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The regular meeting of the Planning Board convened at 6:30 pm in the Chamber room in the Academy Building.
Members present; Mr. Driscoll, Ms. Guarino, Ms. Sullivan and Mr. Hall
                                   Mr. MacDonald, Associate Member
 
Also present:  Ms. Burke, ECD Director, Azu Etoniru, Town Engineer
Chairman Driscoll announced to the audience that the meeting was audio and visually recorded. 
121 SPRING STREET SITE PLAN PUBLIC HEARING CONTINUATION
The public hearing reconvened at 6:30
A letter from Silva Engineering read into the record requesting a continuation to 10/17.

On a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Ms. Guarino, it was unanimously voted to continue the hearing to 10/17/18.

Mr. Silva also filed a request for extension of time for filing a certificate of action with the Town Clerk be extended to November 7, 2018.  It was drawn to the attention of the Office Administrator that this action is taken after a public hearing is closed.  Letter just filed for the record.

LOT 57 B BEDFORD STREET

The public hearing convened at 6:31 pm.

It was drawn to the Board’s attention that the abutters were not notified, so the hearing was continued to September 19th at 6:30pm on a motion by Ms. Guarino, seconded by Mr. Hall and unanimously voted.  

GADSBY DRIVE PUBLIC HEARING CONTINUATION

The public hearing reconvened at 6:32 pm.
Correspondence received:
	Jennifer Burke-Memo of August 30th with draft conditions of approval
               Elijah Romulus-Memo of July 25th

The Engineer from PMP Associates, Pat Carrara explained the changes made to the plan based upon the last meeting:

1. Have shown plantings provided by a Landscape Architect and have created a 10’ tree planting easement along the edge of the roadway with additional plantings.
2. A small 10’x10’ easement shown for the CBU mailbox which will be outside the layout of the street was added to the plan.
3. Made notations about existing turning easement on land of #30 Gadsby Drive.
4. Added some spot grades within proposed area of roadway to see where the ground water is in relation to the ground surface.    Ground water varied
5. Adjusted the driveway opening at the existing house
6. Extended the drainage swale and added another inlet just south of the driveway
7. Driveway will come off the hammerhead; he said he missed that in these changes but will incorporate into the final mylar
8. Limited tree clearing especially on lot 2-will preserve as many of those trees as possible
9. Added an erosion control plan and added additional erosion control
10. Swale will be constructed after the binder is down
11. Underground utilities…removal of pole 22-31 will start at pole 22-30.

Mr. Etoniru noted that the lot closure is fine; plan is stamped; by Land Surveyor; plan very well done, and all comments have been addressed.

John, from 220 Curve Street said his property abuts the back of the project and asked what is going to happen to all the water that presently drains down to his property.  Mr. Carrara explained that the existing water goes down that way, but, there are no controls in place now.  When the road is put in, there will be a swale all around the pavement which is designed to catch the bulk of the runoff.  They. will leave everything else back there as is; will not be touching anything beyond the limit of clearance.  John asked if they could put in an earthen berm to keep the water.  Mr. Etoniru explained to him about the pre and post stormwater requirements of the DEP and the subdivision requirements of the 90% which are met, and it would be onerous to require more.  Mr. Carrara explained the drainage in detail to the abutter.

On a motion by Ms. Sullivan, seconded by Mr. Ajemian, the hearing was closed.
On a motion by Ms. Sullivan, seconded by Mr. Ajemian, it was unanimously voted to approve the subdivision as drafted by Ms. Burke with the addition of condition #26 that Lot 3 will be tied into the hammer head. 

BOARD BUSINESS

Minor modification request received from Greg Maroney for the substitution of Blue Brute 8-inch C- 900 PVC instead of Ductile Iron Pipe.

A copy of a memo received from Azu Etoniru to Jennifer Burke on August 31st received:

As you are aware, I had expressed an opinion that the application by Mr. Maroney to substitute “Blue Brute 8-inch C-900 PVC” pipe for the “Ductile Iron Pipe” approved for the water main installation should be filed as a major modification instead of a minor modification.  At this juncture, I am not particularly tied to any mode of the modification application because I am not technically in support of the modification and therefore would not recommend a major modification that I would not be in support of anyway.  My reasoning is this:  the existing water main on Summer Street is an old 6-inch cast iron pipe.  The line has been tapped with fittings compatible to the proposed ductile iron pipe for Firefly Lane and stubbed off with ductile iron pipe material into Firefly Lane.  Connection from the ductile iron pipe stub and adaptation to a PVC pipe introduces additional fittings in order to couple the pipe materials, thereby creating potential weak links that could react differently to “water hammer”, the effect of differential pressure during varied flow demands within a main.  Perhaps I would be in support of the use of a PVC pipe material if the configuration were different and flow test data on the existing cast iron main were documented and provided.”
Memo from Jonas Kazlauskas—no need to comment.


Memo from Jennifer Burke:  This request is to allow the substitution of PVC pipe instead of Ductile Iron as shown on the plans.  The request has been sent to the Water Department for review and comment.  I will forward their comments upon receipt.  Azu Etoniru, Town Engineer has provided an email with comments.   I have enclosed that email.  It should be noted that the developer has already started installation of the ductile iron pipe.
The Board needs to determine if the modifications are major or minor. If minor, the Board can review and vote with no further notice.  If major, the Board needs to schedule a new hearing and notices need to go out. It would appear from a planning perspective, I would argue that this is a major change as the installation has already begun and the Board may want to carefully review the connections between the two types of pipe.  Also, abutters expected one type of installation and now may have some interest in the change.  

Attorney Daniel Viera commented that this type of pipe is used in the Town of Bridgewater; he commented that whether or not you support this, it should be a minor modification to the plan. That wouldn’t preclude the Board from gathering additional information and upon receiving that, could deny based upon the information received. . He disagreed with Azu’s determination that it is major and that is why they have a representative from (inaudible) to speak about it. He noted that the cast iron pipes that have been installed can be easily removed if the Board wanted that.  He suggested getting additional professional information and deciding at a later time.

Mr. Etoniru stated that the fact is that he has provided the board with a professional opinion. His function is to look at this for the Town of Bridgewater and its residents.   He felt that removing the ductile will be further disruption of what is there.  He said he would be willing to hear any information that an expert has to offer but would need his credentials.

On a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Mr. Hall, it was unanimously voted to designate the application as a minor modification.


Gentleman from Situate, works for a company that installs water lines, spoke about the project and what they did and what they will do.    He said that once you go from the 6” pipe to the 8”, the only difference is to use plastic restraints.   Mr. Driscoll asked Mr. Etoniru if that changed his mind at all?  Mr. Etoniru stated that he does not have flow tests or records and no, it doesn’t change his opinion.  This gentleman, he said, is a salesman and he hasn’t heard an opinion from a professional engineer.  

Mr. Maroney spoke. He felt the Board was singling him out and all he wants it to be able to do what every other developer in town is doing. 

This discussion continued back and forth for quite some time.   Mr. Ajemian suggested continuing the discussion to receive more technical information for Mr. Etoniru to consider. 

On a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Ms. Sullivan, it was unanimously voted to continue the discussion to the next meeting on September 19th. 

There were several abutters to Firefly Lane at 426 Summer Street who wanted to know why the tree that was supposed to be saved will be taken down.  

Steve Distasio-426 Summer Street-commented that the tree was a great barrier to the property being constructed and felt that the tree, due to its size and age, sucks up a lot of the water.  Mr. Etoniru explained that the tree was to stay in place and the road meets the design requirements.  He said while digging to meet all their requirements, the root system was exposed and damaged; this will pose more
of a safety hazard than having the tree there.  He had an arborist look at it and he told him that it is actually a wild overgrown crabgrass and should come down; the root system was much more extensive than realized.  Mr. Driscoll noted that a number of board members wanted the tree to stay, but when it came to our attention that it was compromised and was a public safety hazard the board granted the minor modification to remove it. 

Mr. Maroney presented a solution.  He would be willing to put up a bond in escrow in the amount of $2800 for a period of two years and if it dies, can be taken down.  


On a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Mr. Hall  , it was unanimously voted to consult with the Tree Warden to see if there was any way it could be saved; if not, it comes down.

Minutes needing approval:  7/18, 7/23/8/1 and 8/15

On a motion by Ms.  Sullivan, seconded by Ms. Guarino, it was unanimously voted to approve the minutes with some minor Scribner changes suggested by Ms. Sullivan 

Crimson Heights mylar endorsed by Mr. Ajemian.  Need covenant executed by Mr. Cincotta

No report from Ms. Burke
No report from Mr. Etoniru

FORM A 161 SUMMER STREET

Mr. Driscoll recused himself and left the room.
Mr. Ajemian took the chair.

The plan was prepared by Silva Engineering and shows the property located at 161 Summer Street at Assessor’s Map 34, Lot 149 being divided into two new parcels. One includes the existing house at 161 Summer Street and a new lot with legal frontage on Spring Hill Avenue.  Ms. Burke sent a memo indication that the plan meets the criteria for signature and a decision is due no later than 09/18.

On a motion by Mr. Hall, seconded by Ms. Sullivan, it was unanimously voted to endorse the ANR plan.


The meeting was adjourned at 7:50 pm.

MINUTES APPROVED:_________________________________________
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