


[bookmark: _GoBack]REGULAR MEETING                           BRIDGEWATER PLANNING BOARD                         JANUARY 17, 2018

The regular meeting of the Planning Board convened at 6:30 pm.
MEMBERS PRESENT:   Mr. Driscoll, Mr. Ajemian, Mr. Hall and Ms. Guarino
ALSO PRESENT:  Mr. Etoniru, Town Engineer
OPEN SPACE PLAN
The Board received a request from Michael Dutton to write a letter of support for the Open Space plan.  Mr. Driscoll said he has not seen it.  Mr. Etoniru felt he was talking about the open space at the Meadows. (Deer Hollow)  Mr. Ajemian questioned who was on the Open Space Committee?  Mr. Driscoll stated that he felt it was important to know what they were endorsing.  Mr. Etoniru read email from Mr. Dutton that said “would you please see if the Planning Board would authorize a letter of support for the Open space plan this evening if they haven’t already.”  Mr. Ajemian noted that he was on the open space committee years ago and they had Jim Watson from OCPC work on it.  Mr. Driscoll stated that there is nothing in front of us now.  Later on in the evening, it was further discussed.  The members unanimously voted on a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Mr. Hall,  to have Mr. Etoniru write a letter, on behalf of the Planning Board, in support of the Open Space plan provided that a majority of the Board has no problem before Monday at noon.  

BURRILL APARTMENTS
The Board received notification from the Zoning Board secretary on the upcoming public hearing on January 24th for the comprehensive permit for 85 Plymouth Street.  The applicant proposes to construct 60 rental units on approximately 1.967 acres.  The ZBA is looking for comments no later than noon time on January 23rd.  Mr. Driscoll had sent a note to Lisa Sullivan to include the following in her site eligibility from the Planning Board letter to Mass Housing: 
The property, although currently housing a commercial use, is located in the Residential d zoning district.  Residential D allows as of right, one and two family dwellings only.  The parcel is also across the street from, or proximate to, the Central Business district, allowing for commercial uses as of right and mixed uses through a special permit process. The maximum building height in the Residential D district is 3 stories or 35 feet, and in Central Business district is 3.5 stories or 40 feet.  Based on the above information, and the proposed 4-5 stories with a 58 foot height, this project is not in keeping with its surroundings, and would obviously stand out.  The following is recommended:
a.  The building not exceeds 3.5 stories with a max of 40 feet in height.
b. Commercial occupy the entire ground floor.  Not only is this appropriate given its existing commercial use and proximity to the Central Business District, but may also be more appropriate if the site is contaminated with hydrocarbons or some other contaminant.
c. Adequate parking shall be provided to satisfy both uses.
d. The façade shall be more in keeping with our downtown zoning guidelines.  (i.e. utilizing New England architecture, discouraging flat roofs, utilizing natural exterior materials etc.)
e. A detailed and comprehensive landscape plan should be provided.
f. Every effort should be made to minimize site runoff and incorporate storm water management 
best management practices.
Ms. Guarino also sent a letter to Lisa with comments:
I did take a ride around the Burrill-Plymouth Street area.  I noted that the area is in Residential D.
The planned building is much larger and much higher than is allowed in that area.  In Residential D the height restriction is 35'.  I would suggest that the building be kept close to that 35', the bottom floor being completely commercial and designed in a more New England town look being part of the town rather than looking like it is part of the college.  
The letter said there will be access from Plymouth Street and Burrill Avenue.  Burrill Avenue is a one-way street going into the college property.   I know a traffic study will be done; but the area is very busy.  I would imagine people would rather exit the property directly to Plymouth Street (above the Spring St. light) rather than going down Burrill Ave and coming back out via Hooper Street (below the lights).  When college is in session pedestrian and vehicular traffic is heavy in that area and also at rush hour when people are going to and coming from the train lot.  Is a pedestrian tunnel feasible for Plymouth Street to the college?  I am not sure I saw space for snow storage.
Need plans for adequate parking and landscaping of the property.
I understand that schools cannot be taken into consideration.  But, apparently in the kindergarten this year there are 260 students and 10 teachers in Bridgewater.  In Raynham there are 150 students and 7 teachers in kindergarten.  As we grow, our student population grows.

Mr. Etoniru will write a letter to the ZBA and incorporate Planning Board comments into the one letter.
Mr. Driscoll said there was a letter sent by Michael Dutton, written by Lisa Sullivan, also.  Mrs. Dorr was asked to scan that letter and send on to the Board members.
                                               SUBDIVISION RULES AND REGULATIONS AMENDMENTS
The fees have already been voted and changed and filed with the Plymouth Registry…working now on the rest of the proposed changes.  Mr. Etoniru had the whole document showing what currently exists and what is proposed.  
There was considerable discussion on Inspection fees and inspections.
The members went over the entire revised document with Mr. Etoniru who explained each proposed change.  Members made the following changes to the proposed amendments as follows:
●Refund policy was changed to say * refund policy applicable for professional review by outside consultants only”.  
● under FORMULA- Change sentence referring to annual growth to read   “The annual growth rate of the fee shall be commensurate with the inflation rate as of the date of the fee review.”    
● Under CUL-DE-SAC change the maximum of 21 units to 11 residential units.
● Alternate proposed definition of LOT BUILDING AREA was the choice of Mr. Etoniru-Board agreed.  Took out “where ever practical” and add “in the last sentence “and area” after minimum frontage.
● NUMBER OF DWELLINGS PER LOT…In seconded paragraph take out “a MINIMUM OF SEVENTY FIVE (75) PERCENT.”
Mr. Etoniru explained Section 111. Procedure for the submission and approval of plans and why applications submitted shall be reviewed and verified for administrative completeness by the Town Engineer/Town Planner prior to scheduling a public hearing.   It was noted that we had a policy; however, it wasn’t incorporated into the Rules and Regulations.  Mr. Driscoll suggested that it be run by Mr. Dutton to make sure it was legal.  Mr. Etoniru said he had given it to him and he hasn’t heard anything otherwise.
● The addition of verbiage about endorsement plan containing statement was moved to #2. Filing procedure and the second paragraph about the number of plans to be filed and with whom, was taken out.   The proposed “CAD file shall be a version compatible with the Town’s version in effect as of the date of the filing will be added.
● Page 22 seconded paragraph where it states that the definitive plan shall not be deemed to have been submitted…..was taken out
● Under n. Location of Benchmark based on…take out N.G.V.D
● Under q. take out N.G.V.D and add N.A.V.D-88 and compatible with Town GIS system.
● move the word vegetation over under (17)
● the letter Z should have a period and capitalize the letter s
● pg. 38- There was discussion on the second paragraph concerning that the Planning Board, at its discretion, may waive these  requirements for subdivision developments involving-4 single family house lots, or 1-4 single family residential units…Duplexes would be limited to two residential units. .Mr. Driscoll suggested possibly changing to 1-3 single units which would make it more of a rural street; intent is to have single family, not multifamily…Mr. /Etoniru said he suggested 4 because it is consistent with Storm Water Management.   The Board was asked to think about this section. Mr. Driscoll questioned the last sentence that states and shall never be accepted as a public way.” Mr. Etoniru said yes; if it isn’t built according to subdivision standards it is stated again; it is made very clear. 
● (page 44) seconded paragraph -1st sentence- add “including infiltration basins- So the sentence would read-For the purposes of these regulations, and for verification of compliance with the required property line setback distance for drainage basins, when a drainage basin, including infiltration basins, is formed by excavation of soil below existing natural ground surface, the reference measuring sides of the basin shall be taken at a distance of ten(10) feet from the excavation wall.
● Mr. Driscoll’ asked Mr. Etoniru to note that in the paragraph that for 1-4 units we don’t want the structures on individual lots
● (pg. 47) Access to Streets- At the end that section; add” the proposed street shall not exceed 1500’.” 
● (pg.48) Dead end streets- c.  Eliminate “for” at the beginning of the sentence and add in the last sentence “shall be provided” to” may be utilized” and change to “ a cul-de-sac” instead of in lieu of paved road.
● (pg.51) in the bottom chard under 20 to 49 residential units add one at 4’ under bicycle lane.
● (page 52) at top of  page, under the third sentence about 18” gravel shoulder change last part of sentence to read four(4) or less single family residential house lots or units rather that less than four.
● Curbs -The proposed definition doesn’t say anywhere that no curbs on 4 or less?
●(pg 55)  Use of consulting services—any reference to zoning bylaws be changed to Ordinances and town meeting reference be change to Town Council
●(pg 56)  Mr. Driscoll suggested that it should say somewhere that a licensed engineer must be presenting the plan before the Board.  Mr. Etoniru will do that.
● #21- Shade Trees- Mr. Driscoll suggested that the tree warden be consulted about his preferred type of street tree.   Mr. Ajemian will check with him.
●Inspection…should there be a 48 hour notification?
● (page 64) under street acceptance second sentence should read streets with 4 or less single family residential lot, or 4 single family residential units shall not be accepted by the Town of Bridgewater.  ( the “ or streets that are dead ends, cul-de-sacs or not through streets that are created for the sole use of the property owners and not serving the goals of improving circulation, promoting general welfare or increasing public safety” be removed.)  Mr. Driscoll stated that the whole paragraph probably should be cleaned up…..he asked Azu to think about what if someone wants to build a 4 lot subdivision with a cul-de-sac on a drainage lot.

The members were informed that Lisa Sullivan had put her application in to the Town Manager for an appointment to the Planning Board.  She has spoken with the ethics commission and there is no problem.  
On a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Mr. Hall, it was unanimously voted to send a letter to the Town Manager recommending her appointment as she would be a very valuable asset to the Board.

On a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Mr. Hall, it was unanimously voted to approved the minutes of the following meetings: 7/19/17, 8/2, 8/13, 9/6, 9/20, 10/4, 10/18, 11/1, 11/15, 12/6

On a motion by Mr. Hall, seconded by Mr. Ajemian, it was unanimously voted to adjourn the meeting at 10:04.
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