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AGENDA 
March 19, 2013 

Town Hall BOS Meeting Room - 6:30 PM   
 

 

MINUTES: 
1. Approval of minutes from the 2/19/13 meeting. 

 

 

NEW BUSINESS:  
2. Vita L. Vaitkunas Rev. Living Trust & Federal Hill 235 Realty Trust – Federal Hill Rd – Map 53, Lots 

67-2 and 68;  Public hearing for a lot line adjustment and subdivision to create one new residential lot and to 

consider a waiver request from Development Regulations, Section 5.06, Submittal Requirements.  
(New application-Monadnock Survey, Inc) 

  
3. John Samonas – Nashua St – Map 44, Lot 11.  Public hearing for a subdivision to create one new 

developable lot in the ICI District, without frontage on a Class V road or better, as approved by the Milford 

ZBA.  (New application-TF Moran)  

 

 

OTHER BUSINESS: 
4. Carole M. Colburn – Osgood Rd and Nye Dr – Map 51, Lot 1;  Discussion on future development.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Future meetings:  
04/02/13 Worksession 

04/09/13 Worksession 

04/16/13 Regular Meeting 

 

 

 

The order and matters of this meeting are subject to change without further notice. 
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February 19, 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          Mike McMahon Videographer           9 
Steve Duncanson                10 
Malia Ohlson, Alternate      Excused:   11 
Judy Plant          Tom Sloan      12 
Susan Robinson, Alternate     Chris Beer   13 
 14 

 15 

MINUTES: 16 
1. Approval of minutes from the 1/15/13 meeting. 17 

 18 

 19 

NEW BUSINESS:  20 
2. Crown Castle/Crown Atlantic Company LLC – McGettigan Rd – Map 10, Lot 1-1;  Public hearing for a 21 

site plan to replace the existing 185ft self-support tower and construct, in-kind, a new 185ft self-support 22 
tower.  (New application) 23 

  24 
3. Tom Richards dba Fred Richards Auto Sales/Barbara Livoli aka Berkeley Trust Realty – 212 South St 25 

– Map 30, Lot 131.  Public hearing for a site plan amendment for a change of use from retail to motor vehicle 26 
sales with retail/display spaces.  (New application)  27 

 28 

 29 

OLD BUSINESS: 30 
4. Ducal Development, LLC – North River Rd & Mont Vernon St – Map 8, Lot 52; Design review for a 31 

proposed senior housing development consisting of twenty-four (24) independent units.   32 
(Tabled from 1/15/13)  33 

  34 

 35 

OTHER BUSINESS: 36 
5. St. Joseph Hospital – Nashua St – Map 31, Lot 32;  Discussion on proposed conceptual design.   37 
 38 
 39 
  40 
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Chairperson Langdell called the meeting to order at 6:30PM.  She then explained the process for the public 41 
hearing, introduced the Board and Staff and read the agenda.  42 
 43 
MINUTES: 44 
J. Langdell inquired about the blank space on page 5.  S. Wilson noted that staff did not have a copy of the letter 45 
from the forester, so the date was unknown.  J. Langdell asked the applicants from Ducal Development to submit 46 
said letter.  S. Duncanson made a motion to approve the minutes from the 1/15/13 meeting, with the insertion of 47 
the date.  K. Bauer seconded and all else in favor.  48 
  49 
NEW BUSINESS:  50 
Crown Castle/Crown Atlantic Company LLC – McGettigan Rd – Map 10, Lot 1-1;  Public hearing for a site 51 
plan to replace the existing 185ft self-support tower and construct, in-kind, a new 185ft self-support tower.    52 
Abutters present: 53 
Gregory Kaminstein, Rainbow Ln Wilton 54 
 55 
Chairperson Langdell recognized: 56 
Jeffrey Barbadora, Crown Castle 57 
Jose Xavier, Hudson Design Group, LLC 58 
 59 
P. Amato made a motion to accept the application.  S. Duncanson seconded and all in favor.  P. Amato made a 60 
motion that this application did not present potential regional impact.  J. Plant seconded and all in favor.  S. 61 
Wilson read the abutters list into the record.   62 
 63 
J. Barbadora presented updated plans dated 2/19/13 and explained that these plans included the suggestions from 64 
the staff memo.  The application is to rebuild the existing tower, like for like, approximately thirty (30’) ft from 65 
the old tower.  The existing tower was built in the 1980’s and over the years the structural integrity has become an 66 
issue with code changes, especially now that we are at revision G.  67 
 68 
P. Amato inquired about the life of the tower.  J. Barbadora  said towers were built different back then and the 69 
lifespan depends on the tower.  This tower is angle-framed and it has been modified over the years.  P. Amato 70 
asked how many carriers are currently on the tower and if there would be an increase in cell service in town.  J. 71 
Barbadora replied six carriers.  Those carriers are changing out the antennas to accommodate the increase in 72 
wireless use and newer technology, so it will increase their service.  P. Amato noted that this has been a very 73 
important tower in the area for a long time and it has worked well.     74 
 75 
J. Langdell asked if this will increase the carrying capacity for the number of carriers.  J. Barbadora said yes, in 76 
the future it would.  We are going to basically rebuild the tower, relocate the existing carriers and then we can 77 
dismantle the old tower.  The fence will be bumped out to accommodate the new tower; referencing sheets A1 and 78 
C3.  J. Langdell inquired the impervious pavement.  J. Barbadora said that the accessory road and compound will 79 
still remain gravel.   80 
 81 
K. Bauer inquired about the timeframe.  J. Barbadora said the dismantling will be quick, a couple of days or so 82 
and it will take approximately six months for project completion.      83 
 84 
Chairperson Langdell opened the hearing to the public. 85 
 86 
G. Kaminstein asked if all the construction would be within the confines of the property.  J. Barbadora replied 87 
yes, absolutely.   88 
 89 
Chairperson Langdell closed the public portion of the meeting.  She then reviewed the comments from the staff 90 
memo dated 2/19/13.  She read the staff recommendation regarding the management of bonds and added that a 91 
few trees would have to be cut down for the fence. 92 
 93 
J. Barbadora said they added a silt fence and hay bales around the perimeter of the bump-out to control some of 94 
the runoff which was shown on sheet A1 and the recommended notes have been added to the plan. 95 
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S. Duncanson made a motion to grant approval of the application pending Note #4 of the staff recommendations.  96 
J. Plant seconded and all in favor.     97 
  98 
Tom Richards dba Fred Richards Auto Sales/Barbara Livoli aka Berkeley Trust Realty – 212 South St – 99 
Map 30, Lot 131.  Public hearing for a site plan amendment for a change of use from retail to motor vehicle sales 100 
with retail/display spaces.    101 
Abutters present: 102 
Robert Thompson, South St  103 
 104 
Chairperson Langdell recognized: 105 
Tom Richards, Fred Richards Auto Sales 106 
Barbara Livoli, Berkeley Trust Realty and property owner  107 
 108 
J. Langdell noted that the application was complete according to the staff memo.  S. Duncanson made a motion to 109 
accept the application.  K. Bauer seconded and all in favor.  S. Wilson read the abutters list into the record.   110 
 111 
T. Richards explained that due to the upcoming state regulation changes in 2015 for bonded car dealers, he was 112 
doing this out of necessity.  He’s been doing business as a bonded dealer for twenty years from his apartment but 113 
the RSA says he can no longer do that.  This opportunity came up and it will be a good location.  B. Livoli said 114 
she has the rental space as well as the parking area for four (4) cars so it works out well for both of us. 115 
 116 
J. Langdell went over the parking requirements for the mixed use building as listed on the plan.  Ten (10) spaces 117 
are required for the five apartments, the military business requires eight (8) spaces and this dealership will require 118 
two (2) spaces.  T. Richards said originally he wanted to do six (6) spaces because they were already approved as 119 
parking spaces and he could just turn them into display spaces.  B. Livoli said there is plenty of room for the 120 
businesses and tenants.  Two of the units are only one bedroom so they don’t need as many spaces and it never 121 
gets used; four up and four down.   122 
 123 
J. Langdell said the challenge for this Board is that there are some delineated guidelines that we have to go by.  124 
The military sales business may not need the eight(8) spaces but if he moved out the new business may need all of 125 
them.  B. Livoli said as the building owner, she wouldn’t rent it to somebody who needed more space; she 126 
wouldn’t be able to.  J. Langdell said again, the challenge is that you could sell the property and what we 127 
determine here, goes with the property and the next owner.    128 
 129 
B. Livoli said she thought the requirements were per 1,000 SF or the number of employees.  J. Langdell clarified 130 
that the two (2) spaces would accommodate Tom as the employee and one (1) space for his client to park.  P. 131 
Amato added that we wouldn’t want to approve a business without any parking.  B. Livoli said none of the tenants 132 
park there during the day.  T. Richards added that there is plenty of parking for customers.  There is room for 133 
probably thirty cars.  J. Langdell referred to the site plan regulations and said there has to be sufficient, safe 134 
parking and it not be a jumble.  She is familiar with the property and what it looks like, but it is not as shown on 135 
the original plan.  K. Bauer reiterated that if approved, this plan goes with the property and we have to look at the 136 
future potential.  We understand the problem, but the focus of this Board has to be on the regulations in place. 137 
 138 
P. Amato said it comes down to how many cars you want to sell at one given time and four (4) cars will probably 139 
work fine.  We’ve had other past instances in town, where the sites became a jumble and we’ve learned from 140 
those mistakes.  T. Richards said he wants to be a good tenant and a good neighbor.  There will only be four (4) 141 
cars there, that’s it, although he would prefer to move the cars closer to South St.  When he was working with 142 
staff, he thought it might be easier if the spots were just left alone as they were already approved.  J. Langdell said 143 
we need to be clear about what is to be approved.  B. Livoli asked if it would be acceptable to move the cars to the 144 
front where there would be no issue for the tenants.  P. Amato said we also have to be clear about where the 145 
property line is and need to make sure that the display cars stay on the property, not in the town’s ROW.  J. 146 
Levandowski said they would work that way and Tom was correct in saying that when meeting with staff, he did 147 
want to put them near the front, but it seemed best to let the Board decide where they wanted to see the display.  148 
The spaces will work logistically with a maximum of four (4) 9’ x 18’ spaces.   149 
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K. Bauer asked if the turning radius would still work if the cars were moved.  J. Levandowski said yes, the bump 150 
out on the plan is more exaggerated.  Also, the angle would most likely be changed to face South St.   151 
 152 
S. Duncanson brought up the parking calculations and noted that we can’t include the handicapped space.  J. 153 
Langdell said the calculations were based on considering this location a retail shopping center.  There are other 154 
examples of smaller retail operations in our regulations such as appliance, carpet, furniture, heating and plumbing 155 
retail sales at 1.5 spaces per 1,000SF which seems a little more reasonable than considering this a shopping 156 
center.  P. Amato brought up past uses and said there always seemed to be plenty of parking.  J. Langdell said she 157 
would like to see the calculations amended so that the parking would be based on 1.5 spaces.  It is much fairer, 158 
given this site.  There was consensus by the board to amend the calculations.  159 
  160 
K. Bauer inquired if there was snow storage shown on the plan.  B. Livoli said no.   J. Langdell suggested a note 161 
be added that appropriate snow storage be provided and the snow be removed when needed.   162 
 163 
J. Langdell said note #8 lists the variances for this property but not the special exception granted in 2000 for the 164 
fifth apartment.  B. Livoli said they could change that.  165 
 166 
Chairperson Langdell opened the hearing to the public; there being none, the public portion of the meeting was 167 
closed.  She then reviewed the comments from the staff memo dated 2/19/13.   168 
  169 
P. Amato said this is a rather stark building and initiated discussion about landscaping.  B. Livoli said she was 170 
working on it and is in process of having her landscaper plant some rhododendrons and hostas along the back area 171 
of the building between the two retail businesses facing South St and would like to keep the lawn as is.  P. Amato 172 
said he was not sure if we have guidelines or requirements for existing businesses.   J. Langdell said there are 173 
regulations for new construction, but again we are dealing with essentially existing businesses and it’s been our 174 
practice to try to boost the landscaping.  B. Livoli said she’s done quite a bit along the Marshall St side.   175 
 176 
J. Levandowski read the landscaping requirements; one (1) shrub for every five ft of building frontage.  T. 177 
Richards said he would pitch in for a couple of shrubs.  K. Bauer said she felt, from past experiences that it was 178 
important to be more specific.  We could work with the applicant, but she would really like to see more 179 
landscaping now that they are spiffing up the property.   We should also be clear so that the applicant knows what 180 
we have in mind and that we know what number and types will be planted.  B. Livoli said she has a twelve (12’) 181 
ft drainage area that has to stay open near the middle section of the building, but she will plant along the sides of 182 
it and her landscaper will give her some ideas how to camouflage the rest of it.  J. Langdell said further details 183 
could be worked out between staff and the applicant.  J. Levandowski inquired if the Board wanted to add a 184 
timeframe.  J. Langdell agreed that the applicant should submit the plan for staff review by spring and the 185 
plantings to be completed by fall.   186 
 187 
P. Amato asked about the existing sign shown on the plan.  T. Richards said he might utilize that sign but will go 188 
with the state’s 12” lettering requirements and will comply with the sign ordinance.   189 
 190 
K. Bauer asked about the handicapped parking per staff recommendations.  T. Richards said there are two; in 191 
front of the doors for each side.  J. Langdell noted that there would also be sufficient parking on site.   192 
 193 
S. Duncanson made a motion to grant approval subject to staff recommendations, updating the parking 194 
calculations, moving the display spaces to the front and the landscaping per discussion.  P. Amato seconded and 195 
all in favor.   196 
  197 
OLD BUSINESS:  198 
Ducal Development, LLC – North River Rd & Mont Vernon St – Map 8, Lot 52; Design review of a 199 
proposed senior housing development consisting of twenty-four (24) independent units.   200 
No abutters were present. 201 
  202 
Chairperson Langdell recognized: 203 
Erol Duymazlar, Ducal Development, LLC 204 
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Ken Clinton, Meridian Land Services, Inc.  205 
 206 
K. Bauer recused herself for this application and the BOS alternate was not available. 207 
 208 
Chairperson Langdell inquired if any correspondence or communication pertaining to this application had been 209 
received.  J. Levandowski replied that the office received a phone call from Anne Kranz of the Big Tree Program, 210 
a division of UNH, suggesting that the Board seek a second opinion from a NH county extension forester.    211 
 212 
K. Clinton said since the last meeting we met with various town departments and staff.  Jodie has been to most 213 
meetings and has had firsthand knowledge of those conversations.    214 
 215 
Environmental: 216 
We discussed the comments regarding rain gardens and porous pavement, considering both, especially the rain 217 
garden approach.  Mr. Elkind advised that no further outside review of the drainage would be necessary after his 218 
cursory review due to the fact NH DES would be intensively reviewing the AOT package.  Since it was being 219 
prepared by a PE from our office, it would be adequately prepared.  Since that meeting, we did incorporate rain 220 
gardens situated around the perimeter of the property and in between some of the units, referencing sheet SP2 or 221 
page 8 of 20.  Those rain garden features will handle all the internal runoff on the site while the external drainage 222 
will be handled by the infiltration basin.  The runoff will be treated sufficiently so that the potential benefits of 223 
any pervious pavement become negligible.  This will be better detailed in the drainage report and Mr. Elkind will 224 
comment once the full set of plans have been received and reviewed.     225 
 226 
DPW: 227 
We met with Rick Riendeau and had discussion pertaining to the State versus Town drainage.  He understood that 228 
we created easements; one will be a ROW and drainage easement that will allow a reconstruction of the 229 
intersection and one for the infiltration basin where the Town will have the ability to perform necessary 230 
maintenance.  Formal drainage easements will be forthcoming. 231 
 232 
Utilities: 233 
We also met with Dave and the two foremen.  There were numerous water line locations on North River Rd that 234 
were very confusing on the existing plan.  We located those lines from various plans and were told to come in 235 
with a through-line from Rte 13 through the project to North River Rd.  That connection made sense and 236 
ultimately we decided to come off an 8” main on Rte 13 for the hydrant and go down to a 4” for the service 237 
connecting to the 10” line on North River Rd.  The sewer was somewhat problematic due to separation 238 
requirements from the water line, so the sewer extension was changed to go into the site from Rte. 13, which will 239 
be less costly and a better solution.  Dave has not seen the full design yet, but will get a chance to endorse both 240 
water and sewer plans. 241 
 242 
Fire Department: 243 
We met with Captain Jason Smedick and Chief Jack Kelly.  Jason wasn’t sure the design for the turnarounds 244 
would meet the standards, but we worked through it and Chief Kelly gave his approval.  Units 10-13 do not 245 
require a turnaround at the end of their access, but the other road does; however, due to the nature of the through 246 
drive with the gate and two entrances having larger radius were more than adequate for the ladder truck and 247 
pumper truck.  They were agreeable to the road layout for emergency access.  We also adjusted the hydrant 248 
location, per their request, and it is now located adjacent to unit 15.  Verbally we have an understanding, but they 249 
also are waiting on final plans for further comment. 250 
  251 
TSC 252 
J. Levandowski clarified the correct wording for the Traffic Safety Advisory Committee memo that the committee 253 
recommended,  by a vote of 3-2 at their meeting on 2/12/13, that access be on North River Rd not Mont Vernon 254 
St.  Mr. Wheeler, Mr. Daniels and Mr. Archambault were in favor and Chief Viola and Mr. Parker were against.  255 
J. Langdell then read the rational from the 11/26 minutes. 256 
 257 
K. Clinton said this was our second visit with the committee and although I have not seen a copy of the memo, the 258 
results came as quite a surprise.  I am very confused with the vote and the basis for that vote.  J. Langdell 259 
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wondered which set of plans were referenced, as this has been through at least four different iterations.  K. 260 
Clinton said that original plan, did include the Hutchinson House as part of the overall project; however, the 261 
access point on North River Rd was not substantially different from the current plan.  At that first meeting, Mr. 262 
Wheeler was the sole point of view for that belief which was not echoed by any of the other members.  It is 263 
referenced in those minutes that it didn’t make sense from an engineering standpoint at all.  From a safety 264 
standpoint, NH DOT would weigh in.  Throughout this process, nobody with any jurisdiction felt that way.  NH 265 
DOT did state that they would be agreeable to having it be a through road if we so chose and if we could provide 266 
safe sight distance, but not that they wanted it to be the main access point.  J. Langdell read the NH DOT letter 267 
dated 11/14/12.  She then asked if one could even find 400ft of safe sight distance there.  K. Clinton replied not on 268 
our property and we have had discussions with the abutter but with a different plan, different driveway locations 269 
and a different approach.  E. Duymazlar said the key piece of pertinent information is that to even have a chance 270 
at sight distance we would need to enter into agreements for easements with the abutters and change the nature of 271 
their frontage significantly.  K. Clinton said Rte 13 is the more substantial road that is safer to have access onto.  272 
It is on the correct side of the curb, the outside edge.  The access on North River Rd has less safe sight distance 273 
and it’s on the inside of the road.  According to the NH DOT letter, we already have approval as long as we 274 
provide the drainage plans to show we’re not going to affect drainage on the road.  There was a lack of decision at 275 
that original TSC meeting.  J. Langdell also noted it was a short committee; former chief Tortorelli and Rick 276 
Riendeau were not in attendance.   277 
 278 
S. Duncanson explained that his concern, as was part of Mr. Wheeler’s argument, was with people traveling north 279 
on Rte 13 and going too fast around that curve to see a car stopped to turn left into this complex.  There is no 280 
depreciation of speed on that side as cars don’t have to stop.  J. Langdell inquired about the distance there.  K. 281 
Clinton noted that the development entrance is about 550ft from the V of the road and the overriding criteria that 282 
we have to follow is specified by NH DOT.   283 
 284 
Tree removal/Forester comments 285 
K. Clinton addressed the concerns from Ms. Kranz saying it turns out that Charlie Koch is the consulting forester 286 
for the Amherst Conservation Commission and he surprised at the request for a second opinion.  Ms. Kranz is the 287 
secretary for that commission and would have firsthand knowledge of his work.  She probably was not aware that 288 
Charlie did the report.  J. Langdell said we do not know how she gleaned the information.  K. Clinton said he did 289 
some research on Big Tree program and the gnarly white pines on this property probably wouldn’t qualify for that 290 
program, since their purpose is to locate the most outstanding tree species that grow in New Hampshire.  We think 291 
this report is fine and he offered to call Ms. Kranz personally.     292 
    293 
P. Amato said one of the potential issues is that the applicants hired a forester and got the opinion they wanted.  294 
Potentially a county forester that wasn’t attached to the project could look at this and come up with the same 295 
results or different ones.  It will drastically change the way the street looks and a second opinion is not a huge 296 
expense and we would have done our job to protect the integrity of Rte 13.  K. Clinton responded by offering to 297 
call the county forester and put him in touch with Charlie Koch to discuss further.          298 
 299 
J. Langdell thanked Ms. Kranz for calling and Mike Cleveland for writing the editorial in the Cabinet.  It can’t 300 
hurt to have a second opinion, especially if it costs nothing.  There was consensus from the Board for Jodie to 301 
coordinate a second opinion from Mr. Nute or John Ferguson who is retired. 302 
 303 
Lighting/signage 304 
K. Clinton said although lighting and signage details have not been included in tonight’s plans, we will satisfy the 305 
Ambulance concerns.  He distributed an example of the single lamp post design that is internally lit and downcast.   306 
Each unit will have porch lights and there will be a development sign at the entrance that may be lit. 307 
 308 
Architecturals/Floor plans 309 
E. Duymazlar distributed the most recent version of the architecturals, dated 2/13.  We are trying to preserve the 310 
barn nature of the existing structure and based on Mr. Amato’s comments at the previous meeting, our solution is 311 
to redo the two story structure referenced on pages 1 and 2.  The timber frame will be removed and reused off-312 
site.  We recognize the need to have a clubhouse and for it to be functional for the size of the community and that 313 
you have regulations we have to meet.  The new calculations are based on the final floor plan’s gross square 314 
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footage at 25,327SF of living space.  The requirement is 5% of that or 1,267SF and our proposed clubhouse area 315 
is 1,350SF excluding the staircase to the parking level.  There is no more storage space; it will be a two story 316 
clubhouse.  The primary level will have a kitchenette, a meeting area with an area for 48 seats and a bathroom.  317 
The lower level will house an activity area and with a bathroom.  We did verify that there is ADA accessibility 318 
and compliance for both levels.  K. Clinton said each duplex will have a single car garage and two external spaces 319 
and we kept the roof structures low but the architectural views not to scale and don’t necessarily represent the 320 
landscaping.         321 
 322 
P. Amato asked if the duplexes would have stackable washers and dryers.  E. Duymazlar said in some cases yes, 323 
the closet was designed to handle a full size stackable.  As we get into this, we’re apt to make small internal 324 
changes if we can improve things.  All units will have full basements with the exception of the garden style units 325 
and although we discussed slabs, we keep coming back to the need for storage.  The garden style homes would 326 
have detached garages/carports.  They are set up as carports we but would consider the Board’s preference.   327 
 328 
J. Langdell noted that there is a certain amount of activity for 55+ and maybe they would want storage for bikes.   329 
 330 
S. Robinson agreed, saying she was not sure that a carport design makes sense for this population.  E. Duymazlar 331 
said we sometimes build enclosed storage closets at the back of the carport and carports tend to give a more open 332 
feel.   333 
 334 
P. Amato referenced the small carriage shed garages at the JP Chemical facility and noted that a garage would 335 
offer more security.  It’s right at your entrance and a garage would look more appropriate.  E. Duymazlar said 336 
they will add garages.  P. Amato inquired about the square footage of the singles versus the duplexes.  E. 337 
Duymazlar went over the floor plans.  The unit size might be about 15% smaller than the units at Peacock Brook 338 
in Amherst which are two story cape and New England styles while here everything will be on one floor.  We are 339 
using the same designer so the details will be similar. 340 
 341 
S. Duncanson asked if the structures would be stick built.  E. Duymazlar said yes for the residences but the barn 342 
might have to be built to a different code.   343 
  344 
Landscaping 345 
K. Clinton said Randy Knowles has designed a comprehensive plan to redevelop the buffers and landscape the 346 
site; page SP8 references the overall design, LS2 contains the details and both are based on the understanding that 347 
the white pines will be removed.  E. Duymazlar said we are sensitive to redevoping the screening along the Rte 13 348 
corridor and for the abutters from the new construction.  We focused on using trees that provide screening and our 349 
plantings will create a denser, lower buffer early on.  It is important to note that we need to sell these homes and 350 
have to be sensitive to the marketing needs, as well as the abutters.  Good examples of the proposed landscaping 351 
would be Summerfield of Amherst and Peacock Brook.  Due to the elevation drop on the site, we don’t need to 352 
add a lot of berm to buffer a ranch, but we will consider size and width for the buffer.  There are substantially 353 
more perimeter plantings than we usually do.   354 
 355 
S. Robinson said the plan looks good; it has density and frequency.  She also stated that it is very important for 356 
the landscaping to really enhance what you are trying to do.  E. Duymazlar agreed.   357 
  358 
P. Amato asked if the site would be clear cut to the property line even on the west.  E. Duymazlar said the simple 359 
answer is yes, and we would keep what was safe to save; however, from a practical standpoint it would be better 360 
to take everything down, eliminate any safety issues, re-grade, create any berms and replant the whole site.  We 361 
will be sensitive to the abutters and create added buffer for the Mallows because it appears that their current 362 
buffer is created by the plantings on our side of the property line which we will put back.  P. Amato made an 363 
observation that Bartlett Commons in Amherst planted a great deal of landscaping that looked beautiful in the 364 
beginning, but now that ten years have passed, it almost needs thinning.    365 
 366 
 367 
 368 
 369 
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Traffic 370 
K. Clinton referenced the traffic counts supplied to the Board and reported that there would be less than 200 trips 371 
per day and looking at the current level of service for Rte 13 and the peak several years ago, there is a 14% drop 372 
in traffic.  The number of cars per day is negligible and will not affect the level of safety of the road.  We shared 373 
this data and the TSC minutes with NH DOT; they had no problem whatsoever.  In fact, they have already given 374 
us approval and it is not unsafe in their opinion.  If they felt correction was necessary, they could have us widen 375 
the pavement or add a turning land, but they made no comments to that effect.  The paved width of the road at the 376 
entrance is shown on page 4 of 20.  The pavement on Mont Vernon Rd is 25ft +/- with a 66ft ROW, nearly the 377 
same as North River Rd which only has a 49ft +/- ROW.  NH DOT has reviewed this plan and deemed this an 378 
adequate primary entrance.  The Community Development staff supports this as well.   379 
 380 
J. Langdell said the concerns from the TSC from the 11/26/12 minutes were relative to eventual traffic impacts 381 
and the potential to lower the speed limit and/or add another stop sign and possibly a turning lane with the fear 382 
that this would turn into another Rte 101A.  K. Clinton reiterated that they are accounting for a dedicated area for 383 
re-configuration of the intersection.  A T-intersection, should it be deemed necessary, will eliminate any of these 384 
concerns by drastically reducing the flow-through and slow the traffic much more than changing our access point.  385 
J. Langdell said that would then change the natural flow of Rte 13 which is a main north-south route in town.   386 
 387 
P. Amato said he’d like to see access on both roads.  He understands the concerns with cutting through and the 388 
sight distance on North River Rd, but we will be cutting off many of these residents’ ability to get out of their 389 
neighborhood from a different way.  The Mont Vernon Rd exit is not unsafe but we are taking all the traffic to 390 
that one location, especially to turn right onto North River Rd.  K. Clinton said there will be a dumpster on site so 391 
residents will not have to make trips to the dump and it is no faster to get to a grocery store that way, he’s clocked 392 
the mileage to Shaw’s and Stop & Shop.  J. Langdell said they might be going to Market Basket or Fitch’s Farm 393 
or Trombly Gardens.  P. Amato asked what the options were to discourage cut-throughs.  K. Clinton said a high 394 
tech gate that the residents themselves could get out of is really not practical.  J. Langdell expressed concern with 395 
the safety and sight distance on North River Rd and said she feels that there would be cut-throughs having two 396 
entrances as we’ve seen in other developments.  That is another reason why North River Rd has become so much 397 
more trafficked is because people use it to avoid going through town.  Discussion regarding access followed, 398 
using Kessler Farms in Nashua and Ledgewood as references.     399 
  400 
S. Duncanson said instead of putting a gate at the North River Rd entrance, could you make that piece of road up 401 
to unit #9 a one-way out only.  K. Clinton said without a gate, people will cut through the development from Rte 402 
13 to North River Rd.  These are private roads not constructed to handle that amount of traffic.  S. Duncanson 403 
asked if there would be signs at the entrances stating that this is a private road.  K. Clinton said he didn’t know; 404 
there would be a development name, but didn’t know if there would be signs stating private drive or dead-end.  P. 405 
Amato added that if you put “do not enter - one-way” people won’t go there.  K. Clinton said the size of the drive 406 
is based on the size of fire apparatus.  E. Duymazlar said there is still a significant road block which is that we 407 
don’t have sight distance without an agreement from the neighbors.  S. Duncanson said you would for a right turn 408 
only.  K. Clinton said we will take a look at that to see if it’s feasible, given the nature of the plantings there.  J. 409 
Levandowski said the initial Ambulance and Fire comments were that it be a gated access point, given the current 410 
layout.   411 
 412 
Chairperson Langdell opened the hearing to the public.   413 
K. Bauer, North River Rd 414 
 She used to live in this area and confirmed that people do speed, it is a blind corner and coming to this 415 

development from downtown, there is that chance of getting rear-ended there.  Several neighbors have had 416 
that experience while waiting to turn into their driveways.   417 

 As far as reconfiguring the intersection, which has been discussed, the State has no money and a long list of 418 
other projects that need to be done.  While it would be valuable to get this done, it won’t be for years to come, 419 
so we have to look at the way it is now.    420 

 Residents will have to take a right turn out of the development and then another very sharp right turn to go 421 
west.  If there were a right turn out of the development onto North River Rd, it would be more convenient. 422 
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 Ledgewood has caused a lot of problems and we’ve had a lot of complaints and suggestions to the BOS 423 
regarding the exit/entrance on Nashua St.   424 

 She likes the landscaping plan.  The units along Mont Vernon where the bedrooms face out onto Mont 425 
Vernon Rd, need good screening as fast as possible.   426 

 What kind of street lighting would there be at the main access.  K. Clinton said there is an entrance sign 427 
proposed with may be lit on each side so that it would be readily identifiable to residents, guests and the 428 
general public.       429 

 She was fine with the proposed crosswalk for the easterly section of the residences, but it is not convenient for 430 
the residents on the other side of the Hutchinson House.   431 

 As a citizen, what is the ball park cost for a unit?  E. Duymazlar said as low as possible, but around $200,000.  432 
The goal is to pick a price point to help the product move but it is relative to the cost structure.   433 

 434 
Chairperson Langdell closed the public portion of the meeting.    435 
 436 
Crosswalks 437 
K. Clinton said the Planning Board made some suggestions at the last meeting to move it more to the north and 438 
west, perhaps aligned with the nursing home. The TSC suggested aligning it with the emergency access drive or 439 
to consider two crosswalks.  A crosswalk is only paint on pavement so we’ll submit the NH DOT applications 440 
with multiple locations for the crosswalks.  J. Langdell noted that one of the points discussed at the last meeting 441 
was that this location on the plan wouldn’t need any work on the south side of the street, but if it were moved 442 
closer to St. Joseph’s facility there would have to be some work done to make it ADA compliant.  K. Clinton 443 
noted that some of the savings from the sewer extension could be used, if the Planning Board or TSC prefers the 444 
change in location.  NH DOT has the ultimate decision as it is their jurisdiction.  P. Amato said it is great idea to 445 
have two crosswalks if it doesn’t pose a problem.  E. Duymazlar said if it’s good for the neighborhood then let’s 446 
do it. 447 
 448 
K. Clinton said the final plan set is near completion and almost ready for final submission; however, the timing of 449 
the submission and meeting dates is such that we probably wouldn’t get on until the April hearing.  We will 450 
submit the drainage to Fred Elkind for review and the DOT permit applications and the AOT application should 451 
go out next week.  Does the Board feel that there is more to discuss from a design review standpoint?  If not, we 452 
would like further give and take with Town staff, namely Fred Elkind, Dave Boucher, and the Fire Department so 453 
they can officially comment by memo.  J. Langdell said if you feel you are ready to go for final approval; go 454 
ahead.  P. Amato added that doesn’t mean that the Board will grant all the approvals at that first meeting.   455 
 456 
S. Duncanson inquired about the timeframe for the project.  E. Duymazlar said typically we do all the 457 
infrastructure up front, then build the garden style units and community room and will phase the remainder at four 458 
units at a time.   459 
 460 
K. Clinton said they wouldn’t be submitting final application in March, it would be a continuation of design 461 
review and a brief discussion on timing followed.  P. Amato said we’ve design reviewed this plenty and now we 462 
need to see final plans.  P. Amato then made a motion to grant a 65 day extension for the application.  J. Plant 463 
seconded and all in favor.  K. Clinton stated they are ready to go to final application.  J. Langdell then noted that 464 
this is the end of design review; we hope to see you in April.    465 
 466 
There was a brief recess at 9:00PM. 467 
 468 
OTHER BUSINESS: 469 
St. Joseph Hospital – Nashua St – Map 31, Lot 32; Discussion on proposed conceptual design.   470 
 471 
Chairperson Langdell recognized: 472 
Jay Heavisides, Meridian Land Services, Inc. 473 
Robert Demers, Director of Operations for St. Joseph Hospital 474 
Steve Clayman, Lavallee Brensinger Architects 475 
Kathy Cowette, Director of Planning for St. Joseph Healthcare 476 
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S. Clayman presented conceptual plans dated 1/15/13 and they hope to be back with formal application in April 477 
and begin construction this summer.  The existing medical center dates back to the 1980’s and over the years it 478 
has served its purpose but is in need of replacement.  The design and layout is not ideal for modern medicine and 479 
it doesn’t promote efficiency or effective use of the facility.  There are large portions of the building that can no 480 
longer be used.  The commitment to the Milford community by St. Joe’s to build a new facility here will take 481 
advantage of modern design and organizational thinking and health care.  There are constraints on the site that 482 
will limit the building and its location.  We need to construct the new building while the existing building is kept 483 
operational and PSNH prohibits building underneath the power lines easements although parking and a roadway 484 
is allowed.  As a result, this is the only place to build the new building and accomplish integration with the 485 
existing medical office building.  We will link the main floor of the new structure to the second floor of the 486 
existing medical office building.  The new facility will have an ER department, radiology , lab, rehab, and 487 
incorporate some new additional medical office space on the second floor.  The design will accommodate all the 488 
clinical spaces on one level instead of split as they are now and will be arranged more as individual services with 489 
clear entrances.  The site plan that evolved provided a great opportunity for the hospital to fix some of the 490 
problems on site, primarily the access and parking.   Currently patients and staff sometimes have to cross the 491 
roadway from the side parking area to get to the facility and also the ambulances use the same lot as the visitors.  492 
This layout will provide a more direct route to the parking for patients, segregate service traffic and better define 493 
staff parking.  The patient parking will be close to the entrance and the covered drop off will be a huge 494 
improvement from what is there now.  The parking will also be increased by thirty (30) spaces on site to 495 
accommodate the need; we are not increasing the programs in the facility.  The aerial view dated 1/15/13 shows 496 
the site.  The building is broken into pieces to reduce the sense of scale from the street and will be more in 497 
keeping with the residential properties in the area.  We reintroduced sloped roofs as key points.  We wanted to 498 
highlight the community room as a major feature of the facility and have it right up front and visible from Nashua 499 
St as well as the entrance.  We wanted to encourage the feel of entering a campus and keep a lower scale to again 500 
fit more with the surrounding residential properties.     501 
 502 
J.  Heavisides further described the constraints on site.  We have to avoid the PSNH easement as well as poles and 503 
guy wires which pushed building over.  There are also wetlands and a detention basin on site.  The slope of the lot 504 
will make the new entrance lower than Nashua St and correct the existing blind spot.  We’re separating out the 505 
ambulance entrance and there will be no connector for pedestrians or patients; the west side will only be for staff 506 
parking and ambulances.  We also added a provision for a possible mobile MRI unit that added a little more 507 
pavement.  When we met with Bill Parker, building, planning and fire staff there was much discussion on the 508 
maneuvering of the trailer.  We are working on a design to minimize the impact that trailer could possibly have.  509 
The facility is currently connected to water and sewer, so no new connections will be required.  We will meet the 510 
landscaping requirements and will address the Nashua/Elm Street Corridor guidelines.  The drainage will be a 511 
trade-off between the pavement and buildings and not have much impact.  Our stormwater will consist of 512 
recharge basins and rain gardens.  J. Heavisides said there is better sight distance at the new entrance and the new 513 
drive will help separate the main Kaley Park traffic.  We would love to get more parking to serve the existing 514 
medical office building but the slope and grade is prohibitive.    515 
 516 
B. Demers explained the timing of the project which would most likely consist of removing the barn and house 517 
portion of the building which is not in use now, constructing the new temporary entrance, construct the parking, 518 
then the construction of the medical office portion, the demolition of the old facility and then the final 519 
construction.  The goal is for completion in June, 2014.   520 
 521 
  522 
S. Clayman said the architectural design of the building has gone through a lengthy evolution.  The doctors and 523 
medical professionals really wanted this to feel like a modern medical facility.  It’s the equivalent of making a 524 
Wal-Mart look like a barn.  You can dress it up, but it still looks like a Wal-Mart dressed up as a barn.   The goal 525 
was to come up with a design that expressed the fact that this was a modern facility equipped to provide modern 526 
technology and had advanced from the current facility which is dated.  The barn never worked because it didn’t 527 
look like a health facility.  We are trying to find that point which reflects the existing medical office building in 528 
the traditional, conventional architecture of Milford and be honest that this is a community health center in a 529 
modern facility and evoke St Joe’s image as an organization.  Dr. Martin, who is head of the ER department, felt 530 
that when people drive by, it should feel like this is a branch of the hospital.  We also wanted to convey that this is 531 
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a community medical center with a strong community room.  The goal is to involve the community in health and 532 
wellness and make it an accessible facility.  The original design that came out of our group charrettes was a barn 533 
but it was this huge building that exceeded your height limits and just seemed out of scale.  It is a 24,000SF 534 
facility, 18,000SF of which is on the first floor and that is the nature of creating an efficient small medical health 535 
center.  In trying to connect everybody and minimize the use of elevators and stairs, the footprint is like that of a 536 
supermarket, but we’re trying to not make it look like one.      537 
  538 
K. Cowette explained that this design was our first rendition.  The basic overall concept of slanted roofs and the 539 
main access are fundamental design issues that we hoped to get across.  We also had an informational meeting 540 
with the abutters on Linden St. and invited Mrs. McGuire who was not able to attend.  They saw this conceptual 541 
design and seemed happy with the newer, more modern facility and understood the fact that in order to maintain 542 
services, we had to situate the building differently.  B. Demers noted that the one issue brought up at that meeting 543 
was the headlights and we will address that with a fence or something.  He also discussed traffic by the ambulance 544 
area and said we wanted to create a barrier between the parking areas which will probably be some type of 545 
landscaping berm.  The Fire Department was fine with preventing visitor traffic affecting that entrance.  K. 546 
Cowette reiterated that one of the major issues, from feedback from patients and physicians, was convenience for 547 
going between buildings for services.   S. Clayman said we can look at breaking the scale down along Nashua St 548 
and will incorporate materials similar to those used the medical office building but the footprint is very different 549 
and we don’t want to get into attached fake roofs.  We want a meaningful design.   550 
 551 
J.  Heavisides said that off-site improvements such as the left turn lane have been discussed for years.  This 552 
section of Nashua St has a dedicated 10-15 ft ROW for the future widening of Nashua St and it is easier to put the 553 
turning lane at the new location due to its location and the fact that St. Joseph now owns the additional property.  554 
J. Langdell said it is assumed that you will increase your volume of service which also increases traffic.  In 555 
addition to perhaps the needs of Kaley Park there is also the need to get people safely in and out of your facility.      556 
 557 
P. Amato said we do appreciate St. Joe’s dedication to this town and providing this service in town.  J. Langdell 558 
said to have this medical center in the hub of the Souhegan Valley, with Amherst, Wilton, Lyndeborough, 559 
Brookline, and Mont Vernon  is a huge asset to not just Milford, but to our larger community.  It’s on Milford 560 
land, in the middle of the “granite town”, in a very special neighborhood and it’s a neighborhood health center; 561 
we get what you are trying to do.  We can work to find a happy medium.  P. Amato suggested looking at the 562 
ordinance and examples from the guidelines, take tonight’s input and come back for another discussion.   563 
 564 
Board comments:  565 
 We understand the need for the new building, the constraints of the property, and the need to keep the facility 566 

open during construction. 567 
 Issues with ambulance headlights will have to be addressed. 568 
 Would like to see it look more like the existing medical office building and incorporate the charm of the 569 

medical office building.  570 
 Would prefer a design that was more reflective of Milford. 571 
 The new building design does not fit in as an entrance to Milford.   572 
 The proposed building is huge and out of scale.  573 
 Want to see good articulation of main entrances.  574 
 Could staff access from Linden St be closed off? 575 
 The general design of the building doesn’t belong .  576 
 The front parking and possible relocation.   577 
 Want to see some give and take on the design. 578 
 Comply with the Nashua Elm Street Corridor guidelines. 579 
 Envision a community garden. 580 
 Parking during construction? 581 
 Landscaping along Nashua St and screening the large parking lot.    582 
 See an elevation plan with windows and more details. 583 

 584 
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 585 
NRPC   586 
J. Langdell announced that the Nashua Regional Planning Commission (NRPC) will be holding a regional 587 
housing workshop  on  3/29/13 from 11:30 AM to 3:00 PM.  Information is available at the Community 588 
Development Office or on the NRPC website at www.nashuarpc.org.     589 
 590 
S. Duncanson made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 9:55pm.  M. Ohlson seconded and all in favor.     591 
  592 
 593 
MINUTES OF THE FEB 19, 2013 PLANNING BOARD PUBLIC HEARING APPROVED _______, 2013    594 
                   595 
Motion to approve:  _____________ 596 
 597 
Motion to second: _____________ 598 
 599 
_______________________________________________ Date: _________  600 
Signature of the Chairperson/Vice-Chairman:    601 

http://www.nashuarpc.org/
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STAFF MEMO 
Planning Board Meeting 

 

 

March 19, 2013 

 

 

Agenda Item #2 Vita L. Vaitkunas Rev. Living Trust & Federal Hill 235 Realty Trust – 

Federal Hill Rd – Map 53, Lots 67-2 and 68   

 

Public hearing for a lot line adjustment and minor subdivision to create one new residential 

lot and to consider a waiver request from Development Regulations, Section 5.06, Submittal 

Requirements. 

 

Background: 

The applicant is proposing a lot line revision and minor subdivision creating one new residential 

lot off of Federal Hill Road. The properties involved are situated between Federal Hill and Colburn 

Roads. The purpose of this lot line adjustment and subdivision is to adjust the common lot line 

between lots 53-67-2 and 53-68 and to subdivide off the existing house on lot 53-67-2 thus 

creating one new residential lot with access of off Federal Hill Road. The new lot (53-67-3) meets 

the 200’ frontage and 2 acre zoning minimums on a Class V or better roadway required in the 

Residence “R” Zone. Lots 53-67-2 and 53-68 will remain conforming lots (Note: Lot 53-67-2 was 

created at the time when “private ways were allowed).  

 

A majority of lot 53-67-2 (quarry lot) is wooded and subject to steep slopes and wetlands with a 

granite quarry located in the center of the property. The drainage pattern on site is predominantly 

into the site’s central wetlands area on the northern portion of the lot and a significant amount 

flows downward into the quarry area.  

 

Main access to the existing house on lot 53-67-2 is from an access easement located on lot 53-68-1 

off of Federal Hill Road. Access to the existing house shall remain at this location following 

subdivision approval eliminating its access to Colburn Road. A second access easement is in place 

off of Colburn Road on lot 53-67 allowing access for two homes (53/67-1 & 53/67-2). If a new 

home is constructed on the quarry lot it shall be provided access through the existing easement off 

of Colburn Road.   

 

The abutter at 53/67 came into the Community Development Office on March 13th to inquire 

about access to the proposed subdivision. The abutter stated that the current access easement on his 

property on Colburn Rd is only for two homes and was relieved to know that access for the new lot 

53/67-3 will be from Federal Hill Rd. Abutter has no issues with the proposed subdivision plan.  

 

New Hampshire State Subdivision approval shall not be required for the proposed subdivision as 

all lots are greater than 5 acres.  
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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 plan set. 

 

Waiver Request: 

The applicant is requesting two waivers from Development Regulations Section 5.06, Submittal 

Requirements. The first waiver request is for locations of existing wells within 100 feet of the 

property in question. This request is inapplicable as an earlier version of the Minor Subdivision 

Application Checklist was provided on the Town Website. Current Minor Subdivision Regulations 

do not require the location of water supply details within 100 feet be shown on the plan. Staff is 

working to remove the incorrect checklist from the website and replace as necessary. The survey 

indicates the locations of existing wells on the affected properties along with the two lots off of 

Colburn road near the access easement. Since this requirement no longer exists, the Planning 

Board does not need to act on this waiver request. 

 

The second waiver request from Section 5.06 is from areas of wetlands and slopes over 25%. 

Topography at 2 foot intervals is provided on the plan for a majority of the site demonstrating 

areas of steep slope. Areas of wetlands are shown on sheet 2 of 3 located in the northern and 

southern portions of the quarry lot (53-67-2). The Board should seek additional information from 

the applicant as to the location of the proposed home on lot 53-67-2 to feel comfortable that 

sufficient topographic information is provided to insure there is no impact on the wetlands and that 

steep slopes will not create problems. If the Board is comfortable with the information then full 

topographic detail for all the property is not required.  

 

Interdepartmental Reviews: 

Zoning Administrator- Lots all meet area and frontage requirements. Although lot line create 

irregular lot the overall density created with the addition of a new building lot remains far less than 

is allowed in the ‘R’ Zone and rural character is maintained.  

 

Heritage Commission- no issues with the proposed subdivision plan. 

 

Department of Public Works- no issues with the proposed subdivision plan 

 

Fire Department- has no issues with the proposed subdivision plan 

 

Building Department- well radius easements will be required. 

 

No comments were received as of March 14, 2013 from Police, Water Utilities, Ambulance or 

Assessing. The Conservation Commission’s regular meeting was held after staff memos were 

distributed, if any comments come in, Staff will let the Board know at the meeting. 
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Staff Recommendations: 

The Board should first act on the waiver request of Section 5.06. Since there is an existing 

driveway stretching from Colburn Road to Federal Hill Road, the Board should discuss how the 

two lots will be separated to prevent cut through on neighboring access easements. Additionally, 

the Board should address the amount of available buildable area on lot 53-67-2. 

 

If the Board then decides to approve the Lot Line Adjustment and Minor Subdivision application 

Staff would recommend the following conditions of approval prior to the signing of the plan: 

1. Note #14 be removed as the Growth Management Ordinance is no longer enforced; 

2. A note be added to the plan stating that a well radius easement will be required from the 

property owners of lot 53/67-2; 

3. A note be added stating lot 53-67-2 will require approval of a Stormwater Management 

Permit prior to commencement of site work if over 5,000 SF of area will be disturbed.  
4. A note added to the plan stating the intended points of access for the new lot; 

5. All boundary monumentation be set as noted on the plan; 

6. Revise note #7 to read “Minimum Open Space for all uses other than single-family and 

two-family dwellings is 30%; 

7. All applicable easement documentation be summited to the Town of Milford; 
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STAFF MEMO 
Planning Board Meeting 

 

 

March 19, 2013 

 

 

Agenda Item #3 John Samonas – Nashua St – Map 44, Lot 11.   

 

Public hearing for a subdivision to create one new developable lot in the ICI District. 

 

Background: 

The applicant is proposing a subdivision of Map 44 Lot 1,1the proposed 99 Restaurant site. The 

purpose of the subdivision is to create two parcels for future commercial development purposes. 

The existing 8.5 acre property is zoned Integrated Commercial Industrial (ICI) and currently 

features an existing foundation and paved parking area for a potential restaurant. The property is 

situated on the south side of Nashua Street with existing retail uses to the east and west (Burger 

King to the east and Walgreens to the west). Access to the parcels will be provided by an existing 

shared access easement located on the Walgreens site.  

 

Both lots will meet minimum lot size requirements however, the rear six (6) acre lot does not meet 

the required 150 foot frontage. The property received a variance (case #2012-29) from the ZBA on 

December 6, 2012 for the creation of a new developable lot with no frontage on a Class V or better 

road. The new lot was approved with an access easement from lot 44-13-1 (Walgreens). 

 

A majority of the proposed rear lot contains with wetlands and shall require ZBA approval from 

Article VI, Sections 6.026.A.6 & 6.026.B to impact wetlands and buffer as well as all applicable 

state and federal approvals for any future development of the site.   

 

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 plan set and ZBA decision letter.  

 

Interdepartmental Reviews: 

Zoning Administrator- no issues with the proposed subdivision plan. Received subdivision 

approval from ZBA on December 6, 2012 

Heritage Commission- no issues with the proposed subdivision plan. 

Department of Public Works- no issues with the proposed subdivision plan 

Fire Department- has no issues with the proposed subdivision plan. 

Building Department- No issues 
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No comments were received as of March 14, 2013 from Police, Water Utilities, Ambulance or 

Assessing. The Conservation Commission’s regular meeting was held after staff memos were 

distributed, if any comments come in, Staff will let the Board know at the meeting. 

 

Staff Recommendations:  
If the Board decides to approve the Subdivision application Staff would recommend the 

following conditions of approval:  

1. A note be added stating the new lot (44/11-1) is subject to include Police Impact fees (to be 

determined at time of building permit application);  

2. The road name on the plan should read as Nashua Street not Rt 101A;  

3. Note #4 should include the ZBA case # 2012-29; 

4. The new lot line should be labeled as “new lot line”; 

5. A note stating that development of lot 44-11-1 shall be subject to appropriate local and state 

approvals for wetlands crossing and buffer disturbance; 

6. Note #11 should be removed as the Growth Management Ordinance is no longer in place; 

7. Add a note stating each lot will require approval of a Stormwater Management Permit prior 

to commencement of site work if over 5,000 SF of area will be disturbed.  
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March 19, 2013 

 

 

Agenda Item #4: Carole M Colburn, trustee for Carole M Colburn Rev Trust – 

Osgood Rd – Map 51, Lot 1 

 

Public Hearing for a lot line revision and subdivision creating one new residential lot 

 

 

Background: 

The applicant is before the board for a discussion of a potential subdivision of a 85.366 acre 

(3,718,606 sq. ft.) parcel. The Planning Board will likely recognize this plan from last October 

when the applicant was before the Board proposing a lot line revision and subdivision. Also, a 

minor subdivision in 2011 creating the three (3) buildable frontage lots and an extensive design 

review phase took place in 2007 for this property to subdivide the parcel into 32 open space 

residential lots, with a through road connecting to Woodhawk Dr and one cul-de-sac. That 

application made it through the design review phase in May of 2008, but never returned for Final 

Application as the economy stalled and the money for outside engineering review was not 

available. 

 

Timeline 2006-Present: 
December 2006 – Discussion- Conceptual discussion of the proposed subdivision. The Board 

reviewed the proposal and asked the applicant to come back with a formal application for design 

review. At the meeting the Board discussed the idea of having a conventional subdivision on this 

property. 

 

February 2007 – Design Review- Design review for a potential subdivision of the original 94.9 

acre parcel into 32 lots meeting all area, frontage and slope requirements. The lots are to be 

serviced by individual wells and septic. The Planning Board approved the density for no more than 

thirty-two (32) lots and the applicant go forward with an open space subdivision plan.  

 

July 2007 - ZBA Hearing - ZBA Hearing was tabled until the August 16, 2007 meeting for special 

exception from Article VI, Section 6.026.A.6 to impact 10,800 SF of wetlands and a special 

exception from Article V, Section 6.026.B to impact 19,762 SF of wetlands buffer for the 

construction of a roadway. 

 

August 2007 – ZBA Hearing & State Application- Applicant received special exception approval 

from the ZBA on August 16, 2007 from Article VI, Section 6.026.A.6 to impact 10,800 SF of 
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wetlands and a special exception from Article V, Section 6.026.B to impact 19,762 SF of wetlands 

buffer for the construction of a roadway. The applicant also submitted a dredge and fill application 

to the state. 

 

September 2007 – Final Application - First public hearing for the final application of a 

subdivision off of Osgood road. At this meeting the Board tabled the application until the 

November 2007 meeting pending a site walk scheduled for October 2nd and outside engineering 

review and comments.  

 

November 2007 – Extension Request – Per the applicant’s request, a sixty-five (65) day extension 

was granted in accordance with RSA 676:4 and application was tabled to the January 15, 2008 

meeting. 

 

January 2008 – Extension Request – Per the applicant’s request, a sixty-five (65) day extension 

was granted in accordance with RSA 676:4 and application was tabled to the March 18, 2008 

meeting. 

 

March 2008 – Extension Request – Per the applicant’s request, a sixty-five (65) day extension 

was granted in accordance with RSA 676:4 and application was tabled to the May 20, 2008 

meeting. 

 

May 2008 – Extension Request – Per the applicant’s request, a six (6) month extension was 

granted in accordance with RSA 676:4 and application was tabled to the December 16, 2008 

meeting with the condition that abutters be re-notified at the applicant’s cost. 
 

December 2008 – Application Withdrawal – Applicant decided to withdraw their application and 

hoped to return when the economy turns around. 

 

September 2011 – Scenic Road Hearing & Public Hearing for Minor Subdivision – Applicant 

returned to the Board in 2011with a separate application proposing to subdivide lot 51/1 into 3 new 

building lots and one large remainder lot on Osgood Rd. The Planning Board conditionally 

approved the subdivision of the 3 frontage lots. A scenic Road hearing was also held for the partial 

removal of stonewall and potential tree cutting/trimming for one new driveway and one new 

shared driveway off of Osgood Road. Planning Board granted approved subject to the disturbed 

portion of the stone wall be rebuilt along the new driveway or incorporated into the existing wall.  

 

October 2012 – Public Hearing for a Lot Line Adjustment & Minor Subdivision- Applicant was 

back before the board last October for a lot line adjustment to revise the common lot line between 

lots 51-1 and 51/1-2 by exchanging parcels to create a more even lot and to create one new 

buildable lot. The Planning Board conditionally approved the lot line adjustment and subdivision. 

The subdivision created a lot of 2.514 acres (109,493 sq. ft.), leaving the original parcel with 

85.366 acres (3,718,606 sq. ft.). The large (85.366 acre) remainder lot was left with less than 200 

feet of frontage on a Class V or better road. 
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Staff Recommendations: 

If the applicant wishes to come back for development or phasing of the original subdivision plan a 

new application shall be required and appropriate permits and all fees secured. There is a 

likelihood that the original subdivision plan will no longer be considered since Milford’s Open 

Space and Conservation Zoning District Ordinance was amended in 2011. 

 

The project received special exception approval from the ZBA on August 16, 2007 from Article 

VI, Section 6.026.A.6 to impact 10,800 SF of wetlands and a special exception from Article V, 

Section 6.026.B to impact 19,762 SF of wetlands buffer for the construction of a roadway. 

Additionally, the proper dredge and fill permit for the two proposed wetlands crossings and the 

AOT permitting for all the drainage were received. ZBA approvals and AOT permits have since 

expired and will need to be reapplied for should this development occur.  

 

Prior to withdrawal of the original application at the November 20, 2007 Planning Board meeting a 

motion was made to have the Town’s Engineer  review and comment on the plans at the applicants 

cost. Due to holdups with review costs and fees the plans were never distributed for engineering 

and drainage review and eventually the application was later withdrawn. 

 

As this is a conceptual discussion only, the applicant will give a synopsis of the project and any 

future plans proposed. The Board is free to voice any questions or comments on the project. The 

Board should use this time to work out any concerns regarding site layout, road design, phasing, 

etc... with the applicant. No decisions can be made at this point.  
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