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REGULAR MEETING                            BRIDGEWATER PLANNING BOARD                JANUARY 3, 2018
The regular meeting of the Bridgewater Planning Board convened at 6:00 pm.
Members present:  Mr. Driscoll, Mr. Ajemian, Mr. Hall and Ms. Guarino
Also present:  Azu Etoniru, Town Engineer
SPRAGUES PLACE PUBLIC HEARING CONTINUATION
The public hearing reconvened at 6:32 pm.
Correspondence received:
1.  Email from Ron Ladue dated –felt right hand turn would not be obeyed for those heading south.
2. Email from Azu Etoniru today-
3. A response letter from SEA dated 1/3/18:
Comment 1- The Board discussed the name change; that also is a proper name.  Mr. Etoniru felt that the Board should be consistent…cited the fact that Lilac Lane was changed from Layla.    After discussion, it was the will of the Board that no proper names be used.  
Comment 2-Mr.Silva noted that the curb cut is under the jurisdiction of Mass DOT and a permit will be sought.   Mr. Silva asked Mr. Etoniru what he would like the warning sign to say.   Mr. Etoniru said one of those warning signs that may say hidden drive or danger; he will come up with something.   Mr. Driscoll commented that he would consider the waiver because this was there, but, had concern where the driveway of the existing house at #533 came out onto the road and how far away it was from the intersection.   Mr. Etoniru noted that the way the bylaw has been revised it refers to driveways outside the subdivision.   He felt it was ok where it was.   Mr. Driscoll spoke about the berm with the trees on top adjacent to Broad Street; in front of 555 and 565)…elevation is much higher and questioned whether the trees impede the line of sight.   He also questioned the cluster of trees on the other side in front of #533.  Mr. Ajemian felt those issues should be looked into.   Mr. Etoniru noted that you need 250 feet of site distance.  Mr. Driscoll stated that he just want to make sure it is safe if they grant the waiver.   Mr. Silva said the question is whether or not they are in the right of way or on private property.  Mr. Etoniru stated that he was not adverse to the Board granting the waiver as long as they have a basis for granting it.  He said even thought an ANR doesn’t recognize that was a roadway, in their mind that is what they were hoping to do, so there might be extenuating circumstances that would allow you to grant the waiver.  In doing that, you have to make a finding as to why you are doing that….. if there is sufficient line of sight and with the installation of the traffic light and position of signs.  Mr. Etoniru noted that the     radii are on private property, so you have to have an actual restrictive easement to make sure that is for the road.  Mr. Silva said they have that in their deed but will make sure that it is the way you need to have it.  
Comment 4-set back requirement waiver for detention basin.  Mr. Driscoll felt this waiver request will come back to bite the Board; he felt the board should remain consistent.   He suggested a new lot line configuration to solve this.  Mr. Silva stated they have done everything they can possibly think of on this lot.  Mr. Driscoll suggested trying to pick up some additional land from neighbors on High Street or from the existing duplex; he felt this was a self imposed hardship.  Mr. Silva said it is a different type of design; not an open basin, so it doesn’t have those kind of issues.  Mr. Driscoll questioned what type of maintenance will it require.  Mr. Silva noted that he went over that at the last hearing.  Mr. Etoniru stated that one of the reason that 25’ was put in was so that when work was done, there was room to work on any repair without encroaching on someone else’s property and is contained on the drainage lot.  It allows you to minimize any future clearing at the property line.   He said this particular configuration is unique and atypical in the sense that you don’t have too many sites in Bridgewater with this amount of impervious material which lends itself to the below grade recharge and detention.  The only concern he has, which has been addressed, is the potential breakout on the south side of the property. The other issue was the retaining wall that they proposed along the street.   In the grit chamber/oil water separator, if functioning properly, you will not get any leaves or vegetation that will silt up the recharge component of this system.   It will require minimal maintenance; however, the reason he recommended a higher amount of maintenance bond that will stay with the Town even after it is accepted is because of the number of units that are there, should they have to be replaced, would be at a higher cost than repair of a basin.   Restrictive and inclusive easements discussed  Mr. Driscoll noted that there seems to be additional abutting land.   Mr. Silva stated that this really isn’t a drainage basin; it is a drainage feature that doesn’t need the maintenance of a basin; it is only covers.  Mr. Etoniru said yes, you will only see covers, but in reality, the structures have a six foot diameter which is the outline of the structure.  You have to be able to bring in equipment outside of the structure area to be able to do excavation and stockpile material.  He stated that if the easement is restrictive and inclusive then it does achieve a similar objective.  He stated that it is considered a basin, whether or not it is above or below ground.   After considerable discussion, Mr. Silva was asked to find a way to pick up 3,000’ to make this work, so the Board doesn’t have to grant this waiver.
Comment #4- potential breakout-has been addressed
Comment #5-Security concerns around the drainage pits and maintenance vehicle access issues have been addressed.  $10,000 for maintenance is required.   Mr. Etoniru noted it was for the number of units and looking at replacement costs.  Mr. Driscoll felt the additional cost should be justified.  Mr. Ajemian felt it was by the amount of work that would be involved. Mr. Driscoll questioned how much would one of those structures cost.  Mr. Etoniru felt it was around $2500.00. (There are 6 of them)  Mr. Silva stated that he doesn’t see them being replaced; they are massive structures and have a huge capacity.  He suggested just leaving it at the $10,000 and moving on.
Comment #6-The specifications for the pipe bedding has been revised to show crushed stone bedding.
Comment #7-A waiver has been requested to allow the proposed roadway to be constructed without drainage catch basins at the intersection. He said they will put the catch basins in as long as the board accepts the velocity.  Mr. Silva stated that it was easier to stay with the rules and have basins there; also, Mass DOT will probably want them to do them anyway.  Mr. Etoniru stated that he was ok with the velocity.  Board ok with this request
Comment #8- waiver to allow the proposed drain line to be located 5’ off centerline- no additional comment.
Comment #9- the use of reinforced concrete bounds in lieu of granite bounds.  Mr. Etoniru supports the waiver.  Board ok with this request
Comment 10-The stormwater report has been revised.
An extension time for Board action was given by Mr. Silva on behalf of his client to February 28th.
On a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Mr. Hall, it was unanimously voted to continue the hearing to February 7th at 6:30 pm.

ROLLING PINES
Mr. Brown present for a road bond release at Rolling Pines in the amount of $28,647.60. He said that the bond was retained for two water services to be raised and infer-red.   He said Mr. Ladue watched them do one; it was done again for a better seal, he said.    Mr. Ladue, the Highway Superintendent sent an email that Mr. Brown was all set.  Mr. Etoniru commented that the patch job that they did is not consistent with the pavement surface.  He felt that there should be money left in the bond to do repair if it breaks apart after this winter.   He suggested releasing half of the bond (minus the $5,000 for the maintenance bond) .  Mr. Brown informed the Board that he had an outstanding bill due to Aggregate Industries in the amount of $15,000.  Mr. Etoniru said we have to keep at least $10,00 for the road; he then recommended releasing $8,647.60 now and wait until the road goes thru the winter and will reevaluate it in May.  
On a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Mr. Hall, it was unanimously voted to release $8, 647.60 of the road bond being held for the completion of Rolling Pines Drive.  It was unanimously voted.
OLDFIELD ESTATES, II PUBLIC HEARING CONTINAUTION
The public hearing reconvened at 7:48 pm.
Memo read from Mr. EtonIru that was received today:
“I have performed an initial review of the latest revised plan set and the stormwater management report dated December 26, 2017, along with a December 26, 2017 review response letter prepared by Silva Engineering Associates, P.C. (SEA).   These documents were received at the Community and Economic Development office on December 28, 2017.  The revised plan and stormwater report appear to have addressed a majority of my prior review comments and observations memorialized in the December 6, 2017 email transmission below.  However, given the voluminous plan and report contents, I need more time to review further the responses to my prior comments #2, #3 and #4 related the soils, groundwater, and the drainage basins.  The applicant has requested two waivers under sections IV.B.3.(d) and V.B.25 relative to the use of detail 10 and granite monuments respectively.  I do not find any compelling technical reason that would cause me to not recommend granting the requested waivers.
Mr. Silva requested that Mr. Lehtola be able to do some clearing now, as this weather is a good opportunity to do some rough grading for this phase, with the understanding that he won’t go beyond lot #42. 
Letter dated 12/26/17 from SEA requesting waivers read into the record:
1.  Section IV.B.3(d) Drainage basins: requirement of Detail 10
2. Section V.B. Monuments:  for the use of concrete bounds in lieu of granite bounds.

As far as waiver #1, Mr. Etoniru said he is ok with the waiver because they have high water table on both basins; they are using flow diffusers like were used at Trinity Circle. (Shown on page C-d-2 shows detail which Mr. Silva described).  Mr. Driscoll questioned if the basins had the 25’ setback?  Mr. Etoniru said because of the redesign that is something he will look at.

As far as waiver #2 there was no problem.

Mr. Etoniru said there really isn’t any reason why they can’t go in and do some clearing for the roadway; won’t need to do any excavation work.  

On a motion by Ms. Guarino, seconded by Mr. Hall, it was unanimously voted that the Board had no problem with the land clearing for the roadway and lots needing grading,  up to lots #42,  as long as it doesn’t involve  any excavation work and stay away from the wetlands 100’ jurisdictional buffer.  

On a motion by Ms. Guarino seconded by Mr. Hall, it was unanimously voted to continue the hearing to February 7th at 6:30 pm.
Road bond has been calculated by the Highway Supt. for the release of 3 lots on Oldfield in the amount of $101,470 and $168,133 for the release of all lots on Quail Run Road for a total road bond for Oldfield, Phase I of $269,603.00.  A check for that has been received from Lehtola Homes.  Mr. Etoniru said he had reviewed them with the Highway Supt.
On a motion by Mr. Hall, seconded by Mr. Ajemian, it was unanimously voted to accept a road bond in the amount of $269,603 for Phase I, Oldfield Estates.  ( the bond was for 600’ of Oldfield Road and the entire roadway of Quail Run Road).
A request was received for lot releases 1, 2 and 16 on Oldfield Road and all lots Quail Run Road.  
On a motion by Mr. Hall, seconded by Mr. Ajemian, it was unanimously voted to release lots 1,2 and 16 on Oldfield Road and all lots on Quail Run Road. (3-11)
        
 The Board received a request to have a joint meeting with the CEDC to discuss Ordinance D-FY-008- Elm Street Retail Overlay Usage and Ordinance D-FY18-011- Amend Elm Street Retail Overlay (ERO) District.
On a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Mr. Hall, it was unanimously voted to advise the council secretary that the Planning Board would like to have the meeting on February 21, 2018 at 6:30.  
Sec. note:  It was requested that the hearing be at 7:30 due to availability of council members.
         
                                                          
COVENANT RELEASE FOR LOTS ON COLONIAL POST ROAD
Mr. Silva had submitted a Form A plan prepared for Arthur Realty Trust showing the creation of three lots on Colonial Post Drive back on 7/18/11.  Those lots were derived from lots 28-32 on Colonial Post subdivision approved back in 1969.  The covenant was never released on the original lots, so when Mr. Iafrate went to a closing, the attorney found a cloud in the title with no covenant release. There is no roadway to be constructed in this area; driveways access houses.  Mr. Etoniru reviewed this and had no problem; only getting rid of the original encumbrance.  
Mr. Ajemian abstained due to his daughter’s involvement as an attorney to the neighbors.  
Mr. Driscoll, Ms. Guarino and Mr. Hall endorsed the covenant release. 

Housing Production Plan-(Order O-FY18-017)
It was referred to the Council’s Community & Economic Development committee, but the secretary   didn’t think there is any requirement for them to consider it jointly or hold a hearing.   Final draft was on line.  It was received by the Planning Board and forwarded on to members.   Mr. Driscoll said he has been to a couple of meetings on it and Ms. Guarino had read it.  OCPC is the one who put it together.  Mr. Driscoll commented that it is what it is and the vote is pretty much a formality to make sure that if you have so many housing units you can get a two-year stay and it gives us some flexibility 
On a motion by Mr. Hall, seconded by Mr. Ajemian, it was unanimously voted to recommend the HPP.
BUTTERNUT WAY FORM A PLAN
An application for endorsement of an ANR on Butternut Way was received in the mail from Attorney Lawrence Fleming representing the owners, Ashley and Gerry Gaudreau, 35 Butternut Way to correct an error on the record title to the property.  The cloud on title arises from inconsistencies in the lot lines on the plans referenced in the deeds in the chain of title to 35 Butternut Way and the abutting properties.  Deeds showed conflicting ownership of a small triangle of land (approximately 134 sf.) on the northeast corner of the property as well as a bulge in the lot line on the northerly boundary.  Mr. Etoniru
explained.  There is an error on the plan; need to change the description under the plan notes.   Lot 4B needs to be changed to 4A.  No new lots being created.

On a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Mr. Hall, it was unanimously voted to have the plan endorsed by a Board member  subject to changes explained by Mr. Etoniru are made.


Mrs. Dorr advised the members that the Burrill Ave apartments 4B plan had been received by the Zoning Board.  They are in the office to be reviewed.  Mr. Driscoll explained that Lisa Sullivan included comments from Mr. Driscoll in the site eligibility letter.  Mr. Driscoll to see if he can find email sent to Lisa with those comments which could then be sent to the ZBA.

On a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Mr. Hall, it was unanimously voted to adjourn the meeting at 8:37.



MINUTES APPROVED:_______________________________________
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