


REGULAR MEETING                          BRIDGEWATER PLANNING BOARD                  MAY 15, 2019
The regular meeting of the Planning Board convened at 6:30 pm in the Chamber Room of the Academy Building.
MEMBERS PRESENT: Mr. Driscoll, Mr. Ajemian, Ms. Guarino, Ms. Sullivan and Mr. MacDonald
ALSO PRESENT; Ms. Burke, Director; Mr. Romulus, Assistant
Mr. Driscoll announced that the proceedings were being audio and video recorded.  He explained the rules of procedure.
WALNUT HILL PUBLIC HEARING CONTINUATION
The public hearing reconvened at 6:33.
Mr. Frank Gallagher, Engineer, explained the few items that he needed to address in the revised plan.
Mr. Gallagher explained that in addressing the concerns of the Water Dept., it generated a situation that was worth talking about. He said that the Water Department wanted a looped water main due to it being a dead-end cul-de-sac.  He moved the hydrant more to the center of the roadway, with the idea of not having to run the water line the whole distance of the roadway due to the expense.   He has looped the water main to where the hydrant is, but there is still 500’ to the houses where they ran water services.  Mr. Ajemian question whether or not the Water Dept. was satisfied with that?  Mr. Gallagher said they received a copy of the revised plan, so he assumes so; no correspondence received from them.
The Fire Chief has no problem with the location.  Ms. Sullivan said she would want something from the Water Dept. indicating that this design is acceptable.  Mr. Driscoll stated that could be made a condition of approval.

5/6/19-Notification received from HML, consultant, that the revised plans addressed the concerns that he had except for the location of the hydrants.  A hydrant is shown at Sta 3+50 which is about 450 feet from the houses shown on Lots 3 and 4.  He recommended that the Board obtain approval from the Fire Chief for the hydrant location.
There was no public comment.  

On a motion by Ms. Sullivan, seconded by Mr. MacDonald, and unanimously vote, the hearing was closed.
 
There was a draft decision prepared by Mr. Romulus with 25 condition that was sent to the Board in their packet.
In a letter dated 5/15/19 Mr. Romulus advised the Board that in the application letter, they requested the Board waive its requirement for a landscape plan by a landscape architect given the fact that a vast area of the existing vegetation as shown on the plan will not be disturbed and street trees, consistent with the Board’s regulations, will be planted.  Mr. Romulus noted that the Department would have concern with a complete waiver of said landscaping and proposed adding the following conditions:
Prior to the issuance of a Building Permit the Applicant must provide a tree Cutting and Planting plan for review and approval by the Community & Economic Development department demoting:
· Street trees planted at 40-foot intervals along the subdivision right of way
· Species of tree (where additional trees are necessary, and
· Designation of trees not to be cut prior, during, and/or after construction.
Another condition discussed was the Homeowner’s Association.  A condition was presented to the Board which stated” Prior to the issuance of any occupancy permit, the applicant shall provide to the CED a Homeowner’s Association (HOA) document for review and approval.  Said document shall clearly define the responsibilities of the homeowners in the subdivision for the required and necessary maintenance and repairs to the roadway and all drainage infrastructure.  The document shall be filed with the deed of each lot. No building certificate of occupancy permits shall be issued for any lot until proof of said recording is furnished to the CED Office. 

On a motion by Ms. Sullivan, seconded by Mr. MacDonald, it was unanimously voted to approve the subdivision with the conditions as drafted and adding three additional ones as discussed. 

TJA SOLAR-REMAND PUBLIC HEARING CONTINUATION 

The public hearing reconvened at 6:58 pm in the Chamber Room.
All members of the Planning Board were present.
Also present - Ms. Burke, CED director and Mr. Romulus, Assistant director
Rules of procedure explained by Chairman Driscoll.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Joseph Pacella spoke on behalf of the applicant.  He gave a general background of the project.  He   referenced the May 13th letter from the BETA group which is essentially a comprehensive back and forth between the engineers after the April 3rd hearing.  He said this has been a lengthy process which started in 2016, almost three years ago.   This is the second hearing since the remand where there have been significant discussions and reviews by consultants and many concessions made that resulted in some final plans that were brought back for remand and since then even more significant changes that go above and beyond of what is required in the bylaws.  There is already a Conservation Commission order of conditions on this property.  Their remand order was on March 7th. We are dealing with the Zoning bylaw of Bridgewater which has been referenced in every document and is ultimately codified by site plan and special permit review.  He said that this all comes under the umbrella of 40A Section 3 that states that no zoning ordinance or by-law shall prohibit or unreasonably regulate the installation of solar energy systems or the building of structures that facilitate the collection of solar energy, except where necessary to protect the public health, safety or welfare. He stated that they expect today that there be a favorable vote on this matter which is a very good project for the Town of Bridgewater.  He stated that Planning Board members owe the Town their loyalty to act exclusively in the Town’s best interest.  He referenced Section 22.6 L. that states that solar fields shall be properly visually buffered from residential properties.  He said that some towns require them to be “completely” visually screened.  He stated that they have gone over and above the bylaw to practically completely screen the abutters by providing the increased berm and additional plantings.   He then went thru some of the back and forth that had been going on since April 3rd and the eventual outcome.  He referenced the decommissioning bond estimate that calls for $153, 944. 15.  He said there was some confusion in the beginning due to the wrong name on the bond, but that has been corrected.   He said the amount was consistent with what they have done throughout the State and asked the board to accept it.  He spoke about the grading plan and that they have shown that the grading is below the 25% allowed in the bylaw. It comes out to 23.5% and BETA has agreed, he said, that their plan meets the bylaw.   The reason it went up from the 21% is to accommodate a small area that was not included and the 600-foot berm, six feet in height and is still considered minor grading under the bylaw.   He said that the project at one time was 18 acres of fenced area out of 35 acres, which is about 51% being actualized; it is now 13.4 acres out of a 45.5 -acre parcel, which is 29%.  He commented that with the input from the consultants, the board’s efforts and the publics efforts, has made this project better which now completely complies with the bylaw.  He referred to the re-grading plan and BETAS comments that it complies.  He said they were asked to provide a comparison chart with respect to what was shown before and after; there was a reduction of about 3.2 acres since the March 5th, 2019 plans; the perimeter fenced area was 13.4 acres and is now shown what has been provided; the panels have dropped from 17,100 to 14,240.  They were asked to deal with the cross section that was provided by an abutter that had some concerns about screening.  They used the same figures, but their review shows that ultimately that particular drawing was incorrect.  He explained.  The estimate for landscaping went up from $42,000 to $50,000. He said they felt that the original amount was sufficient but would agree to the $50,000.  He said to keep in mind, that is over and above the original build out.  The plantings will be installed first which has always been on the table as a requirement of this board.  He commented that the board and town under the special permit has layers of ability to cease and desist the project if the plantings are not accurately done even before getting to that $50,000.  The project couldn’t go forward until all that is taken care of.  He asked that he be allowed to speak at the end of the hearing to address any issues that may come up.  He wanted to put on the record, something that sometimes gets lost to general public, is that the board has a duty and a loyalty to do what is best for the Town.  

Ms.  Sullivan referenced part K of Section 22.6 which talks about clearing of vegetation and the total site area shall be limited to 50% of that which is necessary for construction, operation and maintenance of the solar facility.  In the same paragraph, it says only minor grading, less than 25% of the total site area shall be allowed and no soil shall be allowed to be removed from the property.  There is a definition right there in that paragraph. She said they use the 42 acres to use the regrading requirement, yet the project is only 13 acres.  Attorney Pacella said that 50% of the total site area would be a calculation of the 13.4 % verses the total site area which is well below that; the 50% was below that at the 35 acres and is below that now at 45 acres.  He said it was signed off by the BETA Group as being below the 25%.  
Ms. Sullivan noted that it was up to interpretation and she reads it differently.  She asked the Attorney if they need the 45 acres for the operation, maintenance and construction of the solar facility?  Mr. Pacella said no; what it is restricting is they can’t go over 50% of that 45.5 acres for disturbed area.   Ms. Sullivan felt that the total site area was the 13 acres.  

Mr. Ajemian commented that he is not ready for a decision today simply because the revised plans came in late, so we haven’t had a chance to go through them to determine whether they are acceptable or not.  He felt the main issue was the screening.  There have been more changes made to the plans since the mediation and even over the last week.  His concern is will this work; also, he had proposed a visual site walk after the last meeting and was told that we couldn’t do it unless it was proposed at a public meeting.  So, he would like that site walk set up before he votes.  He commented that through these hearing, the board expressed that the project should be fully screened from the residents in the area, not partially, so that still bothers him.   He had spoken with an arborist who told him that the 6’ berm was fine and are commonly uses, but he did say that a 10’ tree should have a 12-foot base to be able to be fully developed and based upon the drawings, they are not.  He felt that was a potential issue right now.  He expressed concern about what happens after the approval if the plantings don’t work.  He expressed concern about the possible glare.  

Attorney Pacella then addressed some of Mr. Ajemian’s concerns;

· The trees are 12-14 feet in height on top of the 6’ berm
· Would like a vote tonight; the BETA engineer is present to address any concerns.  The reason they know it will work is because they have done a site line analysis and two engineers have said that it will work and there is a bond on top of that.
· It is a very clear statute and easily interrupted language with respect to the solar bylaw and they are completely within that language
· They have properly visually buffered the site and essentially have done a lot more than that.
· The amount of the landscaping budget is more than 5 times than anything else they have ever proposed.
· You have the analysis from the BETA Group signing off
· The decommissioning bond is the same as before; only the name was changed; it was a typo error. 
· They provided a grading plan and no site analysis is going to benefit that; have provided the calculations and diagrams showing the percentages and have proven them.  Nothing is going to change on this issue.
· The total site is 45.5 acres and that is what applies to Section 22.6
· Cross sections supplied relative to screening for the abutters and addressed in multiple ways
· They have provided another 600’ of screening
· There has been nothing submitted that proves that any of their analysis is wrong
· They agreed to accept the $50,000 figure that was suggested

Attorney Pacella informed the Board that this property is part of the SMART PROGRAM and it is important that it move forward expeditiously; any delay might prejudice his client and cause further litigation.

Mr. Driscoll commented that this may have been going on for almost three years, but this is the first time we have received the cut and fill and grading calculations in this whole process.  He agrees with Ms. Sullivan and would like to look at this cut and grading plan and the amount of disturbance.  What came in last week was 32,000 cubic yards as opposed to 35,000 cu. Yds.  The question he had was that it talks about minor regrading and the issue that Ms. Sullivan brought up about maintenance, construction and operation.  He questioned if the site had to be altered as much and if the panels could go over the existing grade so 35,000 cu. Yds of material doesn’t have to be brought in as fill.  Attorney Pacella stated that this is the drop-dead end point of what we can do.  Mr. Driscoll asked if the 35,000 accounts for the berm, or is it just the flat areas? He was told It does include the berm which is .88 acres and that is how you get to the new 13.7 figure.  Frank Gallagher stated that the cut and fill calculations that he is looking at of 32,000 cu. Yds is really irrelevant as far as the bylaws are concerned because the bylaw doesn’t reference a volume of fill; it references a percentage of the site, so the bylaw is dealing with a square foot area, not a cubic yard volume of fill.  Ms. Sullivan noted that since last meeting the site has gone from 35 acres to 45.5 acres; the Board didn’t ask them to expand the site.   She thought the abutters raised a good question about disturbance of the grade which something is that BETA didn’t pick up.  She felt it was in the bylaw and a fair concern.  She said she agrees that the Town and the State want solar fields; we think it is a good thing and we have approved them in residential zones; but, they require special permits because every site is different; look at the amount of fill, grading and landscaping that is required  just for this site; doesn’t that say it might not be an optimal  site?  Attorney Pacella stated that our bylaw says it is; it says that you can only have minor re- grading, less than 25% of the site.   The language that we keep referencing has to do with the sentence before.  Ms. Sullivan disagreed as it was in the same paragraph which defines what the total site is.  Attorney Pacella stated that, as an attorney representing the applicant, that is our position and that the regrading has nothing to do with the operation, maintenance or operation; it has to do with removal of vegetation which is in the prior paragraph.  The bylaw, he said, clearly says this is a good project and it is in compliance with that bylaw.

Scott Ridder a Landscape Architect from BETA Group introduced himself and explained his involvement.  He   said at the last meeting there were five different points that were brought up for review: (letter of explanation was received dated May 14, 2019)  

· The decommissioning bond was not something they were asked to address, and it is not something his company really does.
· He did look at the grading plan -he said it is based on land area in the zoning regulations and you can’t do more than 25% On the ANR Plan that they have produced, it shows over 45 acres in size and would be under that 25%.  He had asked them to prepare a plan to show that because there might be a bit of confusion because the fence area has changed, and it wasn’t consistent from the last meeting.  He wanted to make it clear for the Board what was going to be graded.  He explained the grading plan which had orange line to denote where the grading is going to take place.  He noted that grading will not take place between Auburn Street and the access road except for the little berm put in..  Berm along the western edge is included.  Not the entire site is being re-graded with the fenced area.  They will put the panels on the existing grade.  He agrees with the area that they have presented and feels that it is reasonable sq. footage and acreage for that.   The volume that they are moving is pretty significant, but he couldn’t tie it into anything that is in the zoning regs. They have included the grading for the basins and filling in the Cranberry bog, doing the berms and a little bit around the access road.  He said he was a little rushed this afternoon getting his letter written and he felt he made an error…the label on the plan in orange that is difficult to read says it is 9.3 acres, so it is 26% of the lot area, but then Atlantic put a piece of paper together saying it was 10.7, but he missed that some of the yellow was berm; so that extra .88 acres was added to get to the 10.7.  Using the ANR lot of roughly 45 acres, they are under that 25%.
· Item three is the comparison chart they prepared, and he got early on in April where the proponent states that the current area inside the perimeter fence is 13.4 acres, which was once 16.6 acres, now has a reduction of approximately 3.2 acres over the 2018 plans.  He stated that number is correct.  He did not count the solar panels, but the number of panels dropped from 17, 100 to 14,240 and that number seems reasonable to him from a math point of view. 
· He received the cross section prepared by one of the abutters at #40 and two cross sections from the proponent-one from #10 and one from #20 Old Farm Road, which showed that everything is fine, however, he doesn’t think it really reflected a worst-case condition, so he asked them to do a couple more.  As far as the abutters cross section, it was helpful in viewing the overall context, it doesn’t accurately reflect the current proposed conditions nor is it clear as to the source of the existing elevations. He didn’t know how they established their existing grades because he didn’t have all the existing topo between the solar farm and Old Farm Road.  He wasn’t sure how the abutters section worked.  During the remediation process, there seemed to be an issue about some of the panels, so that is why he asked for the two cross sections. (Complete explanation described in May 14th letter) In his opinion, with the additional information he has received, and changes made it seems like this will do a good job of screening.  He can’t say from day one it will screen everything because you are dealing with plants that may not grow evenly as you want them.  It is more than we had in mediation and he thinks they did a pretty good job along that side. 
· The bond estimate- typically he thinks of a landscape bond as money set aside by the applicant to install the plant material in case the project goes under and the Town has to hire an outside contractor.  The applicant had requested that the board consider the fact that the proposed screening is required to be installed prior to the construction of the solar array, therefore the intent of the bond is to provide additional funding for screening once the project is completed.  He suggested that the amount of the bond be $50.000 which they have agreed to that. 

Mr. Ajemian asked about the wider space at the bottom of the berm to accommodate a larger trees root?   Mr. Ridder indicated that 4’ might not be sufficient due to increased size and suggested perhaps 6’ top would be minimum to get more soil around the root ball; if they want to do more, that is fine, but they would need more material.   Mr. Ajemian asked about the comment that he made about the screening might not be totally sufficient in the beginning when the trees need to grow…..Mr. Ridder said he can’t really know when you are talking about a living tree and it is going in before the solar panels are installed.   Mr. Ajemian commented that his initial thought was that what they have proposed would work from the beginning.  Mr. Ridder said there might be some gaps due to elevation changes or growth, but the trees should grow fairly quickly. 

Mr. Driscoll asked about the cross section of #40 Old Farm and asked if it was worth looking at a foundation as built?  Mr. King explained how they verified the existing contours and first floor levels of houses using LIDAR survey.  Mr. Driscoll questioned what was their first-floor elevation estimate compared to the resident at #40?  Mr. King said the cross-section was actually from 20 and 30 Old Farm Road and the elevation is at 85 feet (the eye level at the first floor). He said they are at 86 ½.   He said they are starting off at a higher height during their analysis and they are coming down to the top of the solar panels which are 5.8’ at their highest point above the proposed grade.  At house #40 and #50, the elevation at the top of the solar panel is under 55’.  Mr. King explained why he felt the neighbor’s cross section was inaccurate.

 Mr. Ridder commented that there is a reason that the berm went from 4-6 feet, so that led him to believe that there was sustenance to what the abutters were saying before.  Mr. King said that BETA had reviewed some supplemental information that they supplied.  On May 7th, they were asked to supply some additional information because based on the information that BETA had, they thought there might be a hole.  They submitted additional cross sections to analyze that.  They realized there was a hole, so they implemented a 6’ high berm with the arborvitae planted on top and staggered evergreens and shrubs.  Mr. MacDonald expressed concern that if it was missed first time around, what might be missed this time around.  Mr. Ajemian questioned what Mr. King meant by a “hole”?  Mr. King stated that when they produced the additional cross sections, the vegetation that they had provided wasn’t quite high enough.   Mr. Ajemian questioned if it was the entire area or just in one spot?  Mr. King said it was specific to those spots…they added berm where there was none and made the height 6’ just so there was no question.  

Ms. Guarino questioned if the berm at 20 and 30 Old Farm Road will remain at 4 feet?  She was told yes; that was shown in the supplemental information that was submitted.   The new section of berm is 
approximately 600’ long and basically connected the two lengths of 4’ berm on the north and south ends of the western perimeter.  Mr. Ridder explained further his review and commented that it seems like it will work.

Mr. Driscoll questioned the need for so much fill and why couldn’t they put the panels on the existing grade?  Mr. Frank Gallagher commented that you don’t want to fill a site anymore than you have to because that cost money.  The grades here are driven by the Stormwater Regulations more than anything else.  We have to contain the stormwater on their site.  Given the fact that they have an outlet point at a certain elevation, they have to work back from there.  He said that the stormwater has been reviewed by the board’s consultant and the Notice of Intent process that they went through with Conservation. Mr. MacDonald felt that with the added 600’ of berm, and that the top of the berm may have to be increased from 4’ to 6’ for the survival of the trees, that would be a significant increase the amount of fill needed.  Mr. King said he has done some quick calculations, and the addition of the 600’ of berm where they are proposing the 12-14’ trees, it is a 7/10 of a percent increase in the percent calculations; with the width to 6’ it would make it 23.57, not over the threshold. Increasing the top of the berm to ensure that the trees survive could certainly happen.   He commented that if there is more that the board is looking for, they would hope that it be listed in the conditions of approval so they can more forward.  

Dan Zani-20 Old Farm Road-spoke about the video that the proponent showed at the last hearing with the total inclusion of all of the panels from all the abutters.  He commented that all abutters have been taken into consideration, especially the Clapp residence; they will see the whole field with the landscaping that was presented at the last meeting.  They are surrounded by a sea of metal and will get a lot of glare.  He questioned the new underground service provided to the Clapp residence and why they had to get that if they are not doing anything with the poles and the electricity there like they had mentioned.  He disagreed that the grading was “minor”.  There is huge engineering needed to accomplish this and thought it was totally against the bylaw.  He said they made a “plateau” at the edge; it starts at 3’ and ends up 7’ high.  He stated that they said they will not be taking that down when done, so how will this be left in its natural condition when this is done and over?  He mentioned that the Hopkins Drive residents will see the panels on the ledge they have done nothing to block their view from over there.  He commented that originally it was a green fence that was proposed and now it is shown as a black fence.   
 
Lynette Delano Chase-60 Old Farm Road-commented that the abutters have invested three years of their lives on this project representing the citizens of the Town.  She said they have made very valid points, which they may negate, or try to negate.  At the last meeting, they presented information on 60 Old Farm Road, not 40 Old Farm Road.  She said she would like to see the order of conditions from Conservation Commission concerning vegetation that they agreed to on their plans.  She is aware that they can’t cut down any trees or change vegetation.  She brought up another TJA Solar project near Fireworks Circle that has failed trees, and nothing has been followed up with that.  She invited anyone from the Planning Board to come to her house and view this field.  

Mr. Driscoll questioned if something was submitted for #60 to look at?  Mr. King said he didn’t think so.

Karen Nickerson-5 Hopkins Drive-has a river that runs behind her house and she expressed concern about getting more water.  Mr. Gallagher stated that issue has been hashed out and reviewed by the Conservation Commission, so there is no sense bringing it up now.  She said but everybody keeps saying that it is dry and it is not.  Her other concern was the fact that it was stated by the attorney that this is what is best for Bridgewater and she asked, “what is good about it?”  Are we benefiting by getting some reduction in electricity?  She said she hoped that the board did what was best for Bridgewater.

Matt Holmes-80 Old Farm Road-spoke his previous presentation and the accuracy and the factors he knew that was used for his section   Questioned the visibility from the second floor as everything was calculated from the first floor.  Commented that they can’t meet the bylaw; can’t screen from the second floor of the residences.

Andrew Harding-70 Old Farm Road-just asked the Board to vote against this proposal.

Maureen Hancock-15 Hopkins Drive-requested that if the board does a site walk to please come to her home; they reside pretty much on the second floor as the bottom floor is the basement, so you can see the field six months out of the year; her backyard is the field.  

Nicole Holmes-believes this needs to go back before the Conservation Commission because there have been major revisions made which she believes are in buffer zones.  She believes that the new driveway going in on the westerly side of the Clapp residence was not previously shown and some of the berm and screening is within buffer zones.  Mr. Gallagher responded saying that they have already submitted a table which shows that they have reduced this project.  Their Order of Conditions was granted on the project before any of those reductions took place.  So, what we are looking at here, is substantially reduced from what they have approval on.

Julia Valiukenas-32 Plumfield Drive-commented that we are relying on living plants and hoping they do what we expect them to do; what happens if the plants dry up or the wind takes then down and snaps them or the roots dry out and they fall down; that would  change the entire package. 

Fred Chase-60 Old Farm Road-Counselor for District 4, the district in which this project is to be located if approved, speaking as an abutter, said he had an excerpt from Code regulations under the Wetland Protection Act which states “any person who proposes to perform work within the buffer zone shall submit to the Conservation Commission either a Notice of Intent for such work, or a request for Determination of Applicability.   He said that, if he recalls correctly from the last meeting, he had asked Ms. Burke to follow up on the question of what, if anything, needed to be brought back to the Conservation Commission.  Ms. Burke said that she doesn’t recall that being requested.  Mr. Chase said it was in the minutes of the meeting.   She apologized and said that she believes anything they would have to do was to send a letter to the Conservation Commission outlining the changes and the Commission would make the determination of whether or not they would need to file for a modification to their Order of Conditions.  Mr. Chase felt the issues raised about the driveway to the western side of the Clapp residence which would be extremely close to a very environmentally sensitive area which is well within the buffer zone and may encroach upon the vegetated wetlands in the northwesterly most corner of the site plan.  In addition, he would urge the Board to confirm with the Town Attorney, Jason Rawlins, as to a particular case law- Davis vs the Zoning Board of Chatham.  He commented that it hasn’t been disclosed what the surface of that new driveway will be…he mentioned that the driveway may encroach an intermittent stream.  He said the Con comm is well aware of that stream so should be able to comment on any consequence.    He spoke about new technology in the solar industry and creating energy storage facilities, most often to be located on solar farms.  The mechanism to do that would though Lithium Ion batteries.  There is nothing in the plan that calls for that, he said, and the plans that have been submitted don’t contemplate it, but he brings it up is because if this project gets approved, we know that this facility will be sold to National Grid or to an intermediary entity working in concert with National Grid.  At which point, he said, these energy storage facilities could be added to the site and probably under current regulations and Town Ordinances likely with no additional inspections or permitting and perhaps even notice.  He spoke about the Lithium ion technology is that it has a troubled past- He spoke about the fires started by them and the fact that as of February they have been banned on aircraft.    There is a period of uncertainty about them and they are hazardous.  He suggested that when the Board is contemplating the special permit issue, he realizes that they can’t consider potential 
eventualities, but with the evidence of a very tangible hazard in your hands, he thinks the Board’s consideration of potential risk is justified. 

Mrs. Chase just want to add that she did ask at the last meeting, and Mr. Driscoll asked that the Conservation Commission be spoken to; underground utilities is in direct conflict with what Conservation approved, she said.

Kelly Trombley- 123 Old Farm Road-expressed concern with possible fires that Mr. Chase had brought up and questioned if the Fire Department had the necessary equipment to handle possible explosions or fires if something like that occurred, especially because this is between two neighborhoods.  He felt it was important to know this information.  She stated that this project doesn’t benefit the Town of Bridgewater in any way.

Mr. Ajemian questioned Attorney Pacella on what they would do if this plan didn’t work?  Attorney Pacella stated that there are multiple levels of security in this matter.  The first one is that the plantings will go in first.  The project will take about 6 months to build out, so there will be that 6 months of grow time.  The building department has the right of cease and desist the project if they are unhappy.  Even if the Building Inspector is wrong, the developer will do whatever is necessary to deal with it in the field immediately in order to lift that cease and desist.  On top of that, you would have the landscaping bond of $50,000.  

Mr. Ajemian said he would like to take a walk around the area and continue this hearing.  Mr. Driscoll asked permission from the owners of 20,60 Old Farm Road, The Clapp property and 5 and 15 Hopkins Drive for permission to go on their property.  It was given.   The Board decided to have a site walk on Wednesday, May 22nd at 5:00 and meet in the street at #60 Old Farm Road.  Mr. Ridder said he would make himself available to attend.    Someone will get clarification from the Town Attorney if the proponent is allowed to attend.  Mr. Holmes questioned if discussion on the site walk would be on the record?  Ms. Burke said it is not a public meeting or a deliberation; it will be posted, but, they can’t deliberate or communicate with themselves or the abutters; it is just to collect information.  

Mr. Driscoll asked Mr. Romulus and Ms. Burke for a zoning determination on section 22.6 K from the Building Inspector on issue raised by Ms. Sullivan, as she felt there was a reason that was put into that paragraph.  (total site area-does it apply to the second sentence (is it 45 acres or 13.5) Mr. Driscoll said he knew this was late in the game, however, we just received the cut and fill information.

Ms. Burke questioned if the Board wanted the Town Attorney to address the case that Mr. Chase brought up that confirms the ability of the Board to deny a special permit even when all the statutory and regulatory requirements have been met.  They said yes.  She asked if there is more information the Board needs regarding the Conservation Commission and if so, what specifically would you like? Ms. Sullivan suggested that they see the current plans and ask if that would trigger review.  She felt it should be up to the applicant because if necessary, they would need to start that process.  Mr. Driscoll commented that if it is approved, that could be a condition that it receive approval from the Conservation Commission.  She asked if the Board wanted her to contact the fire department; they thought it was a good idea.  


The Board must act before July 2nd, so a motion was made by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Mr. MacDonald to have a special meeting on Thursday, June 6th at 6:30 pm.  

900 ELM STREET-MINOR MODIFICATION

A letter was received from Silva Engineering requesting a continuation.

On a motion by Mr. MacDonald, seconded by Mr. Ajemian, it was unanimously voted to continue the discussion to June 19th

OLDFIELD ESTATES, II COVENANT RELEASE


A letter received from Lee Castignetti dated May 3rd requesting that the Planning Board release only Lot 56 from covenant and only as to issuance of a building permit, for the purpose of allowing them to build a model home for the development.

On a motion by Mr. Ajemian, seconded by Ms. Sullivan, it was unanimously voted to release the covenant on lot 56, Oldfield Estates, Phase II

FORM A-1247 VERNON STREET-MAHER

The plan was prepared by Silva Engineering.  The intent of the plan is to reconfigure Assessor’s Map 124, Lot 18 & 74 creating new lots 18A and 74A.  OK from Mr. Romulus.  

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

Directors report-

Master plan meeting on June 5th and Preparedness plan meeting on May 29th.

On a motion by Mr. MacDonald, seconded by Ms. Guarino, the meeting was adjourned at 9:37 pm.


MINUTES APPROVED:_______________________________
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