


[bookmark: _GoBack]REGULAR MEETING                                    BRIDGEWATER PLANNING BOARD               FEBRUARY 21, 2018
The regular meeting convened at 6:30 pm.
Members Present:  Mr. Ajemian, acting Chairman, Mr. Hall, and Ms. Guarino (Mr. Driscoll arrived after the first hearing closed at 7:05 because he had recused himself from this hearing)
ALSO PRESENT:  Jennifer Burke, Planning Director; Azu Etoniru, Town Engineer
CRIMSON HEIGHTS PUBLIC HEARING-OFF LYMAN PLACE
The public hearing convened at 6:31 p.m.
Ms. Guarino read the public hearing notice that appeared in the Enterprise on 2/7 and 2/14 into the record.
Correspondence received read into the record:
     Highway Supt., Ron Ladue- Upon review of the plans for the subdivision, Crimson Heights, off Lyman Place, I would like to make the following recommendations:
· Agree to allow waivers
· ¾” stone to be placed 30’ minimum at construction entrance as a mud mat 
· 12” CCB must be installed monolithically and meet 6” height requirement at binder and top coarse pavement
· HP ramps must comply with the latest ADA specifications
· Street and stop signs must be installed at first lot approval
· Street trees to be planted outside of layout
· CPU cluster mailboxes to be installed in 10x10 easement and comply with ADA reach range
· All unsuitable materials (silt, clay, etc.) must be removed from recharge area for proper recharge
· All driveway aprons must meet ADA specifications where sidewalk flows through driveways
· Weir shall be v-notch, not channel notch
· Upon approval, a signed hard copy of plan must be submitted to Highway Department
· Plan does not address street lighting (lamp post vs. street lights)
· A non-refundable maintenance bond of 10K will be applied to road bond request form 

Mr. Silva presented the subdivision plan.  The site is in a Residential AB and SBD with 8 one acre lots-they sought a use variance from the ZBA which was approved on August 2, 2016.  He explained that a land court plan extended Lyman Place 300’ past the intersection.  There are three landowners involved in the project.  The cul-de-sac is 720’. .  The wetlands are located to the northern and eastern sections of the property.   Perk tests have been done; got perk tests in the drainage; witnessed by Azu.  There is a large detention basin between lots 2 and 3 which handles most of the flow; there is a portion of the flow that is directed to a drainage component that is in the old right of way that is part of the land court right of way; the first hundred feet is actually going back towards the basins that are on Lyman/Keith.  He said that according to the records they have, the 300’ was actually taken into account when that subdivision was done, but he has no way to verify that and it was done before Storm Water Management. .



Mr. Silva said that he didn’t understand he comment made by the Highway Supt., about the V-notch. He said the channel notch actually works in this engineering design.  He said they try to use V notch as much as they can, but, sometimes it really isn’t the right technique for regulating discharge.  The parcel is 9.76 acres in size; 7.7 acres of upland with 2 acres of wetland.


Mr. Silva discussed the waivers requested:

 IV.B.3.(d)-DRAIN LINES- from Strict compliance with the required 3’-6’ of cover over a drain line.
(For the first set of catch basins and drain manhole; due to the transition grading at the existing Lyman Place intersection.

IV.B.3 DRAIN LINES- requirements of Detail 10.  It is requested to allow the recharge component to the designed in compliance with the current requirements of the Mass. Stormwater Management BMP’s as outlined in the proposed changes to the Rules and Regulations.

V.B. 1 TYPICAL CROSS SECTION- waiver requested to allow the drain line to be located 5 feet off centerline due to the pavement width of 22 feet.

V.B.25 MONUMENTS- Waiver requested for use of concrete bounds in lieu of granite bounds.

Mr. Ajemian asked that use variance be defined.  Mr. Etoniru stated that generally a use variance will be associated with a particular plan showing the actual uses that are proposed.  In his view, what they did, was to give a variance that would otherwise be actually zoning bearings; even though they wouldn’t want to do spot zoning, they could have incorporated abutting properties to actually change the zoning.  
(he cited what had happened on Easy Street).  He commented that would have been the proper way to do it.  He said the decision in kind of vague; they didn’t define the area and the specific uses that have been allowed.    He said they need to verify if the variance is still valid; a variance has to be exercised within one year; there was no specific plan associated with that use variance; the decision on this was granted in September, 2016.  Mr. Silva suggested that the recording of the decision with the Registry exercised it.    The Board wanted legal clarification that the variance is still valid before voting on the subdivision.  Mr. Silva noted that the area that was allowed was defined by metes and bounds.  Jennifer said that she agreed with Mr. Etoniru that it wasn’t legally started within the time frame.  Mr. Silva stated that they pursued immediately the residential development of the property which included doing the perk tests and the wetlands delineation had already been completed by then.   Mr. Silva stated that originally they were going to request a zoning change, however, the previous Economic and Development Director, Andrew, indicated that he preferred that they not go that way..


Mr. Etoniru noted that waivers need to be in letter form.
The drainage ( sheet 5) that is near Station at the entrance ( the first set of catch basins) where they are requesting waiver of cover there is no definition of an easement.  So, if the Town accepted the subdivision, how they would have the right to go one there, he asked.  Mr. Silva stated that is all part of Lyman Place.  Mr. Etoniru asked about the swale defined as a 6’ interceptor trench that runs that drain to the drainage basin; that is an integral part of the drainage.  Mr. Silva said that is on the drainage lot.  Mr. Etoniru noted that it continues along the backs of lots 1 and 2 into the drainage lot; so that segment needs to be properly defined.  Mr. Silva stated that it is behind all the other lots and also behind lots 3 and 4.   He stated that in order to get the amount of infiltration that is required  that is one of the ways to do it….to intercept  some of that overland flow off the lots so when it flows off the grassed areas,  you intercept it into the trenches in order to get the numbers.  Mr. Etoniru noted that the proposed grading doesn’t indicate that.  Azu mentioned street lights?  Mr. Silva stated they will be driveway lanterns.

Mr. Etoniru noted that the test pits that are applicable to the drainage on the road need to be shown on the grading sheet along the profile.  The last item is on sheet 8 need to show the 100 yr. storm elevation down to the 2 year; he does not see the ground water elevation he is using for that elevation. …so show compliance with the 2 foot separation from groundwater, he said.  Mr. Ajemian wanted the tree locations shown on the plan.

Jennifer noted that there is a new schedule for submitting informational and updated materials and Larry needs to keep that in mind before we continue.  He will need the materials a week prior to the scheduled meeting by noon.  Mr. Ajemian will not be at the March 21st hearing, so Mr. Silva suggested continuing to the first meeting in April.    Time for action is May 22nd.  No preliminary 

On a motion by Mr. Hall, seconded by Ms. Guarino, it was unanimously voted to continue the hearing to April 4th at 6:30 pm.

Mr. Driscoll arrived at 7:07 pm.

WAMPANOAG ESTATES CLUSTER-MIKE KOSKA
Mr. Koska was  before the Board this evening requesting a minor modification to his Wampanoag Estates subdivision and a further extension to his expiration date of March 31, 2018.  The Board’s vote on December 14th, 2017, was conditioned upon him submitting updated subdivision plans and stormwater design and management report that conform to the Board’s current rules and regulations, as well as conformance to the DEP stormwater management standards.   Mr. Koska stated that he has gotten thru the Army Corps and filed a Water Quality certificate with the Registry of Deeds.  He feels he has complied with the Water Quality standards and infiltration and submitted the Army Corp report to the Planning Board’s engineer to look at.  With the reduction in pavement, he would hope the Board would determine this is a minor modification and grant him a two year extension.  Mr. Driscoll asked Mr. Koska to explain what the changes are….Mr. Koska explained that the reduction in pavement from 28’ with two 5’ sidewalks to 22’ and one sidewalk with cape cod berm, that reduces the requirements for Stormwater and the system that is there is adequate for the current standards.   Mr. Koska noted that he supplied one copy of the recorded plan to the Board, but, would be happy to prepare more if needed.  He was asked for three more.  
Mr. Driscoll asked Mr. Etoniru  that in order to be consistent with these requests, as done in other subdivisions,  shouldn’t there be  a calculation  done between the savings of slope faced granite verses cape cod berm and elimination of a sidewalk wherein 50% goes towards other improvements in the immediate area ?  Mr. Etoniru stated that it was absolutely applicable.    He said to keep in mind that there should be a mechanism as was done at Bridgewater Preserve.  Mr. Driscoll asked that Azu, Ron Ladue and Mike work it out and come up with a value of the waivers. 
Feb. 13th memo from Jennifer Burke received.  She has reviewed the application and plans requesting a Minor Modification to the approved subdivision.  The applicant has reduced the amount of impervious surface from  39,193 sq.ft to 32,223 Sq.ft.  The reduction will allow the project to meet current storm water standards.  There are no other modifications proposed.  From a planning perspective, this modification appears to be minor in nature.  The Board may want to consider requesting that the Applicant include the planting of shade trees as consideration for the modification request.   Mr. Koska noted that there are shade trees are part of the plan.  
 It was put on the agenda for March 7th.  Jennifer noted that everything should be submitted the Wednesday prior in order to get on that agenda.

121 SPRING STREET PUBLIC HEARING CONTINUATION

The public hearing reconvened at 7:21 pm.
Mr. Silva requested a continuation to March 21, 2018 and to extend time for action to March 28th.   His client is looking into options as far as the property in front of him; will be downsizing the project in order to have it better fit on the lot;   Mr. Silva mentioned that one of the bigger problems they have on that site is that the soils are pretty bad for drainage and he felt that one of the only clear solutions is to throttle the water on site and then getting it into the town system.  

On a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Ms. Guarino, it was unanimously voted to continue the hearing to March 21, 2018  at 6:30 pm. and accept the extension request to March 28, 2018.

SPRAGUES PLACE PUBLIC HEARING CONTINUTATION
 
The public hearing reconvened at 7:29 pm.
Extension letter received from SEA to further continue to March 7th and extend time for action to March 28th.

 On a motion by Ms. Guarino, seconded by Mr. Hall, it was unanimously voted to accept the extension of time for action to March 28th and continue the hearing to March 7th at 6:30 pm

OLDFIELD ESTATES PUBLIC HEARING CONTINUATION
The public hearing reconvened at 7:31 pm.
Mr. Etoniru noted that he was comfortable with the drainage.
Mr. Silva said he received a copy of the draft decision and had some questions about conditions #`13, 14 and 15  
#13  Prior to the issuance of the first building permit, an enforceable homeowners’ association (HOA) document which establishes a funding mechanism and sets forth the responsibility of the developer and subsequent homeowners for the operation and maintenance of the roadway and the drainage system shall be submitted to the Planning Board for its review and approval.  The HOA document shall be recorded at the Registry of Deeds within the property chain of title and referenced on all subsequent conveyance deeds.  The HOA shall expire upon acceptance of the roadways as public ways by the Town.

Mr. Silva said this introduces something that they have never dealt with as a condition of approval as it relates to an HOA.  He asked if it is a condition that is now going to be applied to all subdivisions.  Mr. Etoniru stated that until a subdivision is accepted by the Town, somebody needs to be responsible for maintaining it.  Mr. Silva said he understands the intent, but he asked if there was an easier way to deal with it rather than an HOA agreement because you have a covenant for the completion of the work.  He asked if it could be reworded to reiterate that it was the developer’s responsibility to do the maintenance on the roadway until such time as it is accepted.  Mr. Etoniru noted that the HOA could be the developer.  Mr. Silva said he understood that, but, this is making it a formal document as opposed to being a condition of approval; it is also stated in the covenant, he said.  Mr. Etoniru noted that what happens is that the covenant gets released, people start moving in and then there is an issue…at least this way, they are made aware of what is going on; this way, they can’t say that nobody explained that to them.  This is not only for the developer, but, to alert anyone who moves in on what is going to happen….until the town accepts the roadways.  There is nothing that is incumbent upon the Town that would mandate that the Town accepts private roads as public ways.  He said this also came about due to what happened at Norlen Park …the developer walked away and an irate resident came to the town insisting that they do something about the problems there.  This condition is to remedy the gap.   Mr. Peter Lehtola stated that the Town already has a bond to complete the road if the developer walks away; he also noted that the developer always has the responsibility to maintain and he felt this HOA will scare buyers away.  Mr. Etoniru noted that the covenant is just a document that states that you will build the road as is proposed and if you default, the town can take the bond and finish the road work.  This condition would address taking care of maintenance and operation component down the road if the Town does not accept the road or until the town does accept.  Jennifer Burke suggested maybe changing the language to say something like “prior to the issuance an enforceable document which establishes the funding mechanisms that sets forth the responsibly of the operation and use of the roadway and drainage system.”  Mr. Lehtola questioned what would be funded?  Jennifer said it would be for plowing the road, street sweeping, maintenance of something that may happen prior to street acceptance; things that are not covered by the initial road bond calculation.  Mr. Lehtola said he would have no problem with some kind of statement made to the homeowners indicating that he is responsible, but felt there was no need for money being set aside— Jennifer noted that homeowners just don’t understand that it is not the responsibility of the town to fix things that may go wrong.  She suggested verbiage that would include that the developer has the responsibility and will fund if it needs to be funded.  Mr. Etoniru said he can re-word this, but it has to be something that enforceable and is on record.  Mr. Silva suggested that the developer has that responsibility, unless it is transferred by an HOA to the homeowners or accepted by the Town.  The fact that the contingency in the road bond has been increased and also the fact that the road bonds will be updated annually was briefly discussed.  
Mr. Silva and Mr. Lehtola agreed that if the language was cleaned up they would have no problem with the condition.  Mr. Hall noted that it should be “the developer or assigns” in there too.  Mr. Driscoll commented that it really is just a disclosure to perspective buyers.   

#14  Prior to the issuance of a building permit for each lot, the applicant shall submit a site plan for the lot prepared, signed and stamped by a Massachusetts Registered Professional Engineer and a Massachusetts Registered Professional Land Surveyor for the Planning Board’s review and approval at a regularly scheduled meeting of the Board.  However, the review of the site plan by the Planning Board shall not require public notice in a newspaper or notification of abutters.  The site plan shall include a certification clause signed and stamped by the Professional Engineer, noting compliance of the site plan with the grading plan in the approved subdivision plan set.  The lot site plans shall show proper transition of grades from the driveways to the subdivision roadway.  Any use of a retaining wall for grade transition/attenuation shall include adequate provision for locating the retaining wall on a private lot, outside the roadway right-of-way. 
#15Prior to the issuance of a building certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall submit a topographic as-built site plan for the lot prepared, signed and stamped by a Massachusetts Registered Professional Engineer and a Massachusetts Registered Professional Land Surveyor for the Planning Board’s review and approval at a regularly scheduled meeting of the Board.  However, the review of the topographic as-built site plan by the Planning Board shall not require public notice in a newspaper or notification of abutters.  The topographic as-built site plan shall include a certification clause signed and stamped by the Professional Engineer, noting compliance of the topographic as-built site grading with the grading plan in the approved subdivision plan set.  The engineers and surveyor’s stamps and signatures shall be made with original wet ink and stamp, electronic or photo copies of the stamps and signatures are not acceptable.
#15- Prior to the issuance of a building certificate of occupancy, the applicant shall submit a topographic as-built site plan for the lot prepared, signed and stamped by a Massachusetts Registered Professional Engineer and a Massachusetts Registered Professional Land Surveyor for the Planning Board’s review and approval at a regularly scheduled meeting of the Board.  However, the review of the topographic as-built site plan by the Planning Board shall not require public notice in a newspaper or notification of abutters.  The topographic as-built site plan shall include a certification clause signed and stamped by the Professional Engineer, noting compliance of the topographic as-built site grading with the grading plan in the approved subdivision plan set.  The engineers and surveyor’s stamps and signatures shall be made with original wet ink and stamp, electronic or photo copies of the stamps and signatures are not acceptable.

Mr. Silva stated that #14 and #15 are real encumbrances on a subdivision because this is saying that before you can get a building permit, you have to have a site plan done, that has to come before this Board, for every lot.   Mr. Etoniru said that it doesn’t have to be for all the lots; just the ones where there is a grading problem. He said he has identified about 12 of them.  Mr. Lehtola commented that there is a big difference between all the lots and only 12 of them.    Mr. Silva questioned what grading sheet he was looking at…the one for the full build out or the one that shows the road grading.  Mr. Etoniru said the one that shows the transition from the roadway to the lots.  He commented that you can’t maintain that kind of steep slope.  He spoke about need some kind of retaining structure on some of the lots and you don’t want them in the road layout.   Mr. Silva asked Mr. Etoniru to show him one, so he will have an understanding of it.  He believes Mr. Etoniru was looking at the plan before they were doing the grading of the lots. He said that does show steep transitions, because it is just going from the road back and not into the lots themselves.  A discussion ensued about the lot grade concerns.  
Mr. Lehtola stated that all the lots are going to be filled in before they even get there and any roadway is paved.  Mr. Etoniru noted that this condition verifies that is going to happen. Mr. Driscoll asked Mr. Etoniru if they do the grading on lot 15 as shown on page GR3, is he comfortable with it?  Mr. Etoniru said yes.  Mr. Driscoll asked if he was happy with that, why do we need another one submitted before they get a building permit; why can’t we just ask for an as-built for the topographic of the 12 lots in question.  Mr. Lehtola expressed concern about having to wait to close before providing the as-builts.
Mr. Silva said it could also get complicated because they have a particular type house on that lot and we bring in a grading plan and then for some reason the person buying the house wants to do something slightly different and Peter doesn’t adjust the grading……He suggested that what has been done in the past is that the grading has to be consistent with the approved subdivision plans.  Mr. Silva spoke about a problem with a house on Beninati Farms Way  where they didn’t go along with the subdivision plan and the guy was left with a hole with no way to grade out.  What they did was not consistent with what the subdivision plan showed.  At that time, there were no grading plans and because of the issue; this Board then adopted a requirement that said there had to be an overall grading plan for the lots.  Prior to that, it was just about the road and the lots got designed later. Mr. Silva suggested that it should be up to the building inspector when a permit is taken out, to ask Azu as Town Engineer if the plans submitted to him are consistent with the subdivision plan.  He asked if the Planning Board has to sign off on Building Permits.   It used to be that way and now the new building inspector is initiating that sign off with the Planning Department.  Mr. Silva commented that might be a better way to deal with the lots that are inconsistent.  Mr. Etoniru agreed, once that is in place we could do it that way.

Mr. Driscoll questioned Mr. Etoniru on a condition about the transference of the open space…either to a non-profit or to the Town of Bridgewater by a certain lot release and an acceptable document be provided.  Mr. Etoniru said it should be in the conditions.  Mr. Lehtola asked if the Board had a problem with the Wildlands Trust?  Mr. Driscoll said no.   Mr. Lehtola noted that is who controls the f arm. 

Mr. Driscoll said that Mr. Ajemian is working with the BIA  concerning shade trees and condition #25 is kind of vague…he doesn’t think Bradford Pear tree should be in there.  It should stated that the species should be approved by the Planning Board in conjunction with the Tree Warden; the size and planting should conform with our Rules and Regulations.  

Mr. Driscoll also noted that there are some conditions outlined in the special permit….concerning access and when things can be cut through..he felt there should be condition that states that all special  permit conditions shall apply.  Mr. Lehtola mentioned the fact that he was supposed to clean up the Jenny Lind Park.  

The Board then addressed the requested waivers:

Section IV.B.3.(d) Drain Lines: waiver requested to allow the construction of the drain lines from the first set of catch basins and drain manhole at the intersection of Erbeck Circle with less than the required 3ft.-6in. cover. 

On a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Mr. Hall, it was unanimously voted to grant the waiver.

 In granting this waiver, the Board found that strict application of the required minimum cover would result in undue hardship on the site because Erbeck Circle is an existing roadway and the topographic limits the transition of the elevation from Erbeck Circle into Oldfield Estates roadway.  It is in the public interest to provide a second means of access that would improve neighborhood traffic circulation.  The Board further found that the proposed use of ductile iron pipe with crushed stone bedding at the location in question would satisfy any traffic load and frost heave concerns that may be associated with the drain lines.  The Board found that a minimum stone bedding of 12 inches underneath the ductile iron pipe shall be provided, and the stone bedding shall extend at least 6 inches on both sides of the pipe and 6 inches above the crown of the pipe.

Section IV.B.6 Drainage Basins: waiver requested to allow the use of recharge components that are different from Detail 10 in the Appendix of the Board’s rules and regulations governing the subdivision of land in the Town of Bridgewater.  

On a motion by Mr. Hall, seconded by Mr. Ajemian, it was unanimously voted to grant the waiver. 

In granting this waiver, the Board found that the proposed recharge system will function satisfactorily in providing the required recharge without derogating from the intent of the rules and regulations; and the proposed recharge system will be installed with sufficient separation between the bottom of the recharge system and groundwater.

Section V.B.1 Typical Cross Section: waiver is requested  to allow for the installation of one drain manhole to be located outside of the roadway.

On a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Ms. Guarino, it was unanimously voted to grant the waiver.

  In granting this waiver, the Board found that the proposed location of the manhole would serve to provide a better transition and conveyance of treated stormwater to the drainage basin, thereby promoting the safety, health and welfare of the public and the environment without derogating from the intent of its rules and regulations.

Section V.B.25 Monuments:  waiver requested  to allow the use of concrete bounds for street monumentation in lieu of granite bounds. 

On a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Mr. Hall, it was unanimously voted to grant the waiver.

 In granting this waiver, the Board found that reinforced concrete bounds are readily available and can be recovered or located without great difficulty in light of the reinforcing rods that are embedded in them, which can be located with metal detectors.

Mr. Etoniru will make the recommended changes to the conditions of approval and email them to the Board members by Friday; he suggested keeping the public hearing open to the next meeting just in case anything has to be tweaked. Time for action is Feb. 28th.

Mr. Lehtola requested that he be able to clear and stump the lots and roadway up to Lot 42.  He also requested to be able to clear the drainage basin.  

On a motion by Mr. Hall, seconded by Ms. Guarino, it was unanimously voted to approve the request to clear and stump the roadway and lots up to Lot 42 with the proviso that the stumping shall be inspected by the Town Engineer.  The developer shall notify the Town Engineer when stumping will begin; the inspections will be sporadic and unannounced.   Mr. Lehtola asked if he could stump the two retention basins while he has the land clearer in there.  

On a motion by Mr. Hall, seconded by Mr. Ajemian, it was unanimously voted to include the stumping of the two basins also.

An extension request for time for action was received from SEA to March 28, 2018.

On a motion by Ms. Guarino, seconded by Mr. Ajemian it was unanimously voted to continue the hearing to March 7th at 6:30 pm and to accept the request for extending the time for action to March 28, 2018.




CHERRY WOODS

The Board received a request from Lehtola Homes for the release of the road bond currently on deposit for the completion of the streets Hartswood Way and Doe Brook Circle that have been accepted by the Town of Bridgewater.  

The $42,504.00 was being held until the expansion and completion of the Oldfield Estates drainage basin has been inspected and functioning as the Cherry Woods development drains into this structure.
A recommendation received from Ron Ladue recommending the release. (We are holding $5,000 for Oldfield and $5,000 for Quail Run in another bond) All areas go to the one basin.  Mr. Lehtola questioned the fact that $10,000 was being held if it is just one basin).  

On a motion by Mr. Hall, seconded by Ms. Guarino it was unanimously voted to release the $42, 504.00 plus any accrued interest to Lehtola Homes being held for the completion of Cherry Woods.

ZBA LETTER-BURRILL AVE-AAMERICAN

Mr. Driscoll said that the Chairman of the Zoning Board, Tony Aveni, would like a letter from the Planning Board concerning the Burrill Ave 40B on the agenda next Wednesday.  He said that he and Jean had provided comments to Lisa Sullivan for the letter to the State on Site Eligibility.  Those were forwarded to Azu for his comment letter on behalf of the Board.  He said they pointed out many things, but, really didn’t make recommendations.  Jean had made some comments about pedestrian safety, with crosswalks being upgraded, traffic, signs, etc.  He suggested that the Board make comments regarding those improvements.  Jean suggested that a tunnel be constructed from one side of Plymouth Street to the other.  Mr. Driscoll pointed out that it was a 5 story building and only 3 are allowed in a Residential district.  He asked the members if we should recommend that the building not exceed a certain height or a certain number of stories.  Mr. Ajemian felt the Board was saying that because it was indicated that only three are allowed.  The Board suggested that he make that recommendation.  Ray noted that more than a duplex is not allowed in the district.  Jennifer pointed out that under 40B it really doesn’t matter what they propose; they don’t have to conform to zoning.  Mr. Etoniru pointed out that the ZBA does have the ability to impose conditions.  Mr. Driscoll felt that the 40B should have to blend into the area to some degree; shouldn’t be able to drive by and know that it is a 40B.  Mr.  Ajemian felt that the ZBA should at least try to negotiate with the developer to make it more pleasing.  Mr. Driscoll requested that Jennifer work with him to make specific recommendations to the ZBA.  Mr. Driscoll noted that they will be tying into the Town Drainage system; he felt they should comply with Storm 
Water Management..  He also suggested that a recommendation be a more architecturally pleasing building.  

The Board suggested that the joint hearing with the ECD on the Elm Street retail overlay be held on March 21st.  He asked that Ms. Neary’s correspondence to the Board be in the file.

On a motion by Ms. Guarino, seconded by Mr. Hall, it was unanimously voted to approve the 2/7/18 minutes.

Jennifer, Pat and Azu had a meeting on Friday about procedures and the process going forward will be that all supplemental materials for hearing that are in progress must be submitted a week prior to the hearing by noon, or the hearing will be further continued.  Jennifer advised the members that she would be sending a packet of information relative to the next meeting on the Friday before.  She will be putting the schedule up on the website.

TRINITY CIRCLE ENDORSEMENT

Mr. Driscoll endorsed the Trinity Circle Mylar.  Only two copies received; need to request 3 more.

On a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Mr. Hall, the meeting was adjourned at 9:04pm.



MINUTES APPROVED:_____________________________
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