
 
 

Town Hall  Union Square  Milford, NH 03055  (603) 249-0620  Fax (603) 673-2273 

 

   

    
 

AGENDA 
February 19, 2013 

Town Hall BOS Meeting Room - 6:30 PM   
 

 

MINUTES: 
1. Approval of minutes from the 1/15/13 meeting. 

 

 

NEW BUSINESS:  
2. Crown Castle/Crown Atlantic Company LLC – McGettigan Rd – Map 10, Lot 1-1;  Public hearing for a 

site plan to replace the existing 185ft self-support tower and construct, in-kind, a new 185ft self-support 

tower.  (New application) 

  
3. Tom Richards dba Fred Richards Auto Sales/Barbara Livoli aka Berkeley Trust Realty – 212 South St 

– Map 30, Lot 131.  Public hearing for a site plan amendment for a change of use from retail to motor vehicle 

sales with retail/display spaces.  (New application)  

 

 

OLD BUSINESS: 
4. Ducal Development, LLC – North River Rd & Mont Vernon St – Map 8, Lot 52; Design review for a 

proposed senior housing development consisting of twenty-four (24) independent units.   
(Tabled from 1/15/13)  

  

 

OTHER BUSINESS: 
5. St. Joseph Hospital – Nashua St – Map 31, Lot 32;  Discussion on proposed conceptual design.   

 

 

 

 

 

Future meetings:  
02/26/13 Worksession  

03/05/13 Worksession 

03/19/13 Regular Meeting 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The order and matters of this meeting are subject to change without further notice. 
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January 15, 2013 Board of Selectmen’s Meeting Room, 6:30 PM 2 
 3 
Present:   4 
 5 
Members:         Staff:       6 
Janet Langdell, Chairperson     Jodie Levandowski, Town Planner   7 
Paul Amato         Shirley Wilson, Recording Secretary 8 
Kathy Bauer          Zac Steinbrekker, Videographer  9 
Chris Beer                10 
Steve Duncanson                11 
Malia Ohlson, Alternate      Excused:   12 
Judy Plant          Tom Sloan      13 
      14 
 15 

 16 

PUBLIC HEARING: 17 
1. In accordance with the requirements of NH RSA 675:3, the Milford Planning Board will hold a Public Hearing.  The 18 

purpose of the public hearing is to discuss proposed amendments to amend language relative to Accessory Dwelling 19 
Units under Article IV and Article X of the Town of Milford Zoning Ordinance, Definitions and Administrative Relief. 20 
 21 

MINUTES: 22 
2. Approval of minutes from the 12/18/12 meeting. 23 

 24 

NEW BUSINESS: 25 
3. CoorsTek, Inc. – Powers St – Map 43, Lot 29; Public Hearing for a site plan amendment to construct a 26 

3,000 SF addition with associated site improvements; and waivers from Development Regulations Article V, 27 
Section 5.04.KK, Landscaping Plan and Section 5.04.LL, Stormwater Plan.  28 
 (Meridian Land Services, Inc) 29 
 30 

4. Ducal Development, LLC – North River Rd & Mont Vernon St – Map 8, Lot 52; Public Hearing for 31 
design review of a proposed senior housing development consisting of twenty-four (24) independent units.   32 
(Meridian Land Services, Inc.) 33 
 34 

  35 
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Chairperson Langdell called the meeting to order at 6:30PM.  She then explained the process for the public 36 
hearing, introduced the Board and Staff and read the agenda.  37 
 38 
PUBLIC HEARING 39 
In accordance with the requirements of NH RSA 675:3, the Milford Planning Board will hold a Public Hearing.  The purpose 40 
of the public hearing is to discuss proposed amendments to amend language relative to Accessory Dwelling Units under 41 
Article IV and Article X of the Town of Milford Zoning Ordinance, Definitions and Administrative Relief. 42 
 43 
Amend Article X: Section 10.02.6 Accessory Dwelling Units to revise language relative to accessory dwelling 44 
units.   45 
Chairperson Langdell noted that this was tabled from the 12/18/12 meeting and read the notice into the record.  46 
She then referenced correspondence from Bill Parker dated 1/8/13 addressing the question of whether a stand-47 
alone ADU could be built today and under the proposed changes to the language that was discussed at the last 48 
meeting.  The answer is yes to the current language as a subordinate use to the primary residence and yes under 49 
the proposed language; however, after discussion with Jodie and Bill it was suggested that we add some 50 
additional language for clarification.  The proposed revision is listed in item G on the Staff Memo dated 1/10/13.  51 
An ADU shall be located in an existing or proposed single-family home, its detached accessory structure(s), or as 52 
a stand-alone dwelling unit subordinate to the single-family home.  That language change would also need to 53 
translate over into the definition of ADU in Article IV.   54 
 55 
K. Bauer referenced the deleted section h and asked if it is implied that all the criteria of the zoning district 56 
including lot sizes, frontage, yard requirements and height requirements be met?  J. Langdell said yes.  P. Amato 57 
added that it would be just like a garage or an addition and if you wanted to put it in the setback, you would have 58 
to seek relief.   59 
 60 
Chairperson Langdell opened the discussion for public comment on the proposed zoning amendment; there was 61 
no comment and the public portion was closed.   62 
 63 
S. Duncanson made a motion to post and publish the proposed amendment to Article X, to the March 2013 64 
warrant.  J. Plant seconded and all in favor.  65 
 66 
Amend Article IV, definitions; Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) to clarify language relative to accessory 67 
dwelling unit.   68 
 69 
Chairperson Langdell noted that Article IV was technically posted in December; however, after a poll, there was 70 
consensus from the Board to revisit this.  The added language …..or as a stand-alone dwelling unit subordinate to 71 
the single-family home is not a really a substantive change but more for clarification.  72 
 73 
Chairperson Langdell opened the discussion for public comment on the proposed zoning amendment; there was 74 
no comment and the public portion was closed.   75 
 76 
C. Beer made a motion to post and publish the proposed amendment to Article IV, to the March 2013 warrant.  S. 77 
Duncanson seconded and all in favor.   78 
 79 
MINUTES: 80 
J. Langdell submitted one change to the minutes; on line 185 to remove the word said.  C. Beer made a motion to 81 
approve the minutes, as amended, from the 12/18/12 meeting.  S. Duncanson seconded.  P. Amato and M. Ohlson 82 
abstained and all else in favor.  83 
  84 
NEW BUSINESS:  85 
CoorsTek, Inc. – Powers St – Map 43, Lot 29; Public Hearing for a site plan amendment to construct a 3,000 86 
SF addition with associated site improvements; and waivers from Development Regulations Article V, Section 87 
5.04.KK, Landscaping Plan and Section 5.04.LL, Stormwater Plan.  88 
No abutters were present. 89 
 90 
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Chairperson Langdell recognized: 91 
Jay Heavisides, Meridian Land Services, Inc. 92 
Dean Croucher, CoorsTek, Inc. 93 
 94 
J. Langdell noted that the application was complete according to the staff memo.  P. Amato made a motion to 95 
accept the application.  C. Beer seconded and all in favor.  C. Beer made a motion that this application did not 96 
present potential regional impact.  S. Duncanson seconded and all in favor.  S. Wilson read the abutters list into 97 
the record.   98 
 99 
J. Heavisides presented plans dated 12/10/12 and explained the proposal to construct a 3,000 SF addition to the 100 
existing facility in an area that is currently paved and to add three storage trailers.  There will be no increase in 101 
impervious surface and no other improvements to the site.    102 
  103 
Per the parking calculations, fifty-five (55) spaces are required but there are eighty-nine (89) on site. Four (4) 104 
handicapped spaces are also required; we have two, and so we will stripe an additional three on the south side of 105 
the parcel.  There will not be any grading done.  The dumpster currently located within the loading dock area will 106 
be moved around the building onto a concrete pad where there is currently a roll-off storage container that will 107 
also be moved.  Staff suggested screening for the dumpster, but is it really needed?  D. Croucher stated that the 108 
dumpster is a self-contained compactor accessed from inside the building and will not be seen from out front.  P. 109 
Amato noted that this building is in an industrial park with other industry nearby and he doesn’t know what we’d 110 
be screening it from.  J. Heavisides said there are currently five (5) pole lights around the parking lot and at least 111 
four (4) building mounted lights and we are not proposing any changes to the site lighting.  We would also like to 112 
add three (3) more storage trailers on a bed of rip rap, in the northwest corner.  The drainage on the site travels 113 
down to that corner and flows out into a minor rip rap ditch at the edge of pavement and the placement of the 114 
trailers will not interrupt the flow of the drainage.    115 
 116 
P. Amato inquired if the site currently meets our landscaping requirements.  J. Levandowski replied that it doesn’t 117 
meet the regulations but they are located in the Industrial zone and offer some shrubs and bushes along the front 118 
of the building and additional landscaping where other properties in the area do not.  J. Heavisides also noted that 119 
the south and west sides are treed although the area for the relocated storage is fairly thin and open.  J. Langdell 120 
said according to Town and State regulations, we look for justice to be done and the public interest to be secured 121 
when we grant a waiver.  J. Heavisides reiterated that this is an older industrial park.  They will maintain the 122 
existing landscaping and the treed area does provide adequate buffer to the residential area in back.  J. Langdell 123 
inquired about the vegetation to the northwest.  J. Heavisides said it is mostly evergreens with some deciduous 124 
trees and you have to look very hard to see the house.  There is a steep drop off and the storage trailers are ten 125 
(10’) ft down.  For stormwater, there will be no impact from these improvements and the amount of impervious 126 
surface will stay the same.   127 
      128 
K. Bauer stated that she did not have any problem with this proposal. 129 
 130 
Chairperson Langdell opened the hearing to the public; there being none, the public portion of the meeting was 131 
closed.  She then reviewed the comments from the staff memo dated 1/15/13.   132 
 133 
J. Heavisides inquired if an as-built was needed.  J. Langdell referred to the Building Department comments.  J. 134 
Levandowski also noted that the former site plan on file in the office is very minimal.  She will speak with the 135 
Building Inspector to confirm what will be needed.  P. Amato said that this proposed plan, and as long as they 136 
follow this plan, would be sufficient.  J. Heavisides said this plan will have to be signed prior to the building 137 
permit being issued.  He then asked if there was concern with vehicles parked in front of the storage.  J. 138 
Levandowski replied that there was some confusion as to whether the storage units would need access.  There is 139 
sufficient parking on the site so are those spaces actually needed?  D. Croucher said that the storage would be 140 
accessed weekly and those spaces in front of the trailers aren’t needed.     141 
 142 
P. Amato made a motion to grant both waivers.  K. Bauer seconded and all in favor.     143 
 144 
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P. Amato made a motion to grant approval of the application, subject to staff recommendations; remove the 145 
parking, update note #7 and that the appropriate plans are provided.  C. Beer seconded and all in favor.   146 
 147 
Ducal Development, LLC – North River Rd & Mont Vernon St – Map 8, Lot 52; Public Hearing for design 148 
review of a proposed senior housing development consisting of twenty-four (24) independent units.   149 
Abutters present: 150 
David and Dawn Mallows, North River Rd 151 
Lise Mendham, Souhegan Nursing Association  152 
 153 
Chairperson Langdell recognized: 154 
Erol Duymazlar, Ducal Development, LLC 155 
Ken Clinton, Meridian Land Services, Inc.  156 
 157 
J. Langdell noted that the application was complete according to Staff.  C. Beer made a motion to accept the 158 
application.  J. Plant seconded and all in favor.   159 
 160 
K. Bauer recused herself for this application; the BOS alternate was not available so there will only be a six (6) 161 
member board. 162 
 163 
C. Beer made a motion that this application did not present potential regional impact.  M. Ohlson seconded.  S. 164 
Duncanson abstained and all else in favor.  S. Wilson read the abutters into the record.   165 
  166 
Chairperson Langdell asked staff which plan went out for interdepartmental review.  J. Levandowski replied that 167 
with the exception of the Fire Department, it was the originally submitted plan dated 12/17/12.  That plan, 168 
although not significantly different, is not the plan being reviewed tonight.  The plan dated 1/8/13 has some minor 169 
changes, notes added and the turning radius revised per the Fire Department’s request.   170 
 171 
Chairperson Langdell also noted that we have received a verbal request from the Traffic Safety Advisory 172 
Committee that they would like to review these plans and add input.   There was consensus from the Board to 173 
honor the request.  J. Langdell then instructed Jodie to send the most current material to the committee so they 174 
could review the information as soon as possible and submit a summary to this Board.  They may want to meet 175 
earlier than their regularly scheduled meeting to do so.   176 
 177 
K. Clinton briefly summarized the recent history of this project and stated that the purpose of this design review is 178 
to discuss a few key aspects so that we can complete the design suitable enough to come back and discuss the 179 
details.  This is a broad brush stroke of the overall project and tonight’s goal is to talk about access, the private 180 
drives, the unit layout, and the drainage approach.  181 
 182 
The property located at the intersection of North River Rd and Rte 13 ,also known as the Hutchinson property, is 183 
primarily open with large pines that wrap around the east and north sides of the property.  Future applications will 184 
be submitted for a minor subdivision to divide off the existing house into its own residential lot and a site plan for 185 
the remainder of the 4.24 acre property to be developed under the senior housing ordinance.  The subdivision will 186 
be dependent on the approval of the senior housing, which this design review will focus on.  As we’ve gone 187 
through this process, there have been numerous directions presented and we will have to weigh a large amount of 188 
input from other agencies, departments, boards, committees and commissions as well as adhere to Town 189 
ordinances and State regulations.   190 
Key points: 191 
 The ZBA granted approval for a special exception to allow not more than twenty-four (24) units or forty-eight 192 

(48) bedrooms,    193 
 There will be two points of access with the primary access coming off Mont Vernon St (Rte 13) and 194 

secondary or emergency access coming off North River Rd, which will be gated with a Knox lock to prohibit 195 
the general public from using the private road as a cut-thru.  Both have received preliminary approval from 196 
the NH DOT, as they are state roads; however, we will need to show that drainage will not affect the public 197 
road system to get final approval.    198 
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 For the drainage, we wanted to make sure we got the ZBA endorsement before we went too far in the design 199 
process.  In doing our due diligence we realized that this site actually receives about eighteen (18) acres of 200 
adjacent drainage from the town and state drainage systems that outlet onto this property of less than five (5) 201 
acres.  That comes through three culverts located at the intersection of North River Rd and Rte 13.  Trying to 202 
resolve that at the state level would be very time consuming so our determination as a group was to deal with 203 
this situation, factor it in as if it were our own and treat it.  DES wants as much on-site infiltration as possible 204 
for the AOT permit and in order to do so, we created an infiltration basin on the southeast corner that is far 205 
larger by a substantial degree than otherwise needed if we were just treating our own four (4) acres.  The 206 
basin starts shallower near unit #24 and gradually becomes deeper as it goes towards the intersection.  There 207 
are also subtle treatments throughout the property and the drainage was the primary driving force for the 208 
design of this site.   209 

 The interior roads will be privately owned and privately maintained so there is no impact or oversight by the 210 
Town; they will be dead-ends and will not have any high speed traffic as there will be no destination for the 211 
general public. 212 

 There will be four different types of units.  Units 1-7 and 22-24 are singles, units 8-13 are duplexes, 14-17 in 213 
the new structure will be garden style with two up and two down, and units 18-21 will be located in the 214 
current barn.  In this design, the barn will only be twenty-three (23’) ft from the property line instead of the 215 
required 30ft setback for senior housing so we will be seeking a formal waiver in order to preserve the barn.  216 
It is a known structure and we feel we can rework it into an interesting layout for the four garden style units.  217 
The exterior of the barn has yet to be determined, but more than likely it will resemble a barn.  Although the 218 
hardship for the waiver may be seen as self-created, we still have to keep the regular district setback of 15ft 219 
for the subdivision of the Hutchinson House.  Each of the single units have a garage and we created two 220 
detached garage bays for the garden units, four bays each.  The common room will connect the current barn 221 
with units 14-17 in the new structure.  It is located in the middle and will break up the overall aesthetics and 222 
footprint of the barn.  The lower level will be for storage and the meeting room will be upstairs with a small 223 
kitchenette and handicapped accessible bathroom.  It will have space for thirty-eight (38) chairs although at 224 
this time, it is not necessarily calculated at the 5% as required because the overall floor space has not been 225 
finalized.  Perhaps we might consider a waiver for that as well, depending on the calculations.  226 

 The open space requirement is 30% and we have had discussion throughout this process and referenced note 227 
#13.  The gross open space is at 64%, the effective/useable open space, which is the open space less the 228 
limited common areas, is still around 56%.  The open space less the limited common areas and the drainage 229 
areas is near 40%, so we still exceed the requirements.  The central green, right in front of the community 230 
room, is almost 16,000 SF or 8.6% of the total area and that in effect is a minimum lot size on municipal 231 
water.    232 

 We hired a professional forester, Charles Koch of Jaffrey NH, in December to inspect the property with a 233 
focus on the large white pines or pasture pines on the east and northerly sides.  It was his opinion that both 234 
rows of white pines could become a public safety issue and further in his report, he recommended, as a course 235 
of action, to remove both rows of white pines to remove the risk of blow downs, root damage compromising 236 
tree health, and tree limbs falling on houses.  We’re committed to replacing the landscaping and buffer as 237 
shown on this plan and we have engaged Randy Knowles, a professional landscape architect to do the final 238 
landscaping design for our final plan set but all the details can be worked out once we get this general layout 239 
approved.  He then submitted the letter dated_______. 240 

  241 
P. Amato commented that if you take the pines down, it will change the look of the area drastically, all we’ll see 242 
is a detention basin.  The visual impact will be affected for the next twenty-five years.  K. Clinton agreed that 243 
there will be a substantial visual change, but until the size of the detention basin is formalized, some of the tall 244 
pines at the intersection may be able to be saved but isolated trees have a higher risk and those trees are unsafe 245 
today.  He referenced the Currier Self-Storage facility to show how the trees will grow and a brief discussion on 246 
safety followed.  247 
  248 
K. Clinton read the Staff Memo dated 1/15/13. 249 
 Fire Department comments: We provided the requested fifty (50) ft turnarounds and a hydrant on the 250 

property; however, the turnarounds might not been what Jason had expected.  He probably envisioned a 251 
different configuration and we will meet again to go over our modifications and make sure he agrees with our 252 
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approach from the side of the T.  The access entrances meet the radius requirements and it was really the two 253 
dead-end turnarounds that he concentrated, which we increased from twenty (20) ft to fifty (50) ft. to 254 
accommodate the 50 ft ladder truck which is the department’s longest piece of equipment.  J. Langdell 255 
referenced the email from Jason Smedick dated 1/11/13.  K. Clinton stated that from his understanding, the 256 
turnaround stem is not needed on something less than a 150ft lane, per NFPA.  A ladder truck wouldn’t likely 257 
drive down that short section of road because a fire in the one story units would be addressed from staying on 258 
the main access, but he is committed to meeting with Jason again.   259 

 Environmental comments:  The drainage is probably farther along than the respondent understood and we did 260 
consider permeable pavement but there is no benefit based on the nature of this development.  If we get a 261 
favorable endorsement of the overall design tonight, we will meet with Fred Elkind regarding our approach 262 
prior to completing our drainage design.  263 

 DPW comments:  There is a proposed crosswalk from our site to the Town’s sidewalk on the opposite side of 264 
North River Rd.  Surprisingly, crosswalks are not controlled by DOT, they fall under the Traffic Bureau.  At 265 
this time, we are not contemplating any improvements to the Town’s sidewalk for ADA compliance and we 266 
will pursue the location with the NH Traffic Bureau.   267 
      268 

J. Langdell inquired why that location was selected.  K. Clinton said per feedback because although a person 269 
could be better seen, a person walking through the intersection might affect stacking by waiting for that person to 270 
cross, so it was shifted to the northwest.  If you go too far west, you get into a sight issue so this was a good 271 
middle ground, also enhanced by the fact that we are not seeking to butt into curbing.  J. Langdell said given the 272 
fact that we’ve seen a variety of plans at different times and at different meetings, would there be any issues if the 273 
crosswalk was moved further west so that it’s at the corner of the proposed subdivision going across to the 274 
Souhegan Valley Nursing Association lot.  K. Clinton said he understands the consideration but it was placed so 275 
that someone walking across is not going into a private drive.  The current location provides something to aim 276 
towards and a car can safely approach traffic.  J. Langdell said assuming there is no issue with the southern access 277 
from North River Rd, would there be any sight or other issues from a roadway standpoint if you moved the 278 
crosswalk to the northeast.  K. Clinton said he would consider that a secondary location and would not be opposed 279 
to moving it if the Board and the Traffic Bureau were in favor.  J. Langdell stated that our plans don’t show the 280 
walkway.  K. Clinton explained that tonight’s presentation plan shows the walkway, but there is more leeway 281 
with the location of that and the crosswalk.      282 
 283 
 Ambulance comments:  We are committed to having a lock on the gate and we will have private drive names 284 

to aid in emergency response.  We would even consider directional signage. 285 
 Zoning: No comments at this time. 286 
 Building: No comments at this time. 287 
 288 
Proposed meetings: 289 
 Water and Sewer:  We will meet with the Water and Sewer utility to finalize the sewer extension design 290 

which was originally done in the 1970’s.  We will vet that, make sure it is up to current standards and perform 291 
minor design modifications. We already have the commissioners’ approval.   292 

 Fire Department. 293 
 Environmental Services. 294 
 Traffic Safety Advisory Committee:  I will meet a second time with the committee. 295 
 296 
M. Ohlson asked if there would be signs indicating that the emergency access gate was not a thru-way.  K. 297 
Clinton said it was far enough back for emergency vehicles to stage while they unlock the gate, but we can 298 
consider that request.  He will bring it up with the Traffic Safety Advisory Committee.  M. Ohlson referenced the 299 
pine trees and asked if it would be possible to do selective clearing and pruning.  K. Clinton replied that the 300 
vegetation on the trees is up higher and they are unruly so one can see through the understory.  He understands 301 
and agrees there will be a substantial change but those trees are a safety hazard now and will become more so.   302 
 303 
J. Plant inquired how a handicapped person could access the second floor common room.  K. Clinton said there 304 
are walkways from the parking area at a reasonable grade to the second floor entrance.  The lower level would be 305 
similar to a walk-out basement.  E. Duymazlar distributed a package that showed examples and floor plans, noting 306 
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that page 6 showed the community room.  S. Duncanson inquired about the internal staircase.  E. Duymazlar said 307 
that was going down to the parking area explained the layout and access.  J. Langdell said if I lived in one of the 308 
single units and am using a walker or wheelchair, I would have to go all the way around the parking area and 309 
building to access this room.  J. Plant asked if there was a way to make an additional entrance from the other end 310 
and discussion followed.  K. Clinton said the existing barn acts as a retaining wall.  We are talking about 55+ 311 
independent living and not some of the other options in the ordinance.  J. Langdell clarified 55 and older, in an 312 
aging population, spoken by a community health nurse.  E. Duymazlar said it is important to note that both levels 313 
of the building will be fully accessible, it’s just that you will not be able to do so internally.  Our vision is that the 314 
general public and residents will congregate in the upper level; the lower level is for storage.  J. Plant said that she 315 
would have a hard time accepting a common room that didn’t have enough seating for every individual resident.  316 
E. Duymazlar said the room could hold more seats but he wouldn’t want to do so.  He then referenced the 317 
Peacock Brook Condo meetings and said that people don’t use that space as much.  J. Langdell said that a 318 
community room is included in the Senior Housing Ordinance as a facility that is available for the residents’ use.  319 
We speak to passive and active recreation as a meeting area for the pocket neighborhood.  It’s not just meetings 320 
but bridge clubs and parties.  E. Duymazlar asked if it would be reasonable to expect everybody to show up on 321 
that one night for one event.  J. Langdell said this Board would like to see the square footage for the total floor 322 
space and then work back from there.  Discussion ensued.   323 
 324 
P. Amato noted that the two units on the lower level would only have daylight on the east side and he was 325 
concerned with fire accessibility on the back side.  E. Duymazlar recognized the concern and explained that they 326 
are only one bedroom units and we will have big windows and doors with as much glass on that side as we can 327 
get.  P. Amato asked if the barn would be done the same way.  E. Duymazlar replied yes.  P. Amato said he is not 328 
sure the community room is big enough.  He doesn’t know how much it will be used, but it might be in your best 329 
interest to meet the 5% requirements.  K. Clinton said he was not sure what the basis for the 5% was and condo 330 
association meetings are usually sparsely attended.  There is space for thirty-eight (38) chairs and we can go over 331 
the specifics at the next meeting.  We may ask for a waiver, but are comfortable with the current size.  P. Amato 332 
said just because this Board may sit quietly during design review, it does not mean that we are in agreement with 333 
what you say.  We can bring up anything during final review whether it was brought up tonight or not.  K. Clinton 334 
stated that we are not considering lack of further discussion complacent agreement.  J. Langdell added that this 335 
was step one and design review will not be finished tonight.  P. Amato said the internal stairs take up a lot of 336 
space.  E. Duymazlar said the intent of that was not for the community room or the storage but for the detached 337 
garages.  He wanted to give the residents an option to not have to walk out in the elements, all the way around the 338 
building, to get into their cars and then described the layout.  P. Amato inquired what the plan for the Hutchinson 339 
House was.  E. Duymazlar said we are planning to re-sell it but keep it in its current state.  P. Amato brought up 340 
the units in the barn and asked if there could be garages underneath instead of apartments.  It would be a little bit 341 
of a concession and potentially more workable.  E. Duymazlar said they looked at that extensively but 342 
unfortunately, in order to preserve the barn with the existing foundation, the posts and ceiling height make it 343 
difficult to make it work and it also becomes very cumbersome with multiple staircases.  P. Amato said it may be 344 
best to take the barn down and make the new building look like a barn.  He referenced the former White Horse 345 
barn.   346 
 347 
E. Duymazlar said these are preliminary plans; at what stage does the Board want to see fully developed 348 
architecturals?  P. Amato said first you need to get the drainage calculations done to see what the elevations are.  349 
K. Clinton said that is why they were pausing at this point in the design.  Keeping the existing barn has been 350 
difficult.   351 
 352 
S. Duncanson said due to the subdivision line and retaining wall, that area would not actually be useable land.   353 
E. Duymazlar said that land would be part of the required 15,000SF and he is not sure it isn’t usable.  There is a 354 
drop off that varies from one to six ft and the distance to the boundary is approximately five ft.  The existing 355 
retaining wall is landscaped above and below and has a split rail fence.  S. Duncanson said if there would be an 356 
easement for sewer and if that would be another area of unusable land and you couldn’t put a shed back there.  E. 357 
Duymazlar said there would be an easement and it would be a fully usable surface.  The Town would prevent any 358 
structures in that area from a setback standpoint.  S. Duncanson inquired how the units would be heated.  E. 359 
Duymazlar said most likely natural gas; they have had discussions with National Grid to extend the service on 360 
Mont Vernon St.  Since we will be opening that section of the road from Sunset Cir for sewer, it seems reasonable 361 
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to put in the natural gas lines.  If not natural gas, then it more than likely would be propane and we would have 362 
numerous locations for multiple underground tanks with shared lines. S. Duncanson asked if you take down the 363 
white pines behind 7, 8 and 9, how will you ensure the health of the abutter’s pines.  K. Clinton said Erol has had 364 
conversations with the Mallows.  E. Duymazlar said we both recognize there are some challenges and are open to 365 
working with each other to make a good buffer and a safe one.  S. Duncanson said he’d like to see the proposed 366 
new lot moved to west a little so that the property line is actually at the retaining wall to give the residents more 367 
usable land than shown.  A brief discussion about the retaining wall followed.  K. Clinton said he understands 368 
your point of view, and he might share that point of view, but there is nothing wrong with the lot as configured.  369 
The buyer will have a choice as to where to live and they can choose not to buy the property.  S. Duncanson asked 370 
what the outcome from the Traffic Safety Advisory Committee was.  J. Levandowski noted that the minutes from 371 
that meeting were not included in the Board’s packets.  K. Clinton said he met with them early on in the process 372 
and there wasn’t a singular directive or sole direction to head in; of the 8-10 committee members in attendance at 373 
that meeting, there were 5-6 different and conflicting views.  There was no clear direction.  I took their opinions 374 
into consideration, but ultimately, they are an advisory board and the decision on the access rests with the DOT. 375 
  376 
Chairperson Langdell opened the hearing to the public.   377 
 378 
D. Mallows said he was the abutter to the northwest and expressed concern with the berm and erosion if the pine 379 
trees were removed.  What is being proposed for that area after the tree removal?  J. Langdell noted that there are 380 
provisions within our Zoning Ordinance and Development Regulations that do require buffers.  K. Clinton said 381 
the proposed grading will be within the 30 ft rear setback and will be 12-15ft off the common property line, so 382 
trees beyond that will be removed.  There might be enough trees left near the property line to not affect the 383 
understory or the root system, but we will have to densify the buffer to create a visual break between the 384 
properties.  There will be some drainage occurring specifically behind units 7-9 and then we will augment the 385 
buffer.       386 
 387 
K. Bauer asked if there would be lighting for the development.  Part of her concern was for the residents to the 388 
east looking down on this development.  K. Clinton said the goal is to get an understanding or a level of 389 
endorsement for the key features about the site tonight and the lighting details will be a featured part of the 390 
landscaping and lighting package, but there is nothing specific at this time.  At a minimum, every building will 391 
have its own entrance lights and there will be lights at the community room.  J. Langdell noted that our 392 
regulations require downcast lighting.  K. Bauer asked what the detention area will look like.  K. Clinton replied 393 
much like you see now; it will be replanted with grasses and will be designed to store and infiltrate water for a 50 394 
year storm.  K. Bauer said it’s not terribly attractive now and one can see the drainage and culverts.  K. Clinton 395 
said they couldn’t make the state’s drainage system much more attractive because they can’t change the grades at 396 
the outlets of those pipes.  There is an unrecorded triangular flowage right granted to the state and although Ducal 397 
owns the land, technically it is the state’s area to improve as they see fit.  K. Bauer said she lived in this area for 398 
many years and this is a very, noisy, busy street.  The buffer is also for noise, not just for sight.  She also agrees 399 
with other Board member concerns regarding the community room.  This room will be used for more activities 400 
than meetings and referenced the Town Hall banquet room that sometimes has more than one use at a time.  The 401 
plan she had didn’t have the pathways laid out so she was concerned for residents who will be using motorized 402 
wheelchairs or strollers along North River Rd to access the crosswalk.  J. Langdell added that was part of her 403 
reasoning to move the crosswalk.  C. Beer noted that the path was not on North River Rd, but on their property.  404 
E. Duymazlar explained that it is a private section of path, fifteen ft off the edge of pavement.  K. Clinton 405 
described the pathway and reiterated that the walkway can be readily shifted, as can the crosswalk.  K. Bauer 406 
stated that all the buildings were up against the setback line.  K. Clinton said we are not proposing hard features of 407 
the buildings but they are designed that way on purpose.  K. Bauer went on to say that when she looks at this plan, 408 
it seems overdeveloped.  The open space requirements should be available to all occupants, not just the five ft 409 
around the buildings.  Sixteen (16) buildings on four (4) acres is really pushing it.  Are there elevations of what 410 
the standalone garages will look like?  E. Duymazlar said the floor plans are preliminary and dependent on these 411 
meetings, we will hire an architect.  J. Langdell asked if the styles shown tonight were indicative of the proposed 412 
structures.  E. Duymazlar said very much so.  K. Bauer pointed out that there are no sidewalks whatsoever on 413 
Mont Vernon Rd and they would make it safer for people living in this area.  Also, the barn units do not appear to 414 
be well laid out. 415 
 416 
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Chairperson Langdell closed the public portion of the meeting.        417 
  418 
J. Langdell said she like the conceptual plan better when it included the Hutchinson House.  E. Duymazlar said 419 
they did too, but there would be an extra ZBA variance required.  J. Langdell if there were any discussions with 420 
the State about a left turn lane on Mont Vernon St.  K. Clinton replied no.  J. Langdell asked if there was traffic 421 
count information.  K. Clinton said yes, the information was prepared for the ZBA but he didn’t bring it tonight.  422 
The traffic report will be submitted within a week or so for the Board’s review.  The information was prepared in 423 
conjunction with Steve Pernaw, NRPC, and ground counts to develop an analysis and determine the level of 424 
service.  J. Langdell referenced a previous plan with a recreational area for outside activities.  That retention basin 425 
area is a little sloppy for that.  K. Clinton said the prior plan was for a community garden in that area, but now we 426 
have a more centralized formal green area in the center.  Handling the state and town drainage pretty much 427 
obscured that purpose.  J. Langdell said that meditation/rain garden area was part of the active/passive recreation 428 
as well as the community room.   429 
 430 
K. Clinton said over the next few weeks he will be involved with the groups, departments and individuals 431 
mentioned earlier and he is hopeful that we have some level of understanding that this design is reasonable to 432 
proceed with and then come back in one month’s time to continue the design review.  He will submit revised 433 
plans with major design elements a week before the next meeting so it could go into the Board’s packets for 434 
review. He feels comfortable with a sense of the Board’s comments, questions and concerns.  Although we don’t 435 
have a formal decision, we will proceed with his next steps including the drainage.  J. Langdell said the    436 
philosophy here is to step through this discussion as fast as we can and not drag this out, but we need to dot our i’s 437 
and cross our t’s.   438 
 439 
S. Duncanson made a motion to table the application for design review to the February 19

th
 meeting.  C. Beer 440 

seconded and all in favor. 441 
  442 
OTHER BUSINESS: 443 
J. Langdell read the notice for an upcoming public meeting relative to the Emerson Rd/Armory Rd/Rte 13 444 
intersection improvements to be held on Monday, 1/21/13 at 6:30 in the Town Hall, banquet hall.   445 
 446 
P. Amato made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 8:45pm.  S. Duncanson seconded and all in favor.     447 
  448 
 449 
MINUTES OF THE JAN 15, 2013 PLANNING BOARD PUBLIC HEARING APPROVED _______, 2013    450 
                   451 
Motion to approve:  _____________ 452 
 453 
Motion to second: _____________ 454 
 455 
_______________________________________________ Date: _________  456 
Signature of the Chairperson/Vice-Chairman:    457 
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STAFF MEMO 
Planning Board Meeting 

 

February 19, 2013 

 

 

 

Agenda Item # 2 Crown Castle/Crown Atlantic Company LLC – McGettigan Rd – Map 10, 

Lot 1-1 

 

Public hearing for a site plan to replace the existing 185ft self-support tower and construct, 

in-kind, a new 185ft self-support tower. 

 

Background: 

There is an existing 185 foot cell tower that services several wireless carriers at the site with access 

off of McGettigan Rd. The proposal is to replace the existing cell tower in-kind with a new 185 

tower located approximately 32 feet northwest of the existing telecommunications tower.   

 

The applicant is a leading independent owner and operator of shared wireless infrastructures. Their 

core business involves the engineering, deployment, marketing, ownership, operation and leasing 

of shared wireless communication sites. Tenants include every major wireless carrier, various state 

and federal government agencies, and narrowband and broadband data service providers 

 

The existing tower has existed in-place and in-kind since the late 1980’s. On October 10, 1989 the 

Milford Planning Board approved a request for an application to subdivide one lot into two lots 

and a site plan to place a cellular phone tower and associated buildings on Dram Cup Hill. 

 

There is an existing bond in place that is subject to annual renewal for the dismantling of this 

tower at such time that it may become necessary. This bond was required at the time the tower was 

approved and constructed in 1989. In order to cancel the existing bond, the original bond will need 

to be returned to Crown Castle and a new bond request will need to be submitted for the new 

tower. The amount of security shall be based upon the removal cost, plus fifteen percent (15%), be 

provided by the property owner, and the amounts certified by a professional structural engineer 

licensed in New Hampshire. 

 

The following excerpt from the Milford Zoning Ordinance has been included for the ready review 

of the Planning Board: 

 

7.09.3 USE REGULATIONS (2013) 
A telecommunications facility may require site plan review as noted below, and a 

building permit in all cases, and may be permitted as follows:  

B. Reconstruction of Existing Tower Structures - An existing guyed tower, lattice 

tower, monopole, or mast in existence prior to the adoption of this Section may be 
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reconstructed with a maximum twenty (20) foot increase in height so as to maximize 

co-location so long as the standards of this Section are met and so long as this 

twenty (20) foot increase in height does not cause a facility previously existing at 

less than two-hundred (200) feet to exceed two-hundred (200) feet in height. The 

mount shall be replaced with a similar mount that does  

 

The application is complete and ready to be accepted at this time. The Board will need to make a 

determination of regional impact. Please find the attached site plan. 

 

Telecommunications Ordinance Amendment: 

On February 22, 2012, HR 3630 was signed into law, which included restrictions on the siting of 

wireless facilities and changes to the public safety radio spectrum. The bill became effective upon 

signature and immediate action was necessary to review and amend Milford’s local zoning 

ordinance in regards to telecommunication facilities.  

 

To protect the Town’s interest and avoid lawsuits under the new law, the Milford Planning Board 

has researched and reviewed the Town’s current regulations in conjunction with similar 

communities. One of the major changes brought forward is the shot clock that limits the amount of 

time the Planning Board or municipality has to respond to an application. In a Declaratory Ruling 

adopted on November 18, 2009, the Federal Communications Commission cleared the way for 

broadband deployment by establishing timeframes of 90 days for co-locations and 150 days for all 

other tower siting applications reviewed by state and local governments. At a Public Hearing held 

on December 18, 2012 the Milford Planning Board made a motion to post and publish the 

proposed telecommunications ordinance amendment, to the March 2013 warrant.   

 

Note: Prior to submission of Crown Castle’s application for reconstruction of the 185 foot cell 

tower, a copy of the posted and published Telecommunication Ordinance was supplied to the 

applicant for review.  

 

Interdepartmental Reviews: 
Environmental Coordinator- The expansion of the telecommunications tower involves significant 

regrading in a steep-slope area.  Consideration should be given to management of runoff during 

and after construction.  At a minimum, temporary erosion control measures must be identified for 

the construction phase, and management of post-construction runoff from the increased impervious 

area should be engineered.   

 

Zoning- Site is zoned Residence ‘R’ and ‘Telecommunications Facilities’ are a permitted use. No 

zoning-related issues with this application, other than the application must comply with the posted 

and proposed Telecommunications Facilities zoning amendments to be voted on in March.  

 

Building-  

1. Page 1 note 3 should state “Electrical Code: 2011 National Electrical Code” (not 2005) 

2. Page 2 Concrete – 1.05.A, a note should be added that states results of the 3 day and 28 

day tests shall be forwarded to the Milford Building Department 
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3. There should be a bond in place for removal of the existing tower once the new one is 

complete. 
 

The Department of Public Works and Ambulance departments have no comment on this 

application. 

 

No reply was received as of February 14, 2013 from the following departments: Police, Assessing 

or the Heritage Commission. The Conservation Commission’s regular meetings were held after 

staff memos were distributed, if any comments come in, Staff will let the Board know at the 

meeting. 

 
Staff Recommendations: 

Staff has no major concerns with the application as presented. The application complies with all 

posted and published zoning amendments. Although this is a new site plan application, its total 

impact is minor to the Town and/or abutters. The new tower will be located on an existing 

telecommunication facility site and shall be replaced in-kind approximately 32 feet north of the 

existing tower having the old structure dismantled following construction of the new.  

 

It does not appear that there shall be additional impervious area on site as it is believed the 

proposed relocation of the access drive shall be gravel. The Board may want to clarify this with the 

applicant given the Environmental Coordinator’s concerns with runoff from the increased 

impervious area. If more than 5,000 SF of site disturbance a stormwater permit shall be required. 

 

If the Board does not need additional information or time to review this application, staff 

recommends approving the plan with the following conditions:    

1. Note 3 on Page 1 should state “Electrical Code: 2011 National Electrical Code” (not 

2005) 

2. Page 2 a note should be added that states results of the 3 day and 28 day tests shall be 

forwarded to the Milford Building Department. 

3. A note should be added to the plan stating the proposed project may be subject to police 

impact fees. 

4. The original bond will need to be returned to Crown Castle and a new bond request will 

need to be submitted for the new tower. The amount of security shall be based upon the 

removal cost, plus fifteen percent (15%), be provided by the property owner, and the 

amounts certified by a professional structural engineer licensed in New Hampshire. 
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STAFF MEMO 
Planning Board Meeting 

 

February 19, 2013 

 

 

 

Agenda Item # 3 Tom Richards c/o Fred Richards Auto Sales/Barbara Livoli aka Berkeley 

Trust Realty – 212 South St – Map 30, Lot 131.   

 

Public hearing for a site plan amendment for a change of use from retail to motor vehicle 

sales with retail/display spaces.   

 

Background: 

The applicant is before the Planning Board seeking approval for a change of use from retail to 

motor vehicle sales at 212 South Street. The property is approximately 18,800 SF or 0.4 acres 

located within the Commercial “C” Zoning District. The property is currently a mixed-use site 

consisting of residential and retail. There are 5 residential apartments located on the second floor 

and retail units located on the first.  

 

The proposed change of use is allowed within the ‘C’ Commercial Zoning District and the 

applicant is not proposing any structural changes to the existing structure. 

 

In accordance with the Town of Milford Development Regulations 10 out of the 22 parking spaces 

are reserved for the 5 residential units with the remaining 12 for the 1st floor retail units. Through 

discussion with the applicant, parking for the retail use on the north side of the building is never at 

full capacity and does not call for the required 8 parking spaces.  

 

Zoning History: 

September 15, 1988 - Case #404 - Variance granted under Article V, Section 5.054 to construct a 

deck with stair 6’ from property line – Granted by unanimous vote – effective Sept. 15, 1988. 

 

September 15, 1988 - Case #404 - Variance granted under Article V, Section 5.051.M to add two 

apartments for a total of four – granted by majority vote – effective Sept. 15, 1988 

 

June 1, 2000 - Case # 15-00 Special exception from Article II, Section 2.031.A.3 – Conforming & 

Non-Conforming Use to change a retail space to residential – granted by unanimous vote effective 

June 15, 2000 

 

Interdepartmental Reviews: 
Environmental Coordinator- No concerns as presented.  Should this property or others in the area 

be significantly redeveloped in the future, stormwater infiltration should be considered.  The 

existing stormwater system is taxed and drainage should be controlled onsite. 
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Zoning- Property is zoned C-Commercial and is currently a mixed-use site with South Street level 

commercial uses and Marshall Street level apartments. All uses are legal and conforming or 

approved by variance (ZBA approval to add two additional apartments for a total of four, 

09/05/88) and special exception (convert retail space to an additional apartment 06/15/00). 

 

Motor vehicle sales are a specific permitted use in the C District. A site plan amendment is 

required as the motor vehicle sales is a change of use to the site and triggers Development 

Regulations review to insure required parking and site improvements are addressed.  

 

No structural changes are proposed to the existing structure. 

Thus there are no zoning-related issues with this application.  

 

Building- the use is changing (mercantile to business use - 2009 IBC) so the office and parking 

may require modifications to comply with state accessibility standards. I would recommend the 

applicant submit plans showing the required accessible parking space as well as the accessible 

route to the office area. 

 

The Department of Public Works, Fire Department and Ambulance Department have no comment 

on this application. 

 

No reply was received as of February 14, 2013 from the following departments: Police, Assessing 

or the Heritage Commission. The Conservation Commission’s regular meetings were held after 

staff memos were distributed, if any comments come in, Staff will let the Board know at the 

meeting. 

 

Staff Recommendations:  

The proposed change of use from retail to motor vehicle sales is an allowed use within the ‘C’ 

Commercial District. The existing parking on site meets the Milford Development Regulations 

minimum requirement. Automotive services such as a gas station, auto dealer, auto repair and body 

shop require at a minimum 1 parking space per employee plus 1 per 1,000 SF or 4 per bay. 

 

1 (per employee) + 1 (per 1,000 SF) = 2 Required Spaces 

 

At this time the Board should discuss with the applicant any questions or concerns with the 

proposed change of use. The Board should address handicap parking on site along with snow 

storage and landscaping requirements, given the lack of existing and proposed plantings provided. 

The Board should also make a determination on the maximum acceptable vehicles to be displayed 

on site.  
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STAFF MEMO 
Planning Board Meeting 

 

February 19, 2013 

 

 

 

Agenda Item # 4 Ducal Development, LLC – North River Rd & Mont Vernon St – Map 8, 

Lot 52;  

 

Continuation of Design review for a proposed senior housing development consisting of 

twenty-four (24) units. 

 

Background: 

Ducal Development, LLC is back before the Board for a second design review meeting for a 

proposed senior housing development of 24 units (40 bedrooms) located at the intersection of 

North River Road and Mont Vernon Road. The parcel is zoned Residence “A” and is 

approximately 4.5 acres in size. The current conceptual configuration indicates 10 detached units, 

3 duplexes, and two 4-plex. The site is served by municipal water and is subject to a sewer 

extension.  

 

The Zoning Board granted a special exception for this project as a Senior Housing Development, 

with the condition that density is not to exceed 24 units (48 bedrooms) case #2012-28 granted 

November 15, 2012. 

Please see attached plan set, Staff Memo from Traffic Safety Committee, traffic information, 

proposed architectural drawings and layout. Please refer to meeting minutes from the January 15th, 

2013 meeting included at the beginning of this packet. 

 

Traffic Safety Advisory Committee:  

At the January 15, 2013 Planning Board meeting the Board received a verbal request from the 

Traffic Safety Advisory Committee that they would like to review the plans and add input. There 

was consensus from the Board to honor the request and materials were forwarded on to the TSC to 

review at their meeting scheduled for February 11, 2013. 

 

After much discussion during the meeting, Dave Wheeler, citizen member advised the Committee 

that he did not approve of the main access into the development being located on Mont Vernon 

Road Road/Route 13 and recommended that primary traffic access be located on North River 

Road. A motion was made to forward this recommendation to the Planning Board. Gary Daniels, 

Selectman and Gil Archambault, Chairman voted in favor of this. Bill Parker and Chief Viola 

opposed, as they felt that North River Road was an appropriate location. The motion carried, with 

a 3-2 vote, to recommend that traffic access for the development be established on Mont Vernon 

Road rather than North River Road. 

 

See attached Traffic Safety Advisory Committee memo 
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Interdepartmental Reviews: 

Please note Interdepartmental Reviews were concluded by a series of one-on-one meetings with 

department heads and the project engineers over several weeks subsequent to the January 15th 

Planning Board Meeting. Provided below are initial concerns from each department and how they 

are addressed on the revised plan.  

 
Fire Department- Prior main concerns from the Fire Department made during the one-on-one 

interdepartmental review are as follows:  

1. Site access and that it does not meet the requirements of NH State Fire Code, NFPA 1, 

Uniform Fire Code 2009 Edition, Chapter 18, Section 18.2.3.4.4 and Exhibit 18.6. and  

2. The fire hydrant should be located internally. 

 

*The project engineer and developers have met with the Fire Department to discuss the 50’ 

turnarounds on site and the location of the fire hydrant. Over much discussion a plan was 

submitted to the Fire Department indicating fire truck turning radius’s on site (see attached). The 

plan displays that the 47.0 FT ladder truck can effectively maneuver throughout the development 

with the exception of the dead-end near units 23 & 24.  The project engineers have demonstrated 

that the 33.7 FT pumper truck can make the turnaround at both dead-end locations and should the 

ladder truck need access to units 23 & 24 it shall located in front of units 19-21 and carry the hose 

to units 23 & 24. As a result of the meeting the revised plans have removed the turnaround at units 

10-13 and have relocated the proposed fire hydrant to within the development near the Mont 

Vernon Road access point. 

 

Please see attached Fire Truck Turning Radius plan.  

 

Environmental Coordinator- Recommendations made during a one-on-one interdepartmental 

review meeting is use of permeable pavement and community use of the infiltration area. 

 

* Per Staff discussion with the Environmental Coordinator it appears that the questions raised at 

the one-on-one interdepartmental review meeting have been addressed (i.e. rain gardens, 

community gardens, etc.). Though, the recommendations for permeable pavement and community 

use of the infiltration area appear not to have been adopted. The Environmental Coordinator would 

like to reserve final comments until full plans have been submitted with a drainage report. 

 

Please see attached memo from the Environmental Coordinator for further detail.  

 

DPW- Prior main concerns from DPW, since N River Road and Rte 13 are state maintained 

highways there is little to be requested. However, DPW would like to see some kind of a sidewalk 

connecting to the project. 

 

*The plan represents a crosswalk located on North River Road connecting the development with 

Town sidewalks located on the south side of North River Road approximately 230 feet from the 

intersection of North River and Mont Vernon Roads.  
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Ambulance- Prior requests from the Director of Milford Ambulance Service included: 1.) Ensure 

Emergency Services are provided with a key to any lock system on proposed gated emergency 

access. 2.) Install signs at the two drives with unit numbers identifying the units along those drives. 

 

* The revised site grading plan shows a proposed unit directions sign at the northeast entrance by 

units 14-24. However, a second unit directions sign is missing from the area near units 10-13. A 

second sign should be located on the southwest setting of the development by units 10-13. 

 

Water Utilities – The Director of Water Utilities inquired what the proposed water and sewer main 

sizes shall be.  

 

*Pursuant to a discussion with the project engineer the new sewer main extension from the 

manhole at Sunset Circle is to be 15" up to the site. The water connection from the 8" line in Mont 

Vernon Road will be 8" to the internal hydrant, and then 4" to its connection at the 10" line in 

North River Rd, with two 4" dead ends to serve the remaining units. 

 

The Zoning, Police and Fire Departments have no issues with the application. No reply has been 

received from the Heritage Commission. The Conservation Commission’s regular meetings were 

held after staff memos were distributed, if any comments come in, Staff will let the Board know at 

the meeting. 

 

Staff Recommendations: 

This application is in the first stages of design review. At this time the Board should continue the 

discussion on major design issues such as access points and drainage, bearing in mind past Board 

discussions and committee and department head input about this site. The Board should be 

prepared to give the applicant formal direction on the following items:  

 Location of crosswalk.  

 Location of ingress and egress to the property (Mont Vernon Rd or North River Rd) 

 Unit layout and density  

 Next steps for plan review (possible 3rd design review) 

At this time the Board should discuss with the applicant any questions or concerns with the project 

and the next step of having the applicant submit a full drainage plan. The Board should discuss 

with the applicant a reasonable date to return to the Board with a fully executed drainage plan 

providing calculations in either March or April.  If the applicant does not want to return until the 

April meeting the applicant should request an extension from the Board as the application will 

have surpassed the 65 day limit per RSA 676:4 without an extension. 

Once a drainage plan in submitted it will need to be determined as to send the plan out for outside 

drainage review.  At this time plans are not detailed enough and more information is needed prior 

to further staff review of site drainage. 

Staff has no issues with the location of main access being on Mont Vernon Rd and feels this is an 

appropriate location. Staff recommends locating the main entrance where NHDOT has approved.  

The following items are a non-comprehensive list of the information that will need to be supplied 

prior to further review: 



4  

Town Hall  Union Square  Milford, NH 03055  (603) 673-7964  Fax (603) 673-2273 

1) Submit a drainage plan with calculations and drainage report. 

2) Submit a underground utility plan for electricity, telephone etc.  

3) Add a note stating lot 8/52 does not lie within the Groundwater Protection District 

4) Delineation of all proposed easements; inclusive but not limited to utility, drainage, 

access, conservation, slope etc. 

5) Comply with the Town’s Stormwater Management and Erosion Control Regulation 

6) Detail pages needed on ROW, grading, erosion control, utilities, sidewalks and all 

other necessary items. 

7) All state permit approval numbers and expiration dates be added to the notes 

section. 

 

 

 















ASTILBE RHEINLAND/RHEINLAND ASTILBE

RUDBECKIA FULGIDA/BLACK EYED SUSAN 

EPIMEDUM RUBRUM/RED BARRENWORT

FESCUE ELIJAH BLUE

PHLOX EVA CULLUM/EVA CULLUM PHLOX

COREOPSIS FULL MOON/FULL MOON COREOPSIS

HEUCHERA PALACE PURPLE/PURPLE PALACE CORAL BELL

GERANIUM JOHNSON BLUE/JOHNSON BLUE GERANIUM

ALCHEMILLA MOLLIS/LADY'S MANTLE

HEMORCALLIS MARY TODD/MARY TODD DAYLILY

HEMEROCALLIS PINK DAMASK/PINK DAMASK DAYLILY

ECHINACEA SUNDOWN/SUNDOWN CONEFLOWER

HEMEROCALLIS STELLA D'ORO/STELLA D'ORO DAYLILY

ECHINACEA TWIGHLIGHT/TWIGHLIGHT CONEFLOWER

6 ACER FREMANII AUTUMN BLAZE / AUTUMN BLAZE MAPLE 2.5" CAL.

2 PYRUS CALLERYANA CHANTICLEER / CHANTICLEER FLOWERING PEAR 2.5" CAL.

7 QUERCUS RUBRA  / RED OAK 2.5" CAL.

3 QUERCUS ROBUR REGAL PRINCE / REGAL PRINCE OAK 2.5" CAL.

13 ABIES CONCOLOR / WHITE FIR 5'-6' B&B

23 PICEA PUNGENS BLUE SELECT / SELECT BLUE SPRUCE 6' B&B

61 PINUS STROBUS / WHITE PINE 5'-6' B&B

15 TAXUS MEDIA EVER LOW / EVELOW YEW 24"-30"

6 TAXUS MEDIA TAUNTONII / TAUNTON YEW 2'-2.5' B&B

8 THUJA OCCIDENTALIS NIGRA / TECHNY ABORVITAE 5'

51 JUNIPERIS PFITZERIANA COMPACTA / COMPACT PFITZER JUNIPER 30" B&B

14 JUNIPERUS CHINENSIS ANGELICA BLUE/ ANGELICA BLUE JUNIPER 2'-2.5' B&B

13 JUNIPERUS CHINENSIS BLUE POINT / BLUE POINT JUNIPER 4' B&B

15 JUNIPERUS CHINENSIS GOLD STAR / GOLD STAR JUNIPER 24"

3 JUNIPERUS HORIZONTALIS DEPRESSA PLUMOSA / ANDORA JUNIPER 5 GAL.

33 JUNIPERUS CHINENSIS SEAGREEN / SEAGREEN JUNIPER 5 GAL.

3 JUNIPERUS VIRGINIAN GREY OWL / GREY OWL JUNIPER 24"-30" B&B

6 LEUCOTHOE FONTANISANIA GIRARDS RAINBOW / GIRARDS RAINBOW LEUCOTHOE 2 GAL.

9 CORNIS RACEMOSA / GREY DOGWOOD 7 GAL.

11 FORSYTHIA MEADOWLARK / MEADOWLARK FORSYTHIA 3'-4'

27 HYDRANGEA ABORESCENS ANNABELLE / ANNABELLE HYDRANGEA 5 GAL.

30 ROSA NOALA / NOALA CARPET ROSE 3 GAL.

6 SPIRAEA BUMALDA ANTHONY WATERER / ANTHONY WATERER SPIREA 7 GAL.(36" MIN)

22 SPIRAEA JAPONICA LITTLE PRINCESS/LITTLE PRINCESS SPIRAEA 3 GAL.

20 VIBURNUM TRILOBUM / AMERICAN CRANBERRY 3'-4' B&B

26 WEIGELA FLORIDA MIDNIGHT WINE / MIDNIGHT WINE WEIGELA 3 GAL.

20 VACCCCINIM / HIGH BUSH BLUEBERRY 5 GAL.

17 SYRINGA BLOOMERANG / BLOOMERANG LILAC 3 GAL.

14 ILEX VERTICILLIATA / COMMON WINTERBERRY 2'-3' B&B



















 
0BTraffic Safety Advisory Committee 

 

 

 
To:             Jodie Levandowski, Town Planner 

            Milford Planning Board   

 

From:  Gil Archambault, Chairman of Milford Traffic Safety Advisory Committee 

 

Subject: Traffic impacts in relation to proposed senior housing development 

 

Date:  February 14, 2013 

 

 On Monday, February 11, 2013 the Traffic Safety Advisory Committee held our monthly 

meeting. The agenda called for continued discussion regarding traffic access for the proposed senior 

housing development at Mont Vernon Rd/North River Rd. Five Committee members were present at 

the meeting; Gil Archambault, Chairman; Dave Wheeler, citizen member and former Councilor; 

Gary Daniels, Selectman; Michael Viola, Police Chief; and Bill Parker, Community Development 

Director. Ken Clinton of Meridian Land Services was also in attendance to present the current 

proposed site plan. 

 

 Dave Wheeler advised the Committee that he did not approve of the main access into the 

development being located on Mont Vernon Road (see attached excerpt for details) and 

recommended that primary traffic access be established on North River Road. He made a motion to 

forward this recommendation to the Planning Board. Gary Daniels and Gil Archambault voted in 

favor of this. Bill Parker and Chief Viola opposed, as they felt that Mont Vernon Road was an 

appropriate location. The motion carried, with a 3-2 vote, to recommend that traffic access for the 

development be established on North River Road rather than Mont Vernon Road.  

 

The Traffic Safety Advisory Committee is forwarding our recommendations to the Planning 

Board for your consideration on these matters. 

 

 

 

GA/ml    

 

 
 
 
 



Excerpt from TSC 11/26/2012 meeting minutes: 
 
D. Wheeler said he spoke to the Commissioner and was asked to make a recommendation. He 
opposed the idea of having the entrance on Rte. 13, which would require all residents travelling 
northbound on Rte. 13 to cross southbound traffic. The Commissioner of DOT tends to agree 
that the entrance on North River Rd would be more acceptable, providing that there is adequate 
sight distance. At the first TSC meeting regarding this proposed development, Meridian 
testified that they could obtain safe sight distance for a North River Rd entrance. Allowing a 
Rte. 13 entrance will eventually require lowering the speed limit and/or another stop sign and 
turning lane. Rte. 13 should not be unnecessarily allowed to become another Rte. 101. 
 





February 14, 2013 

MEMO 

TO:  Jodie Levandowski, Town Planner  

FROM:   Fred Elkind, Environmental Coordinator  

RE:  Grading Plan - Ducal, Senior Housing Development 

 

I've had a chance to review the plan in a bit more detail. I would like to reserve final comments until I 

see the full plans and have had a chance to look at the drainage report.  However, it appears that the 

questions raised at our last meeting have been addressed.  My recommendations for permeable 

pavement and community use of the infiltration area appear not to have been adopted.  The manner in 

which the project meets our requirements is ultimately the responsibility of the applicant and their 

engineers. The rain gardens and infiltration areas may address our concerns.  The success of these 

methods is dependent upon the means by which they are ultimately managed so we need to see the 

management plan. 

Relative to the State (AoT) and EPA (Construction General Permit) interactions with our permitting, it is 

my opinion that these permits should adequately address construction phase stormwater management 

as well as implementation of BMP'S. We should be able to accept the information submitted for those 

permits as part of the application for our permit provided the project's overall design is acceptable to 

the Town.  Should these permits be issued (AoT) and applied for (EPA) and should the drainage 

requirements of the Planning Board be adequately incorporated, our permit should be relatively simple 

to issue.  However, we must review all of the submitted information to be assured that it appears 

accurate and meets our requirements.  Therefore, the application for Milford's permit should not 

require duplication of the design efforts for the State and EPA permit provided that the Town's concerns 

are incorporated early in the process. This is a key point since there may be cases where the Town has 

design requirements that may not be specifically included within the regulations of the other agencies.  

Issuance by those agencies of permits that do not meet the Town's interests does not obligate the Town 

to approve a permit.   

It must be noted that the EPA permit is required when there is greater than 1 acre in total disturbance.  

Typically, the AoT permit is require when there is greater than 100,000 sq.ft. of disturbance.  Our 

permit, in some form, is required when there is greater than 5,000 sq.ft of disturbance.   

 

Fred 
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STAFF MEMO 
Planning Board Meeting 

 

February 19, 2013 

 

 

Agenda Item #5: St. Joseph Hospital – Nashua St – Map 31/Lot 32-1 and                         

Map 32/Lot 1 

 

Discussion on proposed conceptual design – new medical facility  

 
St. Joseph Hospital is presenting preliminary information to the Planning Board detailing the 

redevelopment of the Milford Medical Center (MMC) property at the corner of Nashua and 

Linden Streets.  

 

Representatives of the Hospital recently met with Building, Community Development, and 

Fire staff members to review the conceptual plan being presented to the Board. The project as 

currently proposed includes the demolition of the existing Nashua Street building, and the 

construction of a new medical facility that will connect with the medical office building 

constructed in 2005. The MMC emergency room will be located in the new building with 

access from Nashua Street. The older structure does not meet adequately meet the needs of the 

Hospital either at present or for future operations and services.  

 

St. Joseph Hospital is the current owner of Map 32/Lot 1, the former Adams Property. This 

parcel will be incorporated as part of the overall site development. There is also a ‘strip’ of 

property that bisects the two Hospital lots that is owned by the Town and is part of Map 32/Lot 

32 (Kaley Park). The properties are zoned Residence ‘A’.  

 

Site changes, in addition to the demolition of the existing older structure, include relocated and 

new parking areas, as well as relocation of the easterly access to the site off Nashua Street. As 

shown on the conceptual plan, the easternmost access will be relocated to a location further to 

the east on the ‘Adams’ site. This access will also provide a route to Kaley Park that will 

circumvent operations on the southerly portion of the property.  

 

Preliminary issues and areas noted with Hospital representatives by staff include the need to 

consider: 

 

1. The customary Development Regulation requirements relative to site plan design and 

approval; 
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2. Discussion with the Planning Board on the applicability of the Nashua-Elm Street 

Corridor design guidelines relative to parking location, architecture, and landscaping; 

3. Necessary Zoning Board of Adjustment approvals; 

4. Potential for allowing for eastbound left-turn lane at the relocated easternmost access; 

5. Reworking of existing easements (access and parking) between the Hospital and the 

Town.  

 

The renderings have not been distributed for interdepartmental review as it is not yet a formal 

application. The Planning Board in its discussion with the applicant will want to seek 

additional information on the architectural style, site layout and landscaping.  

 

No decisions on the proposed site plan can be made during this discussion; however, the 

applicant would like the Planning Board to voice their position on the proposed improvements.  

 

Attached is the concept plan for the proposed medical facility. 
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