REGULAR MEETING                      BRIDGEWATER PLANNING BOARD                  	JANUARY 16, 2019


The regular meeting of the Bridgewater Planning Board convened at 6:30 pm in the Council chambers.
MEMBERS PRESENT:	 Mr. Ajemian, Ms. Guarino, Mike MacDonald-Mr. Driscoll arrived at 6:42
ALSO PRESENT: 		 Jennifer Burke and Elijah Romulus
725 ELM STREET-SITE PLAN PUBLIC HEARING
The public hearing convened at 6:30 pm.
Mr. Ajemian was acting chairman.
Ms. Guarino read the public hearing notice into the record.  Notification green cards were received.
Correspondence received:
1.  Email from Azu Etoniru dated 1/14-I have reviewed the site plan and the stormwater report for the above subject matter and have determined that the site plan and the report satisfy the general requirements of the town; and I should note that the engineer has incorporated design mitigations that have addressed all of the comments and items this office raised at the inception and planning stages of the site design.  Please note that the signage preferred by the applicant would require a zoning variance application to be filed with the Board of Appeals.  The Town of West Bridgewater has raised issue with a possible ancient right of way that may traverse the subject site.  The applicant should be made aware of the possible right of way.
2. Email from Hugh Hurley-Chairman of Planning Board-West Bridgewater- RE: Ancient Right of way not shown.
3. Email from John Delano-Conservation Agent-West Bridgewater- The plan does not show wetland resource areas and their buffer zones that were approved by the West Bridgewater Conservation Commission. The applicant must file an ANRAD with the Con Comm.  Please continue any hearings for this project until the applicant receives an Order of Resource Area Delineation from the West Bridgewater Conservation Commission. 
The site plan was presented by Larry Silva from SEA.  He introduced Rebecca Baptista from his office; Karl Dickman-General Manager – Construction Campanelli Companies and project manager from McMahon, Francisco Lovera, P.E.     A Traffic Impact Study was submitted.
Mr. Silva explained that this site was previously before the Board; The South Shore Community Church received a site plan approval, but never went forward.  Then Copart’s withdrew their application.    There are wetlands to the North and East; they were evaluated by the Conservation Commission and they reaffirmed the January 2018 line;   There is no activity being proposed close to the West Bridgewater wetlands, but they have prepared an ANRAD for administrative purposes; it is primarily agricultural; There is an ACEC designation; they met with fish and Wildlife; won’t do anything within that boundary; no work within or close to the floodway to the North; none in Natural Heritage area.
The building is a 350,000 sq.ft warehouse/distribution center.  58 % of the site is upland, includes the West Bridgewater acreage, which they are not using, but helps to meet the lot coverage.  There are 409 parking spaces with 65 dock positions (by code, 350 parking spaces are required).  Parking area will be asphalt.    The proposed use is allowed by right in this Industrial District; will need Conservation approval.
Mr. Driscoll arrived.
The water/sewer impact report was submitted to that department; there was an estimate of 3500 gallons used per day.  Mr. Silva stated that was a conservative number and they probably won’t come near that.  There will be a 10” fire line.  The 8” existing stub will be extended and looped around the building.  The 4” domestic line will be tapped into this line with two hydrants as discussed with the Fire Department.  There will be two gravity sewer inverts to a common sewer line which will be an ejector from the site.  Forced main out, but gravity within the site itself.  There will be overhead electric to a transformer that will be in front of the building; there is natural gas that is expected to come in with the proposed improvements being made to Elm Street Traffic circulation in design objectives; shown in Traffic Impact report.  Access to the site is provided by 2 30’ entrance/exits and a middle one that is 24’ which will provide access to some of the office areas.  Lighting will be wall packs on the building and shielded lighting provided within the parking areas.  
Mr. Silva then explained the drainage; Landscaping show on a landscape plan; shows a variety of trees and ground covers. 
Mr. MacDonald question if there were any comments on the abandoned old ancient Right of Way? Mr. Silva said he was surprised by the comment from Mr. Hurley because this issue never was brought up before with the other two site plans; it was discontinued by request in 1875, he said.
Jeff Gilson spoke in favor of the proposal on behalf of the Church who has been trying to sell the land for 10 years to someone who would be amenable to the Town. 
Mr. Silva noted that no one has signed up yet for a user; the goal if for a single user.
On a motion by Mr. Driscoll, seconded by Mr. MacDonald, it was unanimously voted to approve the site plan with the conditions prepared by Mr. Romulus.  
PUBLIC HEARING-ZONING ORDINANCE-FY18-008
Ordinance D-FY19-003: Zoning Ordinance – Amend Table of Uses – Cultivation, Manufacturing and Testing of Recreational Marijuana 

Members of the Planning Board sitting on the hearing:  Mr. Driscoll, Mr. Ajemian, Ms. Guarino and Mr. MacDonald

Members of the Council Committee sitting on the hearing were:  Mr. Colombotos, Ms. Losche, the sponsor and Mr. Chase.

Hearing officer was Jennifer Burke.  She explained the rules of procedure.  She asked the Planning Board and council committee to open their hearing.  The public hearing convened at 7:05 pm on a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Mr. Ajemian and unanimously voted.

Michael Dutton, Town Manager, gave background for the Ordinance; it revises the table of uses to not allow in Res. A, B, C, D and MHEC and allows in all other districts.  He explained that at the last hearing with the Planning Board some months ago, the Planning Board recommended against the Ordinance that was then in front of them.  That recommendation went back to the Council and they, with a 5-2 vote, did not approve the Ordinance. (failed due to no 2/3 majority affirmative vote)  He said he and the Economic and Community Director felt something should be in place over the next two years to provide some clarity, because you have two years to wait before you can bring up something substantially similar to what got turned down. This is basically limiting those uses to non-residential areas.

Mr. Ajemian questioned if we had a legal opinion as to the change being substantially different so it can be brought up again?  Mr. Dutton said yes; if the Planning Board had acted favorably to the last Ordinance and the council didn’t, it could be brought up again within the two years.  Mr. Ajemian felt that stop-gap proposals can become permanent, so this has to be looked over carefully.

There was a discussion about the previous iterations of the Ordinance and how we got where we are.

Mr. Dutton stated that, procedurally, this is a brand-new ordinance proposal crafted by him and Jennifer Burke to get at least get something in place, but not substantially similar to do something that council had failed.  He explained what the Board could do procedurally.  If you voted not to recommend this because you want to see changes to it, that is fine.  If this goes back to the council after getting a negative recommendation, and the council fails to get a 2/3rds vote on this, then they can’t come back with something substantially similar; it can’t be taken up for 2 years.

[bookmark: _GoBack]The issue for the Board to think about is what is substantially similar to what was turned down the last time.  That is not a question that can be answered ultimately, that is a question that would get litigated by a jury or court that would give us that answer.  Basically, their mission was to ensure that one of these facilities would not end up in a Residential District and a yes so no one could say that this is similar.  Mr. Ajemian asked about putting an SP rather than Y in all districts, but Residential.  Mr. Dutton said that if you should choose to have it all SP, Attorney Rawlins would think that was acceptable and not substantially similar to the last alliteration   He said if the Board would go that route, he suggested that the Board recommend the ordinance, with another recommendation that the council amend the Y to SP  Mr. Driscoll noted that we would need to develop SP Criteria as part of that.  Mr. Dutton agreed.     Mr. Driscoll questioned what the table would look like if the council had acted favorably that night?  Ms. Burke said it would be broken out that manufacturing and cultivation would only be allowed by SP in the ERO and testing would only be allowed in Industrial and Business Districts.  

The meeting was opened up to the public.

Janet Hanson-665 Pleasant Street-objected to all the Y’s
Pat Neary225 Lakeside Dr.-Mr. Dutton had addressed her concerns.
Taylor Sullivan-250 Norlen park-agreed with Ms. Hanson; felt could change some Y’s to N or SP to keep it substantially different. She felt that it was the intention of the Planning Board, residents and Council to limit these activities limited to Elm Street.
Nicole Sterline-5 Old Cedar Village- spoke about the smell of the marijuana being quite strong and asked the members to me mindful of the aroma.

On a motion by Mr. MacDonald, seconded by Ms. Guarino, the hearing was closed.  Mr. Ajemian voted against.

Mr. Driscoll commented that he has a problem with Y in the Gateway districts; not an appropriate place with Res. AB surrounding it.  Would rather see N; have to add Ind. E to the chart.  He would like to see Bus B as a SP and the CBD NO or SP.  Ind. A-Y
Mr. MacDonald commented that CBD and Gateway should be N and every other district should be SP.

Mr. Dutton said he could arrange for legal opinion if wanted.   For changing Y to SP’s to be considered a substantially change.  Mr. Ajemian suggest postponing recommendation until we hear from the attorney.  Mr. Driscoll suggested that a table be created on what was agreed upon previously- when the Ordinance that failed.

BRIDGEWATER PRESERVE BOND RELEASE

There was a letter received dated 12/31/18 from Lee Castignetti requesting bond releases:
Phase I-$345,624.00
Sycamore Lane-Road B- $42,925.00
Phase $214,404.00

In a letter dated January 16, 2019, there was a recommendation from the CED, Town Engineer and Highway Supt. to release the following:
Phase I- $288,020
Sycamore Lane-Road B-$34,375.00
Phase 2- $135,745.00

Mr. Driscoll asked Lee Castignetti if they had decided where the open space was going…to the Town or Wildlands Trust?  Mr. Castignetti, said the decision has not been made.  The HOA specifically has the right to transfer ownership to the Town or the Conservancy.  He said earlier the town council seemed to not want the land, but he has heard that they may have changed their minds.  They are more than happy to accommodate the Town if that is what they want.  

On a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Mr. MacDonald, it was unanimously voted to release the amount specified in the Jan. 16th letter from the Dept. Heads. 
Mr. Castignetti advised the Board that they are under agreement with the Lehtola’s for Phase II, Oldfield.  


PAD CORPORATION SITE PLAN PUBLIC HEARING- 15 FIREWORKS CIRCLE

The public hearing convened at 8:12 pm.  Ms. Guarino read the hearing notice into the record.

Due to the fact that the architectural rendering of the building wasn’t submitted with the application and not received until two days ago, it was recommended by the ECD to continue the hearing.

On a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Ms. Guarino, the public hearing was continued to February 6th at 6:30 pm. 

57B BEDFORD STREET MYLAR

The mylar was endorsed.

CRANMORE ESTATES MINOR MODIFICATION REQUEST

On a motion by Mr. MacDonald, seconded by Ms. Guarino it was unanimously voted to continue the request to Feb 6th under board business.

The 

On a motion by Ms. Guarino, seconded by Mr. MacDonald, the meeting was adjourned at 8:20 pm.
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