AGENDA
November 20, 2012
Town Hall BOS Meeting Room - 6:30 PM

MINUTES:
1. Approval of minutes from the 10/16/12 meeting.

NEW BUSINESS:
2. Milford Center Trust — EIm St — Map 19, Lot 20; Public Hearing for a site plan to redevelop an existing
residential house into a commercial office; and to consider a request for a waiver from Development

Regulations, Article VI, Section 6.08, Landscaping.
(Fieldstone Land Consultants, PLLC)

OTHER BUSINESS:

WORKSESSION:

Future meetings:

11/27/12 Worksession

12/04/12 Possible Worksession

12/11/12 Public Hearing for Zoning Changes/Worksession (tentative)
12/18/12 Regular Meeting

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

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



MILFORD PLANNING BOARD PUBLIC HEARING  ~DRAFT ~
September 18, 2012 Board of Selectmen’s Meeting Room, 6:30 PM

Present:

Members: Staff:

Janet Langdell, Chairperson Jodie Levandowski, Town Planner

Tom Sloan, Vice-Chairman Bill Parker, Community Development Director
Paul Amato Dan Finan, Videographer

Kathy Bauer

Chris Beer Excused:

Steve Duncanson Judy Plant

Malia Ohlson, Alternate member

Susan Robinson, Alternate member

PUBLIC HEARING:
1. 2013-2018 Capital Improvements Plan.

MINUTES:
2. Approval of minutes from the 09/18/12 meeting.

OLD BUSINESS:
3. Dudley Family Trust / Professional Offices at 388 Nashua St - Nashua St — Map 31, Lot 12; Minor site

plan for a change of use from residential to office in the Residence “A” District.
(Tabled from 9/18/12)

NEW BUSINESS:

4. Brenda L Danforth — Young Rd — Map 51, Lot 17; Public Hearing for a subdivision creating two (2) new
residential lots.
(Meridian Land Services, Inc.)

5. Buchanan Construction Corp/Carole M Colburn Revocable Trust — Nye Dr & Osgood Rd — Map 51/1
and 51/1-2; Public Hearing for a lot line revision and subdivision creating one new residential lot.
(Meridian Land Services, Inc.)

OTHER BUSINESS:

6. Proposed Retail — EIm St and West St; Discussion for proposed retail at the southeast corner of West St and
Elm St.
(Tropic Star Development, LLC.)

7. Ducal Development LLC — North River and Mont Vernon Roads — Map 8, Lot 52; Discussion for Senior
Housing Development, North River Road and Mont Vernon Road.
(Meridian Land Services, Inc.)
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Chairperson Langdell called the meeting to order at 6:30PM, introduced the Board and staff, explained the
process for the public hearing and read the agenda.

PUBLIC HEARING:

2013-2018 Capital Improvements Plan.

J. Langdell acknowledged the CIP committee members; Chairman Steve Duncanson, Gil Archambault, Kevin
Drew, Matt Lydon, Colleen Moynihan, Judy Plant, Matt Sullivan and Rod Watkins and thanked the citizen
volunteers for lending their time and talents.

Bill Parker, Community Development Director presented the 2013-2018 CIP (Final Draft version).

B. Parker gave a PowerPoint presentation and a brief history of the Capital Improvements Plan and explained that
the Town of Milford Planning Board has the responsibility to put together the Capital Improvements Plan (CIP)
which is a planning tool utilized by the town decision-makers to lay out necessary capital improvement
expenditures with a cost of at least $75,000 over a 6-year timeframe with the intent of maintaining as level tax
rate impact as possible while providing for the needs of the Town. The CIP was authorized by state statue and by
Town vote in 1995. B. Parker explained the intent of the CIP is intended preserve public health, safety, and
welfare, Anticipate the demands of growth in town, avoid undue tax increases, develop a fair distribution of
capital costs, build a foundation for growth management and impact fees, identify ‘scattered and premature’
development and support economic development. He then explained the following in detail:

»  Benefits to the Community
» The CIP process
» Criteria used in reviewing projects

B. Parker then turned the presentation over to Steve Duncanson who then presented the 2013 calendar year
projects for consideration:
TOWN PROJECTS:
— Replacement of the 1999 and 2003 Ambulances: a total cost of $335,000 for both ambulances
— Nashua Street Sidewalk Construction from Medlyn Monument to Walgreen’s: Phase 1 & Phase 2 of the
Nashua Street Sidewalk Plan was combined for a total cost of $286,000.
— Replacement of an 8 cubic yard Dump Truck for DPW that was sold at auction in 2010 — at a cost of
$150,000.
— Replacement of a, 6 cubic yard Dump Truck- a replacement of one that is currently being used by Parks and
Recreation Department, Highway Department and Water Utilities — for a total cost of 90,000.
— Vacuum Sweeper; S. Duncanson noted that this item is on the CIP because the Federal Government
mandated that the Town clean the storm drains twice a year and purchase of sweeper will account for the
cleaning of 80% of the Town’s storm drains — a total cost of $230,000.

SCHOOL PROJECTS:

— Milford High School Parking — Phase I- $110,000 for land acquisition; S. Duncanson gave a breakdown of
the cost at 105,000 for the land and 5,000 for other fee’s associated with obtaining the land.

— Milford High School Fire Alarm System Upgrade — at a cost of $279,000.

— District Wide VOIP System ; Intercom system within all Milford schools — a cost of $263,320.

— Milford Middle School Carpet/Tile Replacement- a total cost of $105,181.

— Milford Middle School Roof Replacement — a total cost of $584,000.

w

. Duncanson read the following important notes in to the record:
= The Advisory Committee is charged with reviewing each project request and considers its placement in
the six-year plan relative to the criteria and justification provided by the department.
= Intent is to keep the tax rate impact as LEVEL AS POSSIBLE if ALL projects for a given year are
funded.
= Individual Advisory Committee members may or may not personally support the project, but act and vote
on the BOTTOM LINE tax rate impact.
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S. Duncanson went over the Tax Impact Table and mentioned the above projects would bring the town’s total
debt service which includes existing projects and new projects for 2013 to $1.77; for 2014 to $1.75; for 2015 to
$1.78; S. Duncanson ended the presentation and asked the Board for any questions they may have.

J. Langdell questioned what the rationale was behind the combining of phase 1 and phase 2 of the Nashua
Sidewalk Improvements Plan was. S. Duncanson explained the rationalization of that all came down to money
and what made the most sense. J. Langdell also inquired about the 2013 date for the new ambulances and are they
planning to get the new ambulances before or after the new station is built. S. Duncanson responded; after. J.
Langdell and when is the new station supposed to be completed. B. Parker answered that he wasn’t sure of the
construction schedule is, ground breaking is as soon as they can in the spring. Since there is no place to house the
new ambulances at this time, they will most likely be timed with completion of the new station.

Chairperson Langdell opened the floor for public comment. There being none, the public portion of the hearing
was closed.

Kathy Bauer made a motion to adopt the 2013-2018 CIP as recommended. Chris Beer seconded and all in favor.
J. Langdell again acknowledged the CIP committee members and volunteers for their time;

MINUTES:
C. Beer and K. Bauer suggested several typographical changes to the September 18, 2012 minutes.

J. Langdell made a motion to approve as amended. Moved by S. Duncanson. T. Sloan seconded and all in favor.

OLD BUSINESS:
Dudley Family Trust / Professional Offices at 388 Nashua St - Nashua St — Map 31, Lot 12; Minor site plan
for a change of use from residential to office in the Residence “A” District.

Chairperson Langdell gave a brief overview of the project as it was tabled from the September meeting.

J. Langdell recognized:
Steve and Kim Roberge, owners

Kim Roberge provided an overview of the revised site plan illustrating all existing and proposed landscaping on
site. K. Roberge explained a portion of a chain-link fence has been removed due to the installation of gas lines to
the house. However, the remainder of the fence located along the side and rear lot lines shall remain in existence.
K. Roberge explained they are proposing four additional vegetative plantings along the side lot line to create a
buffer area between the adjacent property. There are a proposed two home run rose bushes and two flower corpes
rose bushes. K. Roberge explained they were advised by Ponemah Farms that the plantings can grow between 3-5
ft. wide by 5 ft. high and can be chopped down and will grow right back.

J. Langdell pointed out the significant change to the parking arrangement on site. K. Roberge noted this is to
allow for a more suitable area for backing out and turning. K. Roberge then noted the additional parking space
shown on the plan.

J. Langdell asked for clarification on the location of the removed chain link fence. K. Roberge explained they
would be leaving the chain link fence on the side and rear lot lines for protection of the plantings and from a
plowing stand point. At this point there is no intent on taking down the fence.

K. Bauer asked for clarification on the location of the handicap parking spot and if its location in front of the
garage is acceptable.

J. Langdell noted the snow storage area was no longer shown on the revised plan and asked where snow will be
stored. K. Roberge apologized for leaving that area out on the revised plans, however snow storage shall remain
where is was originally proposed in the northeast corner of the lot near parking spaces 1 and 2.

3
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Chairperson Langdell opened the floor for public comment. There being none, the public portion of the hearing
was closed.

P. Amato pointed out the Board is at a similar spot that they were a month ago, potentially granting a conditional
approval pending a positive resolution of their variance request from the Zoning Board of Adjustment.

T. Sloan mentioned that he liked the new layout of the existing and proposed landscaping on site and that It makes
it a little bit easier to understand. T. Sloan was wondering if any thought was given to screening the parking lot
area from the head on. Steve Roberge said they thought a flower bed would be appropriate but they were afraid of
anything too tall because of the site lines on Nashua Street can be difficult. J. Langdell pointed out at the last
meeting there was discussion that the adjacent lot has shrubs in front that run along the side walk and coming out
of the street adjacent is very difficult. T. Sloan further added that it would add a great deal to the building. K.
Roberge stated that they do not plan to mow in that area and were thinking of orange and yellow day lily’s and
cone flowers since they get tall. K. Roberge added that a lot of people throw their trash in that area as they walk
by. T. Sloan questioned if the flower beds would properly screen the cars parked there from the front.

J. Langdell asked for clarification on the number of parking spaces required on site. J. Levandowski confirmed
that six (6) spaces and one (1) handicapped space are required. J. Langdell suggested that the note be revised to
reflect that.

P. Amato made a motion to approve the plan conditional on ZBA approval and the ZBA case number being added
to the plan. S. Duncanson seconded and all in favor.

K. Roberge personally thanked the staff members of the Community Development Office for all their assistance
during the process and for being so nice to work with.

NEW BUSINESS:
4. Brenda L Danforth — Young Rd — Map 51, Lot 17; Public Hearing for a subdivision creating two (2) new
residential lots. No abutters were present.

Chairperson Langdell recognized:
Randy Haight, Meridian Land Services, Inc.

J. Langdell stated based on staff memo the application is complete and asked the board if they believe the
application presented any potential regional impact. S. Duncanson made a motion that this application did not
present potential regional impact. P. Amato seconded and all in favor. C. Beer moved to accept the application. P.
Amato seconded and all in favor. J. Levandowski read the abutters into the record.

Randy Haight presented the plan dated 8/17/12 and explained that the sole purpose was to subdivide lot 51-17
which is15.8 acres on the middle portion of young road owned by Brenda Danforth. The proposal is to subdivide
off two lots of a little over 2 acres at the southeast portion of the lot. Both lots shall be conveyed to the sons. We
have submitted for state subdivision approval and have received approval for both lots. R. Haight presented site
distance profiles for the driveways to demonstrate there will be no issues with site distance on site. The remaining
lot will have about 613 feet of road frontage and 11 acres after the subdivision.

J. Langdell mentioned the proposed new lots are located along a Scenic Road. R. Haight agreed that Young Road
is a scenic road, however there are no stonewalls located within the right of way and gave a brief explanation of
the property history.

Chairperson Langdell opened the floor for public comment. There being none, the public portion of the hearing
was closed.

T. Sloan inquired about the western lot and where the on-site treatment will be located. R. Haight demonstrated
the location of the treatment areas on each lot and explained those locations were based on the proposed position
of the new residences.
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C. Beer made a motion approve the application subject to staff recommendations from the Memo dated 10/16/12.
S. Duncanson seconded.

T. Sloan questioned if the proper abutter was notified since lot they are labeled incorrectly on the plan. R. Haight
responded that the correct abutter was notified however, the parcel will need to be revised to reflect the correct
map and lot number.

Buchanan Construction Corp/Carole M Colburn Revocable Trust — Nye Dr & Osgood Rd — Map 51/1 and
51/1-2; Public Hearing for a lot line revision and subdivision creating one new residential lot.

Abutters present:

Carole Colburn, Owner of Map 51, Lot 1

J. Langdell stated based on staff memo the application is complete. C. Beer moved to accept the application. T.
Sloan seconded and all in favor. J. Langdell asked the board if they believe the application presented any potential
regional impact. C. Beer made a motion that this application did not present potential regional impact. T. Sloan
seconded and all in favor. J. Levandowski read the abutters into the record.

Chairperson Langdell recognized:
Randy Haight, Meridian Land Services, Inc.

J. Langdell pointed out that the board had visited the site before a couple of times. Randy Haight explained a brief
history of the property and that the last time this property was in front of the Board was to subdivide off 3
frontage lots and create a common driveway (Nye Drive) from lot 51-1 leaving the remainder lot of about 838
acres. What the current plan shows all the ghosted in lots that were conditionally approved during the design
review. R. Haight explained how the current Lot 51-1-1 looks today. What has come back is that they now plan to
discard one of the lots, having one less and making lot 51-1-1 a more regular lot by swapping parcels A and B and
then subdivide the revised 51-1 having frontage on Osgood Rd but taking access from Nye Drive, similar to lots 2
and 3. R. Haight explained that everything what is being shown to the Board is the same as what was presented in
the preliminary plan and the only thing to be changing would be the amount of paved area.

J. Langdell asked for clarification that the new lot will take access off of Nye Drive with no future plans of access
off of Osgood Rd.

P. Amato clarified that Nye drive is not a road. Then asked how much frontage for 51-1-4 was on a principal route
of access. P. Amato asked if Osgood wasn’t a good way to access the lot. R. Haight said it would be bad planning
to have access of Osgood Road and it would make better sense to have all driveways off of Nye Drive. P. Amato
asked if Nye Drive was built to Town Standards right now. R. Haight said no, however it is the plan to construct
the road to town standards and that way when the road is built everyone’s driveway will be in the right locations.
P. Amato inquired is no consideration of Nye Drive becoming a dead-end road. R. Haight explained that the
common drive and the language included was approved by Town Council.

Chairperson Langdell opened the floor for public comment. There being none, the public portion of the hearing
was closed.

R. Haight pointed out that State Subdivision has been approved and the note on the plan shall be updated to reflect
that number.

J. Langdell reiterated a comment made by Heritage Commission on the removal or disturbance of stonewalls on
site. If there was some destruction of stonewalls to gain access to the new lot then a scenic road public hearing
would be necessary.

J. Langdell said the Board would be hard pressed to see this subdivision come back one more time for an 88 acre
lot chip away at it lot by lot, which would be bad planning. R. Haight made note that the subdivision was never
intended to be this way, it was the economy that caused all of it P. Amato asked if there has been anything done
to hurt the conceptual plan. R. Haight said they have diminished it by one lot.
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P. Amato made a motion to grant conditional approval of the application subject to staff recommendations from
the Memo dated 10/16/12. C. Beer seconded and all in favor.

OTHER BUSINESS:
Proposed Retail — EIm St and West St; Discussion for proposed retail at the southeast corner of West St and
Elm St.

Chairperson Langdell recognized:
Jim Mitchell, Tropic Star Development, LLC
Barry Guyer, Jones Beach Engineers

Jim Mitchell gave a brief history of the proposed retail pharmacy. About a month ago tropic star spoke with
planning staff on the proposed pharmacy. The project is located at the corner of elm and west for a proposed
pharmacy of 13,225 square feet. They thought originally of leaving the gas station behind since it is an established
business however it would not be feasible and they do have that lot under contract. They are looking to revamp
that corridor.

Barry Guyer presented the plan and gave a quick overview of the proposal. The project is located in the southeast
corner of the intersection of west and elm. They will be utilizing the existing Citgo along with 4 other residential
properties to make up 1.8 acres. The proposal is to construct a 13,325, full retail center with full access on both
Elm and West Street, dedicated loading zone and drive thru with 73 parking spaces. J. Mitchell explained they
had originally had Mr. Rasmussen’s lot which is the end lot that abuts the railroad tracks under contract.
However, due to the costs on the project, unfortunately they have terminated that contract. They would like to
relocate the barn structure that is currently on the property to the east on to the proposed pharmacy lot.

J. Mitchell explained what they are seeking is preliminary and they would like feedback and comments from the
Board to make a better project.

J. Mitchell gave a background of their company, Tropic Star Development. They have 8 pharmacy projects which
they own. J. Mitchell pointed out one of the unique things about their company is they hang on to the land they
are not the type of developers that will do the deal and flip the land. J. Mitchell said for us, we have found that
having a really nice design and the landscaping is not something they cheap on. Having a nice landscape and
having a clean parking lot makes people want to shop there. Typically they spend close to 75,000-100,000 in
landscaping design fees.

C. Beer inquired about the plan and the location of the existing barn.

P. Amato asked if the relocated barn would be located on the pharmacy property. J. Mitchell replied yes, that is
correct. P. Amato so what is your potential use of the barn? J. Mitchell we would just use it for storage. Our
company is based out of Hampton and ultimately we always try and preserve if we can. P. Amato said so you
would own the property and lease is to a pharmacy. J. Mitchell yes that is correct. P. Amato you have found that it
works better if you hold on to the property and lease it to a pharmacy? J. Mitchell yes that is correct. Our tenant
signs a 25 year lease. J. Mitchell we own some gas stations we own some pharmacies we own Dunkin Donuts. P.
Amato but you don’t run it? J. Mitchell that’s correct but we retain the land and maintain it as well.

P. Amato mentioned as a point of interest there is a piece of property on the west end of town near the Irving gas
station. From a planning board stand point they thought it was a great location for a pharmacy because the towns
of the west and north of Milford have no pharmacy and this location has a traffic light. J. Langdell mentioned the
Irving at that location was one of the highest used Irving’s in this area. J. Mitchel asked how far from the
proposed location this would be. J. Langdell said about 2 miles. J. Langdell also noted the vacant lot zoned for a
restaurant down by Walgreens available.

C. Beer inquired how much open space would be provided for on the plan. B. Guyer responded that they have not
completed the calculations yet; however it appears to be about 30 percent or so.

6
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J. Mitchell noted one thing they took in to account when preparing their design was the new Milford Ambulance
Facility that is proposed a few lots down. J. Mitchell presented elevation rendering to the board of a previous
project that was completed. They tried to play off the architecture of the ambulance facility.

J. Langdell inquired about a possible connection from Columbus Ave to West Street as a one way drive out to
West Street. J. Mitchell said they have looked at that option however they do have concerns with creating an
access drive from Columbus Ave to West Street because of people trying to circumvent the light and using that as
a cut through. J. Mitchell said they would most certainly review that option again but they do need to ensure the
proper circulation of the building.

P. Amato asked if this would potentially change the intersection. J. Langdell added since they were talking about
traffic, the full access point on EIm Street and given the way that it is laid out now and that something should be
considered as to making that a right turn only coming out. B. Guyer said they have pushed the full access point as
far away from that intersection as possible from both elm and West Street. P. Amato added that when you are
coming out on West Street is right where it gets very narrow down and it is very difficult to make that turn. J.
Mitchell said they would look in to that and speak with their traffic engineer and have a traffic report done.

J. Langdell mentioned the quality of the light at that intersection and that the light at that intersection is on a string
and will likely need to be replaced.

T. Sloan asked if there was consideration to making the entrance on West Street directly across from the retail
establishment across the street. J. Mitchell said they believe it has been discussed and he will look in to it. He is
wondering if that would make more sense.

P. Amato inquired if the footprint for the proposed pharmacy is a similar footprint from the Rite Aid across the
street. J. Mitchell said he did not know the square footage of the Rite Aid. B. Parker said he believes it is of
similar size. P. Amato said he asked because the Rite Aid does not have anywhere near the amount of parking
they are proposing. J. Mitchell said the Rite Aid lot has a wetland area on site and it limits their loading area and
he believes they do not have a designated loading dock. P. Amato agreed. P. Amato added that when the Rite Aid
receives delivers they do not have drive thru access. J. Langdell agreed.

C. Beer asked how many parking spaces were shown on the plan. P. Amato asked how many are required by the
regulations. J. Levandowski responded that 53 are required. P. Amato asked if 73 parking spaces are proposed
because the tenant feels that is how many they will need for their business. J. Mitchell said that is correct.

J. Langdell added that this location is within the Nashua & EIm Street Corridor District and that district requires
parking areas to be located on the side or rear of the building. J. Langdell added that the plan is a bit
counterintuitive to what the guidelines require by showing the parking in the front of the lot. J. Langdell asked
how far back the proposed building is set back from the sidewalk relative to the Rite Aid across the street. J.
Mitchell said they have looked at the street space already when designing the building. However they have run in
to circulation issues and he will certainly look in to how far the Rite Aid is in comparison to their proposed
building.

J. Langdell asked if the additional 12 parking spaces could be moved elsewhere and have the building moved up
closer to the street. B. Guyer said they did look into pulling the building up and with the drive thru, it makes it
difficult to circulate the building and they will end up with the same situation the neighbor has with blocking
traffic and parking areas during delivers.

K Bauer added that when the Town voted in the Nashua EIm Street Corridor District guidelines what they were
trying to do was avoid big expanses of asphalt on the street and this proposal is doing just that on two streets. K.
Bauer also added the driveway on to EIm Street and the driveway on West Street may require more detail as to
why those driveways cannot be one way since both EIm and West Streets are very busy. J. Langdell added that
the high school is located at the end of West Street along with a considerable amount of housing. K. Bauer added
that having the West Street entrance as a form of egress and ingress may add to the existing traffic problems in
that area. B. Guyer asked if they were suggesting having the West Street entrance a one way or moving it closer to
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Elm Street. K. Bauer said maybe if you could get in on the wider part of West Street closer to EIm Street. J.
Langdell added or straight across from the Rite Aid entrance on West Street.

P. Amato asked if they did acquire that additional property then they could increase the right of way for west
street right there. J. Mitchell added that this was the most expensive piece of property they will be buying in New
Hampshire. J. Mitchell said it is very difficult for them because none of the properties are ever for sale when they
knock on the door and they will certainly take in to account all of the Boards recommendations moving forward.

J. Langdell brought up what will be changing in the area with the development of proposed pharmacy and gave a
brief background of each lot that will be involved.

J. Mitchell thanked the Board for bring up the location of the vacant lot by the Irving station in the west part of
town and that they will certainly consider that location and see if it will work for what they need. They have been
searching all around town for the last year for a location that will be a proper location for this.

J. Langdell pointed out that Milford is a very desirable location for the developers since they have been spending
so much time and effort in locating in town. J. Mitchell said these things tend to take a long time but this is a
market that they have identified and they believe in the Town and want to move forward on it.

K. Bauer said when she looks at the plan as it is proposed sees serious planning problems with it that had
previously been mentioned. K. Bauer said that she would not be able to vote for the plan as it is exists. K. Bauer
also added that one thing that hasn’t been talked about was the landscaping on site. J. Mitchell said that the
landscaping plan would be at the desire of the board and they will most certainly put together an elaborate
landscape plan to present to the board when they come back. J. Mitchell asked if he could be afford the time to
revisit all the concerns that were brought up and then come back to the Board with a landscaping plan. K. Bauer
asked if there was also proposed landscaping provided on West Street. J. Mitchell said yes that is correct and one
of the plantings they have used before is boxwood head which stays fairly low to the ground and works well for
screening.

S. Duncanson added that all of his concerns have been addressed by K. Bauer. C. Beer agreed, specifically the
amount of parking spaces provided on the plan.

P. Amato asked why does it work to locate one pharmacy across the street from another pharmacy. J. Mitchell
said the business condones it and its good competition. They have done the market analysis and it is shown that
Milford is a desirable area. J. Mitchell added that in this business it’s based off of convenience as well and it’s not
convenient if you’re on the outskirts of town. J. Langdell added that pharmacy’s today are like the modern day
mom and pop stores.

T. Sloan added that they have some obstacles to overcome in regards to the building and the esthetics of the plan.
T. Sloan also added that the rendering provided shows a flat roof and the district regulations specifically require
pitched roofs. J. Langdell also added that she would like to see a traffic report for that area. K. Bauer asked if the
trees shown in the rendering are they just for the rendering or are they possibilities to be used in the landscaping
plan. J. Mitchell said they most certainly can be used for landscaping. K. Bauer said so far she is not convinced
that this is a good tradeoff because of the buildings that would be lost and the traffic and the location of the
parking. She would have to see several things changed on the plan before she would be in favor of this.

C. Beer asked K. Bauer if the plan was more like the Rite Aid layout if she would be more for the plan. K. Bauer
added that two wrongs don’t make a right and they corridor district was put in place for a reason. C. Beer wanted
to make it clear that the Board does not want them to duplicate what is seen at Rite Aid.

J. Langdell added that the Board has to look at the context of the street and where this is located. J. Langdell
added that personally she does not like the extra row of parking.

P. Amato pointed out that he liked that this developer intends to continue to own the property and to maintain the
property because the landscaping across the street is not overly maintained. J. Mitchell added if anyone is familiar
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with the galley hatch restaurant in Hampton that’s where their offices is located and they own the property right
next door. P. Amato asked if they had any projects that were on this side of the state. J. Mitchell said they had on
in Epping and one in Concord that just completed construction on Loudon Road. J. Langdell asked what project
they had in Concord. J. Mitchell said it was a Burger King and a Pharmacy. P. Amato asked if that was on
Loudon Road heading east or west. J. Mitchell replied that it was on west bound side. T. Sloan asked if that was a
remodeled Burger King. J. Mitchell said no, they actually tore the Burger King and rebuilt it and it just opened
about a month ago.

J. Mitchell said unfortunately one thing he cannot change is the footprint however he can work very aggressively
on landscaping and taking the Boards recommendations there and revisit the parking layout. If the Board has any
issues with the rendering of the proposed building he would appreciate any feedback on that. J. Langdell added
there is a pharmacy in town that used a treatment that was said to look like granite however, it looks more like
concrete blocks and the Board does not like that. J. Mitchell said they would not be using that treatment.

K. Bauer asked when they come back if they could present a strong argument for keeping the two ingress and
egress entrances and to possibly consider making them one way.

J. Langdell said that when the Nashua and Elm Street Corridor district was developed part of what was talked
about was current distance of existing buildings from the sidewalk. The ambulance facility placed their building at
that location so as to be in keeping with the law offices and robins auto. A lot of it is keeping with the context and
what the streetscape is in that area.

P. Amato added that it’s difficult to get in to the Rite Aid because it is so narrow. J. Langdell agreed and added
that recently people have been making the left hand turn on to Elm Street out of Rite Aid because the sign is down
and it’s difficult. J. Langdell added that she would be open to thinking more about it if a traffic study was
prepared.

J. Mitchell thanked the Board for letting them come in and the discussion was ended.
J. Langdell called for a 2 minute recess.

Ducal Development LLC — North River and Mont Vernon Roads — Map 8, Lot 52; Discussion for Senior
Housing Development, North River Road and Mont VVernon Road.

Chairperson J. Langdell explained the reasoning for the discussion and that it was per the request of the Milford
Zoning Board relative to a letter/memo that was sent to the Planning Director and the Planning Board as they are
deliberating over a special exception and clarified that she does not want anyone to get confused that this is the
conceptual review or a design review and tonight’s objective is to respond to the request from the Zoning Board.
This is not a public hearing however it is a public meeting.

Chairperson Langdell thanked Bill Parker, Zoning Administrator for preparing a very through and detailed packet
of information for this evenings meeting and asked B. Parker to give a summary of the project and the projects
history with the Milford Zoning Board. B. Parker presented a summary of the project based on the packet
materials.

Chairperson Langdell recognized:

Ken Clinton, Meridian Land Services, Inc.
Erol Duymazlar, Ducal Development, LLC
Jim Callahan, Project Attorney

John Callahan, Ducal Development, LLC

Specific to the ten (10) items referred for Planning Board input, J. Langdell got in to the first question submitted
by the Zoning Board regarding density.
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K. Clinton distributed revised plans dated 4/13/12 and introduced the potential project on lot 8/52 at the former
Hutchinson House, at the junction of Rte 13 and North River Rd. Our concept tonight shows one single property
and the house will be converted into residential units. The concept shows twenty-seven senior housing units
comprised of single and duplex structures. The current barn will be split into several units along with the house.
The other major change on the revised plan is the points of access to the senior housing development. The original
concept showed 2 access points off of North River Rd and the new one is comprised of one access point. K.
Clinton asked if the Board had any questions on the revised plans.

Discussion then followed regarding density and the amount of units proposed on site.

Jim Callahan, Project Attorney, asked if B. Parker’s memo could be read into the record. J. Langdell explained
that the memo was included in the Planning Board’s packets for the evening and therefore they are in the file and
on the record.

T. Sloan asked if the proposed density fits in with the project surroundings. C. Beer stated that he is not totally
concerned about the density now that they have addressed some of the concerns on site with the new site plan. S.
Duncanson asked how many bedrooms are currently in the brick portion of the house. Erol Duymazlar stated that
in the brick portion, currently there are 4 and in brick portion of the house and 2 bedrooms in the L portion. P.
Amato asked if there will be an elevator proposed for the brick house and the converted barn. E. Duymazlar said
at this time, without having an architect involved, he is unsure what types of retrofitting will need to be done.
Further discussion followed regarding unit size and bedrooms.

It was the consensus of the Planning Board that the proposed development complies with the allowable maximum
density based upon the memo prepared by B. Parker and discussion.

J. Langdell moved on to item number 2, buffers, which was requested by the Milford Zoning Board.

J. Langdell read the following from B. Parkers memo: The concept plan delineates enough space to comply with
the required buffer landscaping and screening. A landscaping and screening plan is a requirement of the Planning
Board’s Development Regulations, and thus will need to be submitted, reviewed, and approved by the Planning
Board at the time a formal site plan application is submitted to the Planning Board. J. Langdell then went on to
say that the Planning Board is sensitive to the screening of residential properties around this lot. Discussion then
followed regarding buffer requirements.

K. Bauer asked if the existing white pines are to remain or will they be taken down. K. Clinton said that some
shall remain and some shall be removed. K. Clinton stated that based on the buffer requirements they have met all
the criteria in the regulations.

The Boards consensus is that a landscaping and screening plan is a requirement of the Planning Board’s
Development Regulations, and thus will need to be submitted, reviewed, and approved by the Planning Board at
the time a formal site plan application is submitted.

J. Langdell moved on to item number 3, open space, which was requested by the Milford Zoning Board.

J. Langdell explained that the ZBA’s concern was that there was no sufficient open space on site because the
calculations included the detention basin and they wanted to make sure there was enough open space on site to
enhance the quality of life. J. Langdell said based upon the calculation provided in tonight’s memo, they have met
the standard. K. Clinton pointed out with the new layout of the lot they actually have more open space then was
first presented. K. Bauer asked if there was any type of limited common area surrounding the units. K. Clinton
said it is likely 5ft. on the sides and 10 ft. on the back. Discussion then ensued regarding common areas.

J. Langdell read the following statement from the memo prepared by B. Parker: The Planning Board, upon the

submittal of a ‘design review’ plan if a special exception is granted, will have the opportunity if it so chooses, to
further work with the applicant to determine design of the open space relative to function. The consensus of the

10
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Board is that the plan exceeds the minimum open space requirements and that the added open space shown on the
plan they are seeing today is an improvement.

J. Langdell moved on to item number 4, Ancillary Facilities, which was requested by the Milford Zoning Board.

J. Langdell explained that the inclusion of ancillary facilities is a requirement of the Milford Senior Housing
Ordinance.

K. Clinton presented the new plan and demonstrated where a common room “CR” shall be located on the plan.
Discussion followed regarding the design of the common room and its intent.

It is the consensus of the Planning Board that the development will need to comply with the ancillary facilities
requirements while will be further revised at the site plan stage and upon the submittal of a ‘design review’ plan if
a special exception is granted, the Board will have the opportunity to further work with the applicant to determine
the extent and type of ancillary facilities to be provided as required.

J. Langdell moved on to item number 5, Outdoor Recreation Facilities, which was requested by the Milford
Zoning Board.

The Zoning Board’s concern was a lack of design for active recreational purposes on site and there is no provision
for active recreation. J. Langdell addressed the definition of passive recreation as it is stated within the Milford
Zoning Ordinance.

K. Clinton described the layout of walking paths and trails throughout the site and how outdoor recreation
facilities and areas are provided for on site. J. Langdell stated that she was unclear if the Planning Board has ever
required a means of active recreation on any of the other more recent senior housing developments in town.

It is the consensus of the Planning Board that the revised plan indicates a more centralized open passive recreation
space that better meets the intent of the regulations. Walkways, gardens, and community spaces have been better
addressed.

J. Langdell moved on to item number 6, On-site parking, which was requested by the Milford Zoning Board.

It was noted that the space in front of the garage shall be considered a parking spot not the inside of the garage.
Light discussion followed regarding the proposed layout of the parking plan. P. Amato asked for clarification of
the parking area for units 25, 26, & 27. K. Clinton stated that they may revisit the parking plan for the converted
house. S. Duncanson noted that a space is missing for the units located within the converted house.

It is the consensus of the Planning Board that the conceptual site plan complies with parking requirements. The
Planning Board considers a driveway, leading to a garage, as a parking space if it provides adequate space to
safely park a vehicle.

J. Langdell moved on to item number 7, Drive Aisles, which was requested by the Milford Zoning Board.

In depth discussion ensued regarding the use of one or two entrances off of Rte 13. K. Clinton explained the
reasoning for the removal of the second entrance. K. Clinton said it is strictly from a traffic standpoint. This
intersection is sort of a roll-thru by some people coming down Rte 13 and they might use as this a cut-through to
access North River Rd; it clearly does not meet that design. The sight distance is marginal and it could not be
attained with the higher state standards without affecting the direct abutter. It makes sense from an emergency
standpoint, but not for full access.

The Planning Board was comfortable with the drive aisles shown on the revised conceptual plan. Any further
refinement will be addressed at the site plan review and approval stage.

J. Langdell moved on to item number 8, Sidewalks, which was requested by the Milford Zoning Board.

11
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K. Clinton explained that the revised conceptual plan does not include traditional sidewalks due to the amount of
curb cuts that would be required and it wouldn’t make sense. The development is a small senior living community
with walkways provided throughout and internal sidewalks will not be needed. Heavy discussion followed
regarding the lack of internal sidewalks on site and if they are necessary given the design of the proposed
development.

It is the consensus of the Planning Board that the proposed conceptual site plan provided walkways/pathways
appropriate for the project, with one member strongly feeling that sidewalks were essential.

J. Langdell moved on to item number 9, Access points, which was requested by the Milford Zoning Board.

The Planning Board was satisfied that the revised conceptual plan had adequately addresses initial concerns
relative to access to/from Route 13.

J. Langdell moved on to item number 10, Common areas’homeowner’s association, which was requested by
the Milford Zoning Board.

The Planning Board acknowledged that condominium documents are required for this type of development and
that these private documents, although reviewed by the Planning Board, are not within the purview of the Town to
approve.

Chairperson Langdell thanked the team for coming in and presenting the information for the tonight’s meeting.

There was no other business and the meeting was adjourned at 10:03PM.
MINUTES OF THE Oct 16, 2012 PLANNING BOARD PUBLIC HEARING APPROVED , 2012

Motion to approve:

Motion to second:

Date:

Signature of the Chairperson/Vice-Chairman:
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STAFF MEMO
Planning Board Meeting

November 20, 2012

Agenda Item #2: Milford Center Trust - EIm St — Map 19, Lot 20

Public Hearing for a site plan to redevelop an existing residential house into a commercial
office, and to consider a request for a waiver from Development Regulations, Article VI,
Section 6.08, Landscaping.

Background:
The applicant (Fieldstone Land Consultants, PLLC) is before the Board seeking approval for a

major site plan to improve an existing house into office space with a proposed parking area behind
the building and corresponding site improvements at 206 EIm Street.

The applicant is also seeking a waiver request from development regulations, Article VI, Section
6.08, Landscaping. Applicant believes the development of the property, as proposed, will be
consistent with the surrounding properties and will meet the intent of the regulations. The Milford
Development Regulations state the following:

The Board should review the waiver request letter along with the surrounding area and determine
whether the proposed redevelopment will be consistent.

The property (M19 L20) is located within the Nashua and EIm Streets Corridor District at 206 EIm
Street in the Commercial “C” Zoning District. The site is currently improved with an existing 2-
story, wood frame, single-family dwelling, gravel driveway, cabin, shed and concrete foundation.

The site is located in a high traffic area (EIm St) making this a more suitable location for a
professional office. There is a mix of single and multi-family dwellings, retail businesses and
professional offices in the area such as the Milford Veterinary Hospital, Milford Fish Market,
Milford House of Pizza that surround this subject lot.

The plan demonstrates a future two-story, 1,420 SF addition and the proposed future addition is
supported by the parking and drainage design provided on the plan.

Open Space on site including the future addition is calculated to be around 61.5% of the total
parcel area.

There is no proposed project signage at this time.

1



There are no trash receptacles proposed for the site and all trash will be removed from the site on a
regular basis. There will be no retail services or deliveries to the proposed professional office.

Please find attached a reduced copy of the site plan and waiver request letter dated October 22,
2012. The application is complete and ready to be accepted at this time.

Interdepartmental Reviews:

Building- Site plan and storm water submittal needs construction entrance/exit detail. Project size
allows for use of 50' residential detail; and

Plan should have engineering calculations that indicate that the leaching catch basin will infiltrate
the 17 storm.

DPW- Detail for the trench patch is not to the new standard,;
Drainage running along the berm (full length of road and parking lot); and
Should be a note for the maintenance and care of leaching CB

Fire Department- Has no issues with the proposed development of the site.

Heritage Commission- The project has been revised and is returned without further comment.

No comments were received by Ambulance, Zoning, Police, Water Utilities, Assessing and
Conservation Commission as of September 12, 2012,

Staff Recommendations:
Staff has no significant issues with the plan as presented.

If the Board chooses to grant conditional approval for the proposed site plan the following items
will need to be addressed prior to final approval:

= A note be added to the plan stating that M19L 20 is within the EIm Street Gateway District;

= Site plan and storm water submittal needs construction entrance/exit detail (project size allows
for use of 50" residential detail);

» The handicap parking space does not meet the Town of Milford Development Regulations
which requires a space be 10°x20’. The plan should be revised to reflect these dimensions;

= A note be added to the plan stating the maintenance and care of leaching catch basin.



206 Elm Street, Milford NH 03055
Map 19 Lot 20
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NOTES:

1. THE OWNER OF RECORD FOR TAX MAP PARCEL 19-20 IS MILFORD CENTER TRUST — P.O.
BOX 517, WILTON, NH 03086. DEED REFERENCE TO PARCEL IS BOOK 3241 PAGE 252
DATED 1/01/84 IN THE H.C.R.D.

2. THE PURPOSE OF THIS PLAN IS TO DEPICT A PROPOSED PARKING AREA FOR AN OFFICE
USE ON TAX MAP PARCEL 19-20 AS SHOWN. PROPERTY ADDRESS IS 206 ELM
STREET.

3. THE TOTAL AREA OF TAX MAP PARCEL 19-20 IS 22,423 SQ. FT. OR 0.515 ACRES, WITH
80.67 FEET OF FRONTAGE ON ELM STREET (NH ROUTE 101A).

4. ZONING FOR THE ENTIRE PARCEL IS (C) COMMERCIAL
MINIMUM LOT SIZE — 20,000 SF
MINIMUM LOT FRONTAGE = 150 FT. 3
MINIMUM BUILDING SETBACKS: 30 FT FRONT, 15 FT. SIDE AND REAR, OPEN SPACE 30%.
THE SUBJECT PARCEL IS IN THE GROUNDWATER PROTECTION OVERLAY ZONE.

5. HORIZONTAL ORIENTATION IS BASED ON REFERENCE PLAN #1. VERTICAL DATUM IS
ASSUMED.

6. THE SURFACE FEATURES AND SITE TOPOGRAPHY SHOWN ARE THE RESULT OF AN ONSITE
FIELD SURVEY BY THIS OFFICE DURING THE MONTH OF OCTOBER 2012 TOGETHER WITH
REFERENCE PLAN CITED HEREON.

7. THE_UNDERGROUND UTILITIES SHOWN HAVE BEEN COMPILED IN PART FROM PLANS OF
RECORD AND FIELD LOCATION. THE LOCATION OF UNDERGROUND UTILITIES SHOULD BE
CONSIDERED APPROXIMATE AND SHOULD BE FIELD VERIFIED PRIOR TO ANY EXCAVATION
OR CONSTRUCTION ACTIVTIES.

8. THERE ARE NO JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDS ON-SITE PER FIELD INVESTIGATION BY THIS
OFFICE.

9. PARKING CALCULATION:

PROFESSIONAL OFFICE USE = 4 SPACES PER 1000 SQ. FT. REQUIRED (OR 1 PER 250)

1580 SQ. FT. (EXISTING)
1420 SQ. FT. (FUTURE) = 3000 SQ. FT. / 250 = 12 SPACES REQUIRED
12 SPACES ARE PROVIDED INCLUDING ONE VAN ACCESSIBLE HANDICAP PARKING SPACE

STATE PERMITS: NHDOT ENTRANCE PERMIT — PENDING,

11. EXTERIOR LIGHTING IS TO BE PROVIDED BY ONE POLE MOUNTED LIGHT AS SHOWN. ALL
PROPOSED SITE LIGHTING SHALL BE DOWNCAST TO PREVENT LIGHT POLLUTION.

. THERE IS NO PROPOSED PROJECT SIGNAGE AT THIS TIME. FUTURE SIGNAGE WILL REQUIRE
PERMITTING PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.

"OPEN SPACE™ AREA WITH THIS PROPOSAL (INCLUDING FUTURE ADDITION) IS 0.32 ACRES
OR 61.5% OF THE TOTAL PARCEL AREA.  MINIMUM REQUIREMENT IS 30%.

BASED ON A FIELD INSPECTION, THE ENTRANCE TO THE SITE SATISFIES THE TOWN OF
MILFORD AND NHDOT REQUIREMENTS FOR MINIMUM SAFE SITE DISTANCE.

15. SOIL TYPE FOR THE ENTIRE PROPERTY IS HsA — HINCKLEY LOAMY SAND,
SLOPES., SOURCE USDA NRCS WEB SOIL SURVEY.

THE_PARCEL DOES NOT LIE WITHIN A FLOOD HAZARD AREA PER FEMA F.LR.M. PANEL
33011C0458D DATED SEPT 25, 2009.

17. THERE ARE NO TRASH RECEPTACLES PROPOSED FOR THE SITE.
REMOVED FROM THE SITE ON A REGULAR BASIS.

0 T0 3%

TRASH WILL BE

18. ANY STUMPS OR DEBRIS ENCOUNTERED DURING CONSTRUCTION WILL BE REMOVED FROM
THE SITE AND DISPOSED OF PROPERLY.

19. SME IS SERVICED BY MUNICIPAL WATER AND SEWER SERVICES AND NATURAL GAS. THERE
ARE NO NEW UTILITY CONNECTIONS OR CHANGES TO EXISTING CONNECTIONS.
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JREE STF DO NOT INSTALL BEEHIVE MULCH BEDS AROUND
WITRIPOD CONFIGURATION ANY OF THE PLANT MATERIAL.
HARDWOOD STAKE DO NOT FILL SOIL OVER TOP OF ROOT BALL
p TAKES ON 3" CAL. /
ORLARGER TREES / CUT WIRE BASKET & REMOVE SURLAP
" FROM TOP 1(3 OF BALL.
‘w::: ;:;,:zg :iﬁs N & MIN. DIA. PLANT SAUCER
ADD WATER RETENTION e 474 " GRODVE ALL MULCHED EDGES
GRANULES =l Gl o s TO DEFINE AND HOLD THE BARK MULCH
* CLAY SOILS y AN A o3
“UISE A BAND MIXTURE i IN SANDY SOILS USE 50% PEAT MOSS
(REFER TO SPECS) & NATIVE SOIL MIX (REFER TO SPECS)
ADD AGRIFORM .
WELL DRAINED SOILS PLACE 12° OF
FERTILIZER TABLETS COMPACTED LOAM AT WELL BASE
270 3 TIMES ROOT BALL
NOTE: ALL PYRAMIDAL EVERGREENS & DECIDUOUS TREES
SHALL BE PLANTED W/ ROOTS HORMONE ENHANGER.
SCALE:N.T.S.
1
[ DECIDUOUS TREE PLANTING DETAIL o5t

VERSALUX

MPTR-SL-150  (SEE LIGHTING PLAN
FOR EXACT FIXTURE AND LOCATION)
INSTALLED HEIGHT = 18' AFG

. 400W
'0 PULSE START METAL HALIDE

AS SUPPLIED BY:
_ISOMETRIC VIEW. CHARRON INCORFORATED

40 LONDONDERRY TPKE, STE 1
HOOKSETT, NH 03106
603-624-4827
USE SPECIFIED OR APPROVED EQUAL

POLE & LIGHTING UNIT
SEE LIGHTING PLAN FOR SPECIFICATIONS

HAND HOLE W/ BLANK COVER (W.P.)

ANCHOR BOLTS W/ LEVELING NUTS
PER ELECTRIC CONTRACTOR SPECS
(SIZE AS REQ'D. FOR WIND LOAD CONDITION)

15"

#8 BARE COPPER GROUND

& FINISH GRADE

i

CONDUIT PER ELECTRIC
CONTRACTOR SPECS

CONCRETE FOUNDATION

3,000 PS), 28 DAYS

[SIZE AND REINFORCEMENT TO BE
VERIFIED BY MANUFACTURER]

70" MIN,
18° DIA. BASE

8' X 5/8™~ GROUND ROD

[l SINGLE LAMP

IOTE:
1. LIGHT POLE FOUNDATION SHALL EXTEND 3.0 FEET ABOVE FINISH GRADE TO PREVENT VEHICLES FROM
DAMAGING THE LIGHT POLE. SCALE: N-T.S.

( LiGHT POLE FOUNDATION =&

CONTACT DIG SAFE
72 HOURS PRIOR
TO CONSTRUCTION

DIGSAFE.COM

I-ee8-DIG SAFE
1-888-344~7233

SPRAY WITH WILT PROOF ACCORDING
TO MANUF, INSTRUCTIONS IF FOLIAGE

NEVER CUT A LEADER IS PRESENT

EARTH SAUCER

GROUND LINE TO BE
SAME AS AT NURSERY

4* BARK MULCH

REMOVE BURLAP FROM TOP 1/3 OF
ROOTBALL

FILTER FABRIC FOR WEED
CONTROL (NOT PLACED IN

SAUCER) 6° MIN. PLANTING SOIL MIX UNDER
ROOTBALL
BACKFILL WITH PLANTING
SOIL MIX BREAK UP SUB SOIL WITH A PiCK
SCALE:N.T.S.
3
[SHRUB PLANTING DETAIL H
BERM FORM SHAPE
FINISH GRADE SUBJECT TO APPROVAL
BY THE OWNER
PAVEMENT DIMENSIONS & ELEVATIONS
REFER TO THiS POINT
6°LOAM & SEED

TEXXTT
SIEEOUS | ROADWAY OR PARKING
N 5 SURFACE AS SPECIFIED

BASE MATERIALS AS
SPECIFIED IN ROADWAY
OR PARKING LOT SECTION

/\\) . NN

7\\\///\\/ N NN /\/\;43 -
CNLN NN />‘// 7 EXISTING SUB-GRADE OR
\ (\\\\/ /<\\\\/ /\/\\\\/ ,\\\%\///<>\\>//>/\>\§/\//§)\\\>/>//\>\§/<///§\\\\\// >\/ FILL MATERIAL AS SPECIFIED

SCALE:N.T.S.

[ CURB-ASPHALT (CAPE COD BERM) '_)D:-_,

NEENAH SERIES R-4030-30 PIPE
GRATE OR EQUAL. SET INSIDE
PIPE BELL

4" LOAM & SEED

% éé ;gé \ BACKFILL MATERIAL

SELECTED COMMON FiLL (209.3)
COMPACTED 95% STANDARD

PROCTOR —\

5-8"
48"
{

ﬁ

30" PERFORATED HDPE RISER
(INSIDE DIA.)

ié ;é ':i 1-1/2° CLEAN STONE

=924 " @scya
NON-WOVEN FILTER FABRIC

LI N ~— TO BE PLACED BETWEEN STONE

AND EXISTING SOIL

5L T — USE ADS N-12 PERFORATED

R S ”%\_ PIPE OR APPROVED EQUAL.
b m%@x x PRODUCT NO. ADS-N-12-3081
N CLAL LS aovopE AP

3'-Q"
{OUTSIDE DIA.)
it
SECTION
SCALE:N.T.S.
LLEACHING CATCH BASIN =

FILL SECTION WIDTH VARIES CUT SECTION

20 20"
[SHOULDER|

(SEE DESIGN PLAN FOR GRADES)

3" BITUMINCUS CONCRETE

1 WEARING COURSE
4" LOAM & SEED .
FINISH GRADE TO BE _2 BINDER COURSE
2" BELOW PAVEMENT. 6" CRUSH GRAVEL BASE
12" BANK RUN GRAVEL
EXISTING SUB-GRADE
OR GRANULAR FILL

** SEE CURB DETAILS WHEN APPLICABLE**

SCALE:N.T.S.
3
( PARKING LOT PAVEMENT SECTION -
SAWCUT EXISTING PAVEMENT
I RN AND APPLY TACK COAT PRIOR
TO PLACING BINDER COURSE

PRI ARG CIUREE

: f=—6" MIN—]
PROPOSED BASE MATERIALS

1 EXISTING BASE

- - T y 1
SN S S S S
A A AN DA
NN NN AN
|N.Q§EE;E ROADWAY OR PARKING LOT SECTION FOR MATERIALS AND ASSOCIATED DEPTHS.
2. INFRARED JOINT AFTER PLACING PAVEMENT.

SCALE:N.T.S.
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DT-1

[ PAVEMENT MATCH

ALL CONSTRUCTION SHALL CONFORM TO THE APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS AND SPECIFICATIONS
OF THE TOWN OF MILFORD.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFYING THE LOCATION, SIZE, AND ELEVATION
OF ALL EXISTING UTILITIES SHOWN OR NOT SHOWN ON THESE PLANS AND SHALL VERIFY THAT
ALL THE INFORMATION SHOWN HEREON IS CONSISTENT, COMPLETE, ACCURATE, AND CAN BE
CONSTRUCTED PRIOR TO AND/OR DURING CONSTRUCTION, FIELDSTONE LAND CONSULTANTS,
PLLC, AS THE DESIGN ENGINEER, SHALL BE NOTIFIED IN WRITING OF ANY DISCREPANCIES,
ERRORS, OMISSIONS, OR EXISTING UTILITIES FOUND INTERFERING WITH THE PROPOSED
CONSTRUCTION SO THAT REMED!AL ACTION MAY BE TAKEN BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH THE

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT "DIGSAFE" 72 HOURS PRIOR TO THE START OF
CONSTRUCTION (4-800-255-4977 IN NH, 1-888-344-7233 IN MA).

COMPLIANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE REGULATIONS AND SPECIAL CONDITIONS OF TOWN/CITY
AGENCIES, SUCH AS THE PLANNING BOARD, ZONING BOARD, CONSERVATION COMMISSION, AND
OTHERS, IS MANDATORY AND IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE OWNER.

ANY ALTERATION OF THIS DESIGN OR CHANGE DURING CONSTRUCTION MAY REQUIRE APPROVAL
OF VARIOUS TOWN BOARDS OR AGENCIES AND SHALL BE DISCUSSED WITH THE OWNER AND
FIELDSTONE LAND CONSULTANTS, PLLC PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.

[ GENERAL CONSTRUCTION NOTES

DT-1

1. INSTALL STONE CHECK DAMS AND SILTATION CONTROL FENCES IN LOCATIONS SHOWN ON PLANS.
EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION CONTROL MEASURES SHALL BE INSTALLED PRIOR TQ ANY EARTH.
MOVING OPERATION.

2. INSTALL STABILIZED CONSTRUCTION EXIT(S).

3. CUT AND CLEAR TREES; DISPOSE OF DEBRIS, IF STUMPS ARE TO BE BURIED ON SITE , THE
LOCATION SHALL BE APPROVED BY THE ENGINEER. STUMPS SHALL BE COMPACTED AND ALL VOIDS
FILLED WITH SUITABLE MATERIAL. COVER WITH 4 OF LOAM AND SEED PER THE EROSION CONTROL
NOTES.

4. REMOVE TOPSOIL AND STOCKPILE AWAY FROM ANY WETLAND. STABILIZE STOCKPILE
IMMEDIATELY BY SEEDING. PLACE SILT FENCE AROUND THE DOWN SLOPE SIDE OF EARTH
STOCKPILES,

5. PLACE STONE CHECK DAMS AROUND INLETS OF ALL STRUCTURES UNTIL ROAD AND PARKING
AREAS ARE PAVED AND ALL NON-PAVED DISTURBED AREAS HAVE A HEALTHY VEGETATIVE COVER.

8. ROUGH GRADE SITE - CONSTRUCT DRAINAGE BASIN AND DRAINAGE SWALES DURING INITIAL
PORTION OF CONSTRUCTION. STABILIZE IMMEDIATELY WITH LOAM AND SEED PER THE EROSION
CONTROL NOTES. DO NOT DIRECT STORM WATER RUNOFF TO THESE STRUCTURES UNTIL A HEALTHY
VEGETATIVE COVER IS ESTABLISHED.

7. CONSTRUCT PARKING AREAS. ALL CUT AND FILL SLOPES SHALL BE STABILIZED UPON
COMPLETION OF ROUGH GRADING PER THE THE EROSION CONTROL NOTES.

8. INSPECT AND MAINTAIN EROSION CONTROL MEASURES ON A WEEKLY BASIS AND AFTER EVERY 0.5
‘OR GREATER RAINFALL.

9. DAILY, OR AS REQUIRED, CONSTRUCT TEMPORARY BERMS, CULVERTS, DITCHES, SILTATION
FENCES, SEDIMENT TRAPS, ETC. MULCH AND SEED AS REQUIRED.

10. FINISH GRADING TO PREPARE FOR PAVING AND LOAMING. ALL DISTURBED AREAS SHALL BE
STABILIZED WITHIN 72 HOURS AFTER FINAL GRADING.

11. FINISH PAVING. PERMANENT SEEDING SHALL BE PERFORMED UPON COMPLETION OF DRIVE AND
PARKING AREA PAVING (SEE EROSION CONTROL NOTES).

12. COMPLETE PERMANENT SEEDING AND LANDSCAPING.

13. TEMPORARY EROSION CONTROL MEASURES SHALL BE REMOVED WHEN ALL DISTURBED AREAS
HAVE BEEN STABILIZED.

14. ALL DRAINAGE DITCHES AND LEACHING BASINS SHALL BE CLEANED OF SEDIMENTS UPON
COMPLETION OF THE PROJECT.

( CONSTRUCTION SEQUENCE NOTES ,ﬁ
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EROSION CONTROL (GENERAL CONSTRUCTION)

1.

3

a
3

PRIOR TO STARTING ANY WORK ON THE SITE THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY APPROPRIATE
AGENCIES.

EROSION CONTROL MEASURES SHALL BE INSTALLED PER PLANS AND DETAILS. PERIMETER
CONTROLS SHALL BE IN PLACE PRIOR TO CO T OF EARTHE ACTIVITIES.

EXISTING VEGETATION IS TO REMAIN UNDISTURBED WHEN POSSIBLE.

EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION CONTROL MEASURES SHALL BE KEPT CLEAN DURING CONSTRUCTION.
EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION CONTROL MEASURES SHALL BE INSPECTED AT LEAST ONCE A WEEK
AND AFTER EVERY 0.5-INCH OR GREATER RAINFALL. SEDIMENTS SHALL BE DISPOSED OF IN AN
UPLAND AREA THAT WILL NOT CONTRIBUTE TO SEDIMENT OFF-SITE AND BE PERMANENTLY
STABILIZED.

THE SMALLEST PRACTICAL AREA SHALL BE DISTURBED DURING CONSTRUCTION. AT NO TIME SHALL
THE TOTAL UNSTABILIZED DISTURBED AREA, INCLUDING LOT DISTURBANCES, BE GREATER THAN FIVE
(5) ACRES.

THE LAND AREA EXPOSED SHALL BE KEPT TO THE SHORTEST PRACTICAL PERIOD OF TIME. ALL
NON-ACTIVE DISTURBED AREAS SHALL BE STABILIZED WITHIN 30 DAYS OF THE DISTURBANCE. ALL
DISTURBED AREAS SHALL BE STABILIZED WITHIN 72 HOURS OF FINAL GRADING.

DITCHES, SWALES AND DRAINAGE BASINS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED DURING THE INITIAL PHASE OF
CONSTRUCTION AND STABILIZED PRIOR TO DIRECTING RUNOFF TO THEM.

AN AREA SHALL BE CONSIDERED STABILIZED |F ONE OF THE FOLLOWING HAS OCCURED:

A. BASE COURSE GRAVELS HAVE BEEN INSTALLED IN AREAS TO BE PAVED;

B. AMINIMUM OF 85% VEGETATED GROWTH HAS BEEN ESTABLISHED;

C. AMINIMUM OF 3-INCHES OF NON-EROSIVE MATERIAL, SUCH AS STONE OR RIPRAP,
HAS BEEN INSTALLED; OR

D. EROSION CONTROL BLANKETS HAVE BEEN PROPERLY INSTALLED.

ERQSION CONTROL BLANKETS SHALL BE INSTALLED ON ALL SLOPES THAT ARE STEEPER THAN 3:1
{HORIZONTAL / VERTICAL). UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED THE CONTRACTOR SHALL USE NORTH
AMERIGAN GREEN SC150, OR APPROVED EQUAL.

. ALL AREAS RECIEVING EROSION CONTROL STONE OR RIPRAP SHALL HAVE A GEOTEXTILE MATERIAL

INSTALLED BELOW THE STONE (SEE APPROPRIATE DETAILS).

. ALL DISTURBED AREAS TO TURF FINSHED SHALL BE COVERED WITH A MINIMUM THICKNESS OF 6

INCHES OF COMPACTED LOAM. LOAM SHALL BE COVERED WITH THE APPROPRIATE SEED MIXTURE AS
INDICATED BELOW:

PERMANENT SEED (LAWNAREAS) LBS/1.000 SQ.FT. | BERMANENT SLOPE SEEDMX  LBS/1.000 SQ.FT.

CREEPING RED FESCUE 092188 CREEPING RED FESCUE 0.80 LBS
PERENNIAL RYEGRASS 1.151BS PERENNIAL RYEGRASS 0.6918S
KENTUCKY BLUEGRASS 0.58188 REDTOP 0.12188
REDTOP 0.121LBS ALSIKE CLOVER 012188

BIRDSFOOT TREFOIL 0.121L8S

**APPLICATION RATE TOTALS
2.8LBS PER 1,000 SF**

**APPLICATION RATE TOTALS
*1.85 LBS PER 1,000 SF**

. APPLY LIMESTONE AND FERTILIZER ACCORDING TO SOIL TEST RECOMMENDATIONS. IF SOIL TESTING

IS NOT FEASIBLE (CRITICAL TIME FRAMES OR VARIABLE SITES) THEN APPLY FERTILIZER AT A RATE OF
11 PQUNDS PER 1,000 SF AND LIMESTONE AT A RATE OF 90 POUNDS PER 1,000 SF. FERTILIZER SHALL
BE LOW PHOSPHATE (LESS THAN 2% PHOSPHORUS).

'CAUTION SHOULD BE TAKE WHEN THE PROPERTY IS LOCATED WITHIN 250 FEET OF A WATER BODY. IN
THIS CASE ALL FERTILIZERS SHALL BE RESTRICTED TO A LOW PHOSPHATE, SLOW RELEASE NITROGEN
FERTILIZER. SLOW RELEASE FERTILIZERS MUST BE AT LEAST 50% SLOW RELEASE NITROGEN
COMPONENT. NO FERTILIZER EXCEPT LIMESTONE SHALL BE APPLIED WITHIN 25 FEET OF THE
SURFACE WATER. THESE ARE REGULATED LIMITATIONS.

PERMANENT OR TEMPORARY COVER MUST BE N PLACE BEFORE THE GROWING SEASON ENDS (SEE
WINTER CONSTRUCTION NOTES). NO DISTURBED AREAS SHALL BE LEFT EXPOSED DURING THE
WINTER MONTHS.

. AVIGOROUS DUST CONTROL PROGRAM SHALL BE APPLIED BY THE SITE CONTRACTOR. DUST SHALL

BE MANAGED THROUGH THE USE OF WATER AND/OR CALCIUM CHLORIDE.

. IN NO WAY ARE THE MEASURES INDICATED ON THE PLANS OR IN THESE NOTES TO BE CONSIDERED

ALL INCLUSIVE. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL USE JUDGEMENT TO INSTALL ADDITIONAL EROSION
CONTROL MEASURES AS SITE CONDITIONS, WEATHER OR CONSTRUCTION METHODS WARRANT.

. FOLLOWING PERMANENT STABILIZATION, TEMPORARY EROSION CONTROL MEASURES SHALL BE

REMOVED AND ACCUMULATED SED!MENTATION IS TO BE DISPOSED OF IN AN APPROVED LOCATION,
'OUTSIDE OF JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDS.

. LOT DISTURBANCE OTHER THAN SHOWN ON THE APPROVED PLANS, SHALL NOT COMMENCE

UNTIL AFTER THE ROADWAY HAS THE BASE COURSE TO DESIGN ELEVATION AND THE ASSOCIATED
DRAINAGE IS COMPLETE AND STABLE.

EROSION CONTROL (WINTER CONSTRUCTION}

1.

ALl PROPOSED VEGETATED AREAS WHICH DO NOT EXHIBIT A MINIMUM OF 85% VEGETATED GROWTH
BY OCTOBER 15TH, OR WHICH ARE DISTURBED AFTER OCTOBER 15TH, SHALL BE STABILIZED.
STABILIZATION METHODS SHALL INCLUDE SEEDING AND INSTALLING EROSION CONTROL BLANKETS ON
SLOPES GREATER THAN 3:1, AND SEEDING AND PLACING 3 TO 4 TONS OF MULCH PER ACRE, SECURED
‘WITH ANCHORED NETTING, ELSEWHERE. THE INSTALLATION OF EROSION CONTROL BLANKETS OR
MULCH AND NETTING SHALL NOT OCCUR OVER ACCUMULATED SNOW OR FROZEN GROUND AND SHALL
BE COMPLETED IN ADVANCE OF THAW OR SPRING MELT EVENTS,

ALL DITCHES OR SWALES WHICH DO NOT EXHIBIT A MINIMUM OF 85% VEGETATED GROWTH BY
'OCTOBER 15TH, OR WHICH ARE DISTURBED AFTER OCTOBER 15TH, SHALL BE STABILIZED WITH STONE
'OR EROSION CONTROL BLANKETS APPROPRIATE FOR THE DESIGN FLOW CONDITIONS.

AFTER NOVEMBER 15TH, INCOMPLETE ROAD OR PARKING SURFACES, WHERE WORK HAS STOPPED
FOR THE WINTER SEASON, SHALL BE PROTECTED WITH A MINIMUM OF 3 INCHES OF CRUSHED GRAVEL
‘OR PROPERLY INSTALLED EROSION CONTROL BLANKETS COVERED WITH HAY. OTHER STABILIZATION
‘OPTIONS ARE TO BE APPROVED BY THE APPROPRIATE AGENCIES AND THE DESIGN ENGINEER. IF
CONSTRUCTION IS TO CONTINUE THROUGH THE WINTER MONTHS THEN THE ROAD SHOULD BE
‘CLEARED OF ACCUMULATED SNOW AFTER EACH STORM EVENT.

[ EROSION CONTROL NOTES

1
DT-2

DIVERSION RIDGE REQUIRED

WHERE GRADE EXCEEDS 2% 29 OR GRERTER
-—
ROADWAY
FILTER FABRIC
SECTION A-A
\ SEDIMENT /
TRAP OUTLET
SUPPLY WATER TO WASH > TEMPORARY SEDIMENT

WHEELS IF NECESSARY

EXISTING ROADWAY

TRAP AS NECESSARY

3" COURSE AGGREGATE
MIN. 6° THICK

-

10" MIN.

\———— DIVERSION RIDGE

{WHERE REQUIRED)

75" MIN.
(MAY BE 50' WHERE DIVERSION RIDGE IS PROVIDED)

NOTES: PLAN VIEW

1.

w N

THE ENTRANCE SHALL BE MAINTAINED IN A CONDITION THAT WILL PREVENT
TRACKING OR FLOWING OF SEDIMENT ONTO PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAYS. THIS MAY
REQUIRE TOP DRESSING, REPAIR AND/OR CLEANOUT OF ANY MEASURES USED TO
TRAP SEDIMENT.

. THE MINIMUM STONE USED SHOULD BE 3-INCH CRUSHED STONE,
THE MINIMUM LENGTH OF THE PAD SHOULD BE 75 FEET, EXCEPT THAT THE MINIMUM

LENTH MAY BE REDUCED TO 50 FEET IF A 3-INCH TO 6-INCH HIGH BERM IS INSTALLED
AT THE ENTRANCE OF THE PROJCT SITE.

4. THE PAD SHOULD EXTEND THE FULL WIDTH OF THE CONSTRUCTION ACCESS ROAD OR 10

o o

N

®

FEET, WHICHEVER IS GREATER.
THE PAD SHOULD SLOPE AWAY FROM THE EXISTING ROADWAY.
. THE PAD SHOULD BE AT LEAST 8-INCHES THICK.

THE GEOTEXTILE FILTER FABRIC SHOULD BE PLACED BETWEEN THE STONE PAD AND
THE EARTH SURFACE BELOW THE PAD.

. THE PAD SHALL BE MAINTAINED OR REPLACED WHEN MUD AND SOIL PARTICLES CLOG
THE VOIDS IN THE STONE SUCH THAT MUD AND SOIL PARTICLES ARE TRACKED OFF-SITE.

8. NATURAL DRAINAGE THAT CROSSES THE LOCATION OF THE STONE PAD SHOULD BE

INTERCEPTED AND PIPED BENEATH THE PAD, AS NECESSARY, WITH SUITABLE OUTLET
PROTECTION.

0. WHEN NECESSARY, WHEELS SHALL BE CLEANED PRIOR TO ENTRANCE ONTO PUBLIC
RIGHT-OF-WAY.

1. WHEN WASHING IS REQUIRED, IT SHALL BE DONE ON AN AREA STABILIZED WITH
CRUSHED STONE THAT DRAINS INTQ AN APPROVED SEDIMENT TRAP OR SEDIMENT
BASIN.

SCALE:N.T.S.

[ GRAVEL CONSTRUCTION EXIT
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SECTION

NOTE:

. DROP INLET SEDIMENT BARRIERS ARE TO BE USED FOR SMALL, NEARLY LEVEL
DRAINAGE AREAS (LESS THAN 5%).

THIS TYPE OF BARRIER HAS NO OVERFLOW PROVISION, WILL RESULT IN
PONDING IF THE SEDIMENT 1S NOT REMOVED REGULARLY AND SHOULD
THEREFORE NOT BE USED WHEN OVERFLOW MAY ENDANGER DOWN SLOPE
AREAS.

»

THE WIRE MESH SHOULD BE PLACED OVER THE DROP INLET SO THAT THE
ENTIRE OPENING AND A MINIMUM OF 12-INCHES AROUND THE OPENING AR

»w

ATTACH FILTER FABRIC
SECURELY TO UPSTREAM
SIDE OF POST

UNDISTURBED
soiL l_-

EXTRA STRENGTH FILTER FABRIC NEEDED
WITHOUT WIRE MESH SUPPORT
STEEL OR

WOoD POST \

i
3
MAXIMUM SPACING WiTHOUT WIRE
‘SUPPORT FENCE
10 MAXIMUM SPACING WITH WIRE
SUPPORT FENCE

PERSPECTIVE VIEW

STEEL OR WOOD POST

/_ 36" HIGH MAXIMUM

ATTACHING TWO SILT FENCES

36" MAX.

| W BT OTET

THE FIRST FENCE

PLACE THE END POST OF
THE SECOND FENCE
BN - INSIDE THE END POST OF

8" X 8" TRENCH WITH
COMPACTED BACKFILL

SECTION VIEW
NOTES:

6"108"

ROTATE BOTH POSTS AT
LEAST 180 DEGREES IN

A CLOCKWISE DIRECTION
TO CREATE ATIGHT
SEAL WITH THE FABRIC
MATERIAL

DRIVE BOTH POSTS
ABOUT 10 INCHES INTO
THE GROUND AND BURY

ATTACHING TWO SILT F| ES

1. SILT FENCES SHOULD NOT BE USED ACROSS STREAMS, CHANNELS, SWALES, DITCHES OR OTHER

DRAINAGE WAYS.

2. SILT FENCE SHOULD BE INSTALLED FOLLOWING THE CONTOUR OF THE LAND AS CLOSELY AS
POSSIBLE AND THE ENDS OF THE SILT FENCE SHOULD BE FLARED UPSLOPE.

3. IF THE SITE CONDITIONS INCLUDE FROZEN GROUND, LEDGE OR THE PRESENCE OF HEAVY ROOTS THE
BASE OF THE FABRIC SHOULD BE EMBEDDED WITH A MINIMUM THICKNESS OF 8 INCHES OF 3/4-INCH

STONE.

4. SILT FENCES PLACED AT THE TOE OF SLOPES SHOULD BE INSTALLED AT LEAST 6 FEET FROM THE TOE
TO ALLOW SPACE FOR SHALLOW PONDING AND ACCESS FOR MAINTENANCE,

S.  THE MAXIMUM SLOPE ABOVE THE FENCE SHOULD BE 2:1 AND THE MAXIMUM LENGTH OF SLOPE ABOVE

THE FENCE SHOULD BE 100 FEET.

8. REMOVED SEDIMENT SHALL BE DEPOSITED TO AN AREA THAT WILL NOT CONTRIBUTE TO SEDIMENT
OFF-SITE AND CAN BE PERMANENTLY STABILIZED.

7. SILT FENCES SHOULD BE REMOVED WHEN THE UPSLOPE AREAS HAVE BEEN PERMANENTLY

STABILIZED.
SCALE:N.T.S.
[ SILT FENCE I-DH

COVERED BY THE MESH.

THE WIRE MESH SHOULD BE HARDWARE CLOTH OR WIRE WITH OPENINGS UP
TO ONE HALF INCH.

-~

. THE GRAVEL FILTER SHOULD BE CLEAN COARSE AGGREGATE.

@ o

THE GRAVEL SHOULD EXTEND AT LEAST 18-INCHES ON ALL SIDES OF THE
DRAIN OPENING AND SHALL BE AT LEAST 12-INCHES IN DEPTH.

IF THE STONE FILTER BECOMES CLOGGED WITH SEDIMENT SO THAT IT NO
LONGER ADEQUATELY PERFORMS ITS FUNCTION, THE STONES MUST BE
PULLED AWAY FROM THE STRUCTURE, CLEANED AND REPLACED.

N

SCALE: N.T.S.

[ GRAVEL & WIRE MESH SEDIMENT BARRIER
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END POINTS 'A' MUST BE HIGHER

THAN THE FLOW LINE POINT 'B' \
114 SWALE \
A

DEPTH (6" MIN.)

SWALE DEPTH

MINIMUM DEPTH OF ROCK
PLACED IN CHANNEL FLOW
LINE S 6° C

KING LJPST]

MINIMUM
TRENCH

SECTIONC-C

‘L' = THE DISTANCE SUCH THAT POINTS ‘A" AND 'B"
ARE OF EQUAL ELEVATION
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FILE - CHECK D, PACING
NOTES:

STONE CHECK DAMS SHOULD BE INSTALLED BEFORE RUNOFF 1S DIRECTED TO THE
DRAINAGE DITCH. SWALE OR

2. THE MAXIMUM CONTRIBUTING DRAINAGE AREA TO THE CHECK DAM SHOULD BE LESS THAN ONE ACRE.

W

STONE CHECK DAMS SHOULD NOT BE USED IN A FLOWING STREAM.

»

STONE CHECK DAMS SHOULD BE CONSTRUCTED OF WELL-GRADED ANGULAR 2 TO 3 INCH STONE. THE
::ff;éé:i:mm OF 3/4-INCH STONE ON THE T FACE IS RECO FOR BETTER
G.

5. WHEN INSTALLING STONE CHECK DAMS THE CONTRACTOR SHALL KEY THE STONE INTO THE CHANNEL
BANKS AND EXTEND THE STONE BEYOND THE ABUTMENTS A MINIMUM OF 18-INCHES TO PREVENT
FLOW AROUND THE DAM.

6. STONE CHECK DAMS SHOULD BE REMOVED ONCE THE SWALE OR DITCH HAS BEEN STABILIZED
UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED.

SCALE:N.T.S.

[ STONE CHECK DAM
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CONTACT DIG SAFE
72 HOURS PRIOR
TO CONSTRUCTION

DIGSAFE.COM
-888-DIG SAFE

K 1-888-344-7233
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TAX MAP PARCEL 19-20
ELM STREET - N.H. ROUTE 101A

MILFORD, NEW HAMPSHIRE
PREPARED FOR:

P.0. BOX 517, WILTON, NH 03086

PROPOSED OFFICE

MILFORD CENTER TRUST
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October 22, 2012

Town of Milford Planning Board

Attn: Bill Parker, Community Development Director
1 Union Square

Milford, NH 03055

RE: Site Plan Application for Parcel 19-20
206 Elm Street - Milford NH
(Waiver Request Letter)

Dear Planning Board Members,

Fieldstone Land Consultants, PLLC hereby requests the following waiver from the Town of Milford Development
Regulations, regarding the above referenced project:

1. Section 6.08.5 — Landscaping Buffers:
Section 6.08.5 states that landscaping plans shall be designed to provide buffers in an effort to
mitigate impacts to neighboring properties. This section further states that buffers are intended to
physically separate one use or property from another so as to visually shield or block, noise, lights,
provide a water quality benefit and to minimize other impacts.

The subject property is zoned commercial along with the adjacent properties atong Elm Street. We
believe that the development of this property, as proposed, will be consistent with its surroundings
and will meet the intent of the regulations. The development of this property will consist of a
professional office use that will not generate any significant noise, lighting or result in any impacts to
the water quality. The site is designed to self contained and will convey all stormwater from the
property to a proposed leaching basin at the rear of the property where all stormwater runoff will
be treated and infiltrated. The only thing that this design does not provide is a visual buffer to the
east and west which we believe is consistent with its surroundings. If you look at the property to
our east, which consists of the Milford Vetinarian Office, you will notice that this is a rather new
development which utilizes nearly all of their property while providing virtually no buffering most
likely due to the size of the lot. The property to the north consists of a Seafood Restaurant which
also provides little to no buffering. And the property to the west is a larger commercial property
consisting of a residential dwelling approximately 100 feet from the subject site boundary. There is
therefore no buffering offered on the abutting properties. The design and layout of the subject
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property places the parking area and the main entrance to the office building would also be at the
rear of the building. This layout should prevent any associated impacts on the adjacent parcel.

Due to the size of the lot and the lot geometry we respectfully request that the Planning Board
waive the buffering requirements outlined in Section 6.08.5. We believe that this project meets all
of the underlying goals within Section 6.08.5 as outlined above and that it will enhance and promote
an economic, ecological and aesthetically pleasing development and landscape by offering
landscaping along Elm Street and enhancing the Elm Street Corridor. We believe the proposal to
redevelop this property is an improvement project and will have positive impacts to the property
and its surroundings.

Please contact me should you have any questions or comments pertaining to the above waiver requests.
Thank you for your consideration.

Very truly yours,
FIELDSTONE LAND CONSULTANTS, PLLC

7

Chad E. Branon, PE
Project Manager
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Town of MiIforélT‘New Hampshire

PLANNING BOARD
Worksession

AGENDA
Tuesday, November 20, 2012 6:30 PM Town Hall BOS room

1. Discussion to address Clarification on Accessory Dwelling Units/Accessory Uses and
Revisions to ‘Non-conforming uses and structures’ ( memo from Bill Parker, Zoning
Administrator/Community Development Director)

2. Other business
a. Other proposed Zoning Ordinance revisions/changes

3. Updates (as necessary):

NRPC

Community Planning Grant

SoRLAC

Recreation Master Plan

Planning Board Awards (distinguished site)
Pedestrian Network plan

Community Facilities Committee

@mpo0 T

Future Meetings:

11/27/12- Worksession to finalize any ZO changes proposed by ZBA and staff for
hearings in Dec



October 20, 2012

MEMO
TO: Planning Board
Jodie Levandowski, Town Planner
FROM: Bill Parker, Community Development Director/Zoning Administrator
RE: Proposed Zoning Amendments — 2013 Warrant: Clarification on Accessory

Dwelling Units/Accessory Uses and Revisions to ‘Non-conforming uses and
structures’

| would like to recommend the Planning Board consider the following minor amendments to the Zoning

Ordinance for placement on the 2013 Town warrant. Both sets of changes are intended to preclude

confusion in the enforcement of the Zoning Ordinance and to clarify the intent behind several uses

added to the Zoning Ordinance as permitted by Special Exception.

1.

Conflict between ‘Accessory Uses and Structures’ and ‘Accessory Dwelling Units’

Planning Board member Kathy Bauer identified the issue that single-family homes and their
accessory uses and structures are acceptable uses in several zoning districts, and that accessory
dwelling units are acceptable by special exception. Confusion may result from the use of
‘accessory’ which is common to both uses.

Recommendation: Revise the following definitions in Article IV: Definitions, Section 4.01.0
Purpose (shown by strikethrough and bold type):

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU): A second;-aeeessery dwelling unit incorporated within an owner-
occupied existing or proposed single-family home or detached accessory structure. The total
area of the aeecessery additional dwelling unit shall not exceed 700 SF and shall include not more
than one bedroom. Use of the existing curb cut is required and any additional parking should be
accommodated by the existing driveway or to the side or rear of the property. An Accessory
Dwelling Unit is not considered an accessory use or structure.

Accessory Use or Structure: A use or structure on the same lot with, and of a nature incidental
and subordinate to, the principal use or structure. An Accessory Dwelling Unit is not considered
an accessory use or structure.

Non-conforming uses and structures and the intent of permitting ADU’s and Offices in the ‘A’
and ‘B’ Districts by Special Exception



Within the last five years there were two zoning amendments approved with the intent of
allowing property owners more flexible use and economic return from their property without
having to obtain a variance to accommodate certain changes of use. Specifically, the
amendments allowed for accessory dwelling units (also providing additional affordable housing
opportunities) and for conversion of appropriate residential properties to office uses by special
exception. The special exception theoretically is a less burdensome and onerous permission
granted by the Zoning Board while still allowing for an added level of consideration on
appropriateness of the change.

There have been several applications within the last year or two for either an ADU or an Office
in the A or B district proposed on lots with legal non-conforming structures. The Zoning
Ordinance (Article II, Section 2.03.1.C, below) specifically does not allow for a special exception
to be granted on a non-conforming lot or for a non-conforming structure if there is a change of
use. Both the addition of an ADU to a non-conforming structure or conversion to office space in
a non-conforming structure are changes of use, and thus would not be allowed unless a variance
is obtained. Additionally, a special exception cannot be granted for an ADU on a lot that does
not meet all underlying zoning requirements. As many properties and structures in Town
predate the adoption of the Zoning Ordinance (March 1969) they exist now as legal non-
conforming. However, as stated before, the intent of these recent amendments was to allow
more options for appropriate uses without having to obtain a variance.

Two recent examples whereby a variance was required demonstrate this conflict:

Example #1:

A property owner at the corner of Oakwood Circle and Chestnut Street within an existing ranch-
style house applied for a special exception to convert the attached garage to an ADU. All
appeared very straightforward as the proposal appeared to easily meet all the ADU special
exception criteria. It was discovered by the Zoning Administrator that the existing residence
encroached in one front yard setback and one side yard setback. Because a special exception for
an ADU cannot be granted on a non-conforming lot, the property owner had to modify the
application and apply for a variance to allow a two-family residence in the A District, and a
special exception to allow the alterations to the home for the ADU. Fortunately the Zoning
Board approved both applications.

Example #2:

A property owner on Nashua Street applied to the Zoning Board and received approval for a
special exception to convert an existing residence in the Residence ‘A’ District to an office use.
The existing structure is a legal non-conforming structure due to encroachments within several
setbacks. Subsequent to that ZBA approval, the ZBA chairman identified the clause in Article I,
Section 2.03.1.C that prohibits the granting of a special exception for a change of use on a non-
conforming lot or for a non-conforming structure and asked for a legal opinion on that issue.
The Town Attorney was asked and he concurred that a variance was necessary as the Zoning



Board, when granting a special exception of any kind, can only do so under the specific criteria
for the special exception. Because of this, the property owner had to return to the Zoning Board
and seek a variance to alter the existing non-conforming structure for the office (change of use),
in addition to the special exception allowing the conversion which had already been granted.

Recommendation: To allow for the intent of providing reasonable opportunities to provide both
accessory dwelling units and offices in the Residence ‘A’ and ‘B’ districts by special exception,
specifically on legal non-conforming properties (either the parcel or the structure) without the
added burden of obtaining approval for a variance, | propose the following changes (indicated
by bold or strikethrough):

Article Il GENERAL PROVISIONS

2.02.0 NON-CONFORMING USES AND STRUCTURES (2012)

A use or structure lawfully existing prior to the enactment of the Zoning Ordinance (3/11/69),
and that is maintained after the effective date of the Ordinance, although it does not comply
with the zoning restrictions applicable to the district in which it is situated

2.03.0 NON-CONFORMING USE AND STRUCTURE — CONTINUANCE, DISCONTINUANCE, OR
CHANGE (2001)

2.03.1 INTENT: The intent of this section is to allow for the lawful continuance of non-
conforming uses, and/or structures and to allow a certain reasonable level of alteration,
expansion or change that will not change the nature of the use and unduly impact the
neighborhood.

A. Continuance: A non-conforming use or structure may be continued, although such use does
not conform to the current provisions of the Ordinance.

B. Discontinued use: Whenever a non-conforming use has been discontinued for more than one
(1) year for any reason, such non-conforming use shall not thereafter be reestablished, and the
future use of the property shall be in conformity with the provisions of this Ordinance.

C. Alteration, Expansion, or Change: Alterations, expansion, or changes to a non-conforming
use or structure shall only be permitted by Special Exception by the Zoning Board of Adjustment
if it finds that:

1. The alteration, expansion, or change shall not change the nature of the original use or
structure;

2. The proposed alteration, expansion, or change shall would involve no substantially different
effect on the neighborhood; or,

3. In the case of Home Occupations (Article X, Sec.10.02.3), Accessory Dwelling Units (Article X
Sec.10.02.6) and Offices in the Residence A and B Districts (Article X Sec. 10.02.7) the



proposed alteration, expansion, or change to a non-conforming use or structure complies with
those specific Special Exception criteria governing those uses.

Note also that Home Occupations by Special Exception are included in the proposed exclusion in #3
above. This use was included as a home occupation could potentially be interpreted as a ‘change of
use’ or could be proposed in a non-conforming structure. By allowing a home occupation to be only
governed by the criteria set forth in X.10.02.3 there is flexibility in allowing the home occupation
reasonably in a non-conforming structure or on a non-conforming lot if all other applicable criteria are
met.

And,
Article X: Administrative Relief
Section 10.02.6 Accessory Dwelling Units

A. Inall cases involving an Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU):

1. An ADU shall meet the following minimum requirements:
Only one ADU shall be allowed per a property.
The primary dwelling unit shall be owner occupied.
The ADUS shall not exceed 700 SF total space.
The ADU shall include no more than one bedroom.
No additional curb cuts shall be allowed.

S0 oo T o

Attached accessory dwelling units shall have and maintain at least one common
interior access between the principal dwelling structure and the accessory dwelling
unit consisting of a connector a minimum of 36” in width or a doorway a minimum
of 32” in width.

g. An ADU shall be located in an existing or proposed single-family home or detached
accessory structure.

j. An ADU shall meet all applicable local and State Building, Fire and Health Safety

Codes.

Summary: The proposed amendments will greatly assist a property owner to gain reasonable use of
his/her property by respecting the intent of the special exception criteria governing Accessory Dwelling
Units, Offices in the ‘A’ and ‘B’ Districts, and ‘Home Occupations’ by allowing for the special exceptions
to be granted on legal non-conforming properties and for legal non-conforming structures where
appropriate, without the added burden of obtaining variance approval.





