airmar Technologies Corp – 
Meadowbrook Dr – Map7, Lot 31 (SPA #2009-1) 

 
Extension of an approved Site Plan 

Background: 
The applicant was granted Site Plan approval in January, 2009 to construct a 52,803 SF 
two-story building, with associated parking, landscaping and drainage on 
Meadowbrook Drive. In conjunction with the Planning Board approval the applicant 
received a variance to reduce the amount of open space on the property to less than 
30%. The applicant also worked with the Conservation Commission, choosing to deed 
lot 6-39-1 to the Commission for parking and access to Tucker Brook.    
 
The applicant recently renewed their Alteration of Terrain permit with the State of NH 
and is requesting a six month extension of approval as the Site Plan expires on January 
20th. They are hoping to break ground this spring.  
 
Attached is a copy of the site plan. 
 
Staff Recommendation: 
Staff has no issues with the request for a six month extension.   
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