TOWN OF WAREHAM
CONSERVATION COMMISSION

54 MARION ROAD

WAREHAM, MA  02571

CONSERVATION COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES

Date of Meeting:  Wednesday, July 19, 2006

Members Present:

D. Westgate, Chairman

K. Baptiste

J. Connolly

L. Caron, Jr.

D. Rogers

P. Florindo
D. Pichette, Conservation Agent

B. Eckstrom, BOS Liaison

Members Absent:

C. DeBlois, Associate Member                            
M. Ponte

I. CALL MEETING TO ORDER

D. Westgate called the meeting to order at 7:13 P.M.
II. PRELIMINARY BUSINESS

A. Approval of minutes:  None
B. Discussion:  None
NOTE:
The meeting proceeded w/ item IV.  Continued Hearings – A.  NOI – A.D. Makepeace Co., c/o Beals & Thomas, Inc. – SE76-1892.

The applicant was represented by Ed Fuller, A.D. Makepeace Co. consultant.  D. Pichette described the project.  The property is located at the corner of Tihonet Rd. & Rte. 28.  The project involves clearing of nuisance vegetation in the buffer zone to bordering vegetative wetland also w/in the riverfront area of Rose Brook.  At the last meeting, additional information was requested re:  methodology & type of herbicides to be used.  The applicant has submitted information.  Nuisance vegetation includes poison ivy, bittersweet, etc.  which are the target of the application for a width of approx. 10-20 ft. around the perimeter of the existing park area.  A DEP file number has been assigned along w/ comments re:  supplemental plantings in the cutting area.  The applicant has stated they will do any plantings the Commission is asking for in those areas.  D. Pichette recommended the issuance of the Order of Conditions w/ standard conditions & to limit the removal of nuisance vegetation to the areas dictated on plans submitted.  Commission members had no further questions or comments.  Audience members had no questions or comments.

MOTION:
K. Baptiste moved to close the public hearing for A.D. Makepeace Co.   L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

MOTION:
K. Baptiste moved to issue the Order of Conditions w/ the normal stipulations & the plantings as illustrated by D. Pichette for A.D. Makepeace Co.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
III. PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. RDA – Robert Aron, c/o G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.

The public hearing notice was read into the record.  The applicant was represented by Brian Grady, G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.  D. Pichette described the project.   The property is located at 32 Robinwood Rd.  The project involves the installation of a gas line from Robinwood Rd. to the residence at this location.  This work is in the buffer zone to a coastal bank & a coastal flood zone.  Work would involve minor trenching to install the gas line in close proximity to the existing driveway w/in the manicured yard area.  D. Pichette recommended the issuance of a Negative Determination #2.  Commission members had no questions or comments.  Audience members had no questions or comments.

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to close the public hearing for Robert Aron.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to issue a Negative Determination #2 for Robert Aron.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
B. RDA – ADM Cranberry Co., LLC, c/o G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.

The public hearing notice was read into the record.  The applicant was represented by Brian Grady, G.A.F. Engineering, Inc. D. Pichette described the project.  The property is located at Lots 1002 & 1013  Map A64 off Farm To Market Rd.  The project involves the construction of a 16.25 acre reservoir in the buffer zone to a bordering vegetative wetland which is another existing cranberry bog & existing reservoir.  Currently there is a 1.5 acre reservoir that is proposed to be expanded.  
D.Pichette questioned if the size of this project is necessary, what is to be done w/ the thousands of yards of material to be removed out of the area, & what other access areas that may be adjacent to wetlands will be altered by the extent of the activity.  D. Pichette recommended continuing this hearing so that Commission members can review the site re:  the proposal.  Mr. Grady stated he has supplied a photograph of the property which shows a significant amount of acreage w/ small reservoirs which are not adequate enough to serve the area of acreage.  He agreed w/ the Commission members coming out to review the site.  As he understands, along the water that comes off of Rose Brook that flows through much of the bogs has been tapped for water & is can not be used sufficiently.  With the construction of this pond, he discussed how it can be used more efficiently for the property.  When the Commission members visit the site, a representative can be present & the access issue can be discussed as well.
D.Westgate asked how deep the reservoir will be.  Mr. Grady stated the water will be approx. 10-15 ft. & the bog is 42 ft.  D. Westgate asked re:  stockpiling.  Mr. Grady will get this information.  Commission members had no further questions or comments.  Audience members had no questions or comments.

MOTION:
  L. Caron moved to continue the public hearing for ADM Cranberry Co., LLC to August 2, 2006.  J. Connolly seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
C. RDA – Vincent & Romaine Sabella, c/o G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.

The public hearing notice was read into the record.  The applicant was represented by Brian Grady, G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.  D. Pichette described the project.  The property is located at 18 Grove St., Onset.  The project involves repairs to a deck which is in the buffer zone to & partially w/in a coastal bank & w/in a coastal flood zone.  Sauna tube footings are proposed to be installed under the existing deck which were not done properly when initially built.  Ten sauna tube footings will be installed w/ the closest work approx. 3 ft. to the top of the coastal bank which is an existing seawall.  All work is proposed to be done by hand.  The existing footprint of the deck will remain the same.  Also proposed are additional repairs re:  deck boards & railings.  D. Pichette recommended a Negative Determination #2.  Commission members had no questions or comments.  Audience members had no questions or comments.
MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to close the public hearing for Vincent & Romaine Sabella.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to issue a Negative Determination #2 for Vincent & Romaine Sabella. L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

D. RDA – Onset Youth Center, c/o Pesce Engineering & Associates

The public hearing notice was read into the record.  The applicant was represented by _________.  D. Pichette described the project.  The property is located at 17 Tenth St. in Onset (old Onset Youth Center building).  This project involves the construction of an addition to an existing building w/in a coastal flood zone.  A 30x60 ft. addition is proposed to the existing building which will double the size of the building.  This work is classified as Zone AE elevation 15.  The project is not in the buffer zone to any other resource areas & no grade changes proposed.  D. Pichette recommended issuance of a Negative Determination #2.  Commission members had no questions or comments.  Audience members were asked if they had any questions or comments.
Present before the ConCom:
Debbie Pfnister

Ms. Pfnister asked to review the plans for this project.  D. Westgate gave her a copy to review. 

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to close the public hearing for the Onset Youth Center.  D. Rogers seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to issue a Negative Determination #2 for the Onset Youth Center.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
E. RDA – Don MacLeod, c/o J.C. Engineering, Inc.

The public hearing notice was read into the record.  The applicant was represented by John Churchill, J.C. Engineering, Inc.  D. Pichette described the property.  The property is located at 19 Bethel Way (a new subdivision off County Rd.).  This project involves landscaping activities in the buffer zone to bordering vegetative wetlands which is existing cranberry bog.  A single-family dwelling is proposed at this lot along w/ associated structures.  All work is outside of the buffer zone to the wetland.  The only activity in the buffer zone is some filling/grading activity as indicated on the plan.  The nearest proximity of work to be done is approx. 73 ft. to the edge of the wetland.  The plan shows haybales to contain any activity being proposed until it is stabilized w/ vegetation.  D. Pichette recommended issuance of a Negative Determination #3.  Commission members had no questions or comments.  Audience members had no questions or comments.

MOTION:
L. Caron moved to close the public hearing for Don MacLeod.  D. Rogers seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to issue a Negative Determination #3 for Don Macleod.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

F. RDA – Charles Manzola, c/o J.C. Engineering, Inc.

The public hearing notice was read into the record.  The applicant was represented by John Churchill, J.C. Engineering, Inc.  D. Pichette described the project.  The property is located at 11 Lakeshore Drive.  The project involves upgrading a septic system & some work is in the buffer zone to wetlands associated w/ Glen Charlie Pond.  The old system will be replaced w/ a new Title V system.  The proposed leach field is outside of the buffer zone to the wetland, but there is trenchwork/excavation necessary to tie into the house which would be in the buffer zone to the wetland.  This is minor work.  Haybales are shown in plan to contain any excavation associated w/ project.  D. Pichettte recommended the issuance of a Negative Determination #3.  Commission members had no questions or comments.  Audience members had no questions or comments.

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to close the public hearing for Charles Manzola.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to issue a Negative Determination #3 for Charles Manzola.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

G. NOI – Lawrence Briggs, c/o J.C. Engineering, Inc. – SE76 - 1900
The public hearing notice was read into record.  The applicant was represented by John Churchill, J.C. Engineering, Inc.  D. Pichette described the project.  The property is located at 5 Peter’s Lane, Onset.  The project involves the demolition of an existing dwelling & the construction of a new dwelling, upgrading a septic system, & construction of retaining walls.  This is in a buffer zone to a coastal bank & saltmarsh along Butler’s Cove.  A 30x50 ft. dwelling will be demolished & a new 26x48 ft. dwelling proposed.  The new dwelling is in the same location as existing dwelling.  The septic system upgrade is also proposed.  Cesspools will be replaced w/ a new Title V system.  The proposed leach field for this structure is outside of the buffer zone to the resource area, but there is septic tank & piping work that would be in the buffer zone to the coastal bank.  One of the tanks & pump chambers is proposed w/in the coastal bank.  D. Pichette questioned if this could be moved up slope to get it out of this area.  There are several proposed retaining walls; one of which is down on edge of coastal beach & close to edge of the saltmarsh.  This would be a block wall w/ poured concrete footings & approx. 38 ft. long.  D. Pichette questioned how the wall would be constructed due to the construction of said wall being right on the beach.  A DEP file number has been assigned w/ comments re:  resource areas associated w/ this project.  D. Pichette recommended a continuance of this hearing to further review the retaining wall portion of the project.

Mr. Churchill discussed the pump chambers.  (His other comments were inaudible).  D. Pichette asked if it is due to the plumbing that the tank can’t be pushed back to the backside of the structure so it is not in the coastal bank.  Mr. Churchill discussed elevations & excavation & how the plumbing can’t be rerouted.  He discussed the retaining wall statistics.  D. Pichette asked how equipment will be used for the wall.  Mr. Churchill stated it will all be done by hand; it is a solid cinder block wall w/ a 3 inch taper & mortar to be used.  The footing will be done by hand as well.  D. Pichette feels that this situation needs to be reviewed further before it commences due to its close proximity to the saltmarsh.    Brief discussion ensued re:  grade changes & location of the property.  Commission members had no questions or comments.  Audience members had no questions or comments.

MOTION:
L. Caron moved to continue the public hearing for Lawrence Briggs to 8/2/06.  J. Connolly seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

NOTE:
K. Baptiste asked if this property is occupied now.  Mr. Churchill stated presently “yes” & discussed plans to move to a neighbor’s home during construction.
H. NOI – Able Building Services, c/o J.C. Engineering, Inc. – SE76-1897
D.Westgate stated he will abstain from discussion/voting on this application.  K. Baptiste will Chair this hearing.

The public hearing notice was read into the record.  The applicant was represented by John Churchill, J.C. Engineering, Inc.   Attorney Brian Wall was also present.  Mr. Churchill submitted the affidavits & report from the Board of Health. D. Pichette described the project.  The property is located at 176 Blackmore Pond Rd.  The project involves the construction of a single-family dwelling w/ associated structures in the buffer zone to bordering vegetative wetland.  The site may also be in the riverfront area of Cohackett Brook; although not shown in plan.  The project does not meet the required setback from wetlands for a new septic system.  The proposed system is approx. 54 ft. from the edge of the wetland & is proposed to be a raised system as shown on plan.  Approx. 4-6 ft. of fill is proposed to construct the system.  The proposed 27x44 ft. dwelling will be approx. 30 ft. to the edge of wetland & the limit of work would be approx. 15 ft. to the wetland around the dwelling & approx. 9 ft. of the area of the well.  Drywells are proposed for runoff & erosion control around the work area.  A DEP file number has been assigned.  D. Pichette recommended this project be denied because it does not meet the Town’s By-law for septic system setback & general proximity to wetlands.  It should be understood that the Commission reviewed this project 1.2 – 2 years ago & was submitted under a separate name; Dyer Construction.  At that time the Commission denied the project for the same reason.  D. Pichette again recommended the Commission take the same action as it did w/ Dyer Construction & deny this project.
P. Florindo stated he will be abstaining from this discussion.  Brief discussion ensued re:  what this abstention means & if a quorum is still met.

Mr. Churchill stated a 3-bedroom home is being proposed which is in line w/ the affidavit submitted.  There was a residence on this property many years ago which also had a 3-bedroom home.  He compared a similar project he dealt w/ in the past which went to the Board of Health, received approval, & then went to the Commission for approval.  The State is clear in identifying that a property, once it had a residence is considered…not a newly constructed septic system.  Since this older home had facilities; water, etc. & there was a family living there for many years;  this application does not fall under the criteria identified under the local regulations as a newly constructed septic system; but actually falls under the criteria of an existing system which is replaced must be located in the form of __(inaudible)__________________.  In such a statute the system would have to be placed as far from the site wetlands as reasonably possible under the regulation.  What has been done is to maximize the setback that has been able to be achieved; it is not a vacant lot & newly constructed where there has never been a septic system before; this property did have facilities & a structure.  The Board of Health has given their approval.  With re:  to the 30 ft. setback that the applicants are unable to achieve, they offered to place a fence/vegetative buffer between the 15 ft. setback to the rear of the house which he discussed; & w/ the measures to be taken the vegetative wetland will not be harmed or altered.  Mr. Churchill feels the project meets the intent & requirements as outlined in the Town’s local By-law & the State requirement for a septic is 50 ft. from a wetland.  With re:  to the riverfront, measurements were taken & are outside the requirements by approx. 30 ft. to property line.
Mr. Wall discussed the Town’s By-law & feels this application is an exception to this By-law.  He understands there is a policy of trying to keep septics 30 ft. away from wetlands, but there is no By-law or regulation dealing w/ a 30 ft. setback to a wetland; thus the task buffer zone activity needs to be looked at which he discussed.

D. Pichette feels the issue revolves around whether it is new construction or re-construction as the applicant is stating.  In his estimation, it is a new construction/new home.  In terms of a definition of new construction, information from DEP states that this would qualify as new construction.  Changes have been made to language re:  what DEP considers new construction.  When the Board of Health approved the plan, they were not aware of the new language.  Since then, the Board of Health agent has stated he will not be approving any building permit for this site.  He feels the applicant is using the issue of an old house being on site prior to get around the requirements of the current Town By-law.  The Commission is not obligated to grant projects just because the Board of Health did.  He again recommended denying this project.    K. Baptiste asked if something in writing could be sought by the Board of Health & clarification by DEP.  

D. Pichette will request it.  A Commission member explained that the Town’s By-law supersedes the State By-law.  Commission members had no further comments or questions.  The audience was asked if they had any comments or questions.
Present before the Commission:
Ms. Pavao
Ms. Pavao stated they abut the property, live across the street & own/operate a cranberry bog directly across the street.  She is against the project.  She has environmental concerns as a cranberry grower.  She expressed concern re:  flood water direction relative to a septic mound & its impact to the bogs & water holes.
Ms. Pavao discussed the original plans submitted by the prior developer & issues w/ those plans, & the presence of an outhouse & one-bedroom.  

Another audience member came forward to discuss the flooding issues w/ this lot as well a brief history of ownership of the lot.  

Mr. Churchill will look further into the previous design, but feels the abutter substantiated the claim that there is an existing system, even if it was an outhouse, which will be replaced.  He briefly discussed the Title V change recently made.  A Commission member stated he feels this argument is a stretch & an outhouse is not a cesspool. 

The representative present suggested continuing this hearing for two weeks to review these matters further.  An audience member urged the Commission members to come & look at this lot at high tide.

MOTION:
L. Caron moved to continue the public hearing for Able Building Services to August 2, 2006.  D. Rogers seconded.

VOTE:  (4-0-0)
I. NOI – Roy Scandura, c/o G.A.F. Engineering, Inc. – SE76-1899
The public hearing notice was read into the record.  The applicant was represented by Brian Grady, G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.  D. Pichette described the project.  The property is located at 11 Peaceful Lane, Shangri-La area.  The project involves the upgrading of a septic system.  The existing system will be replaced w/ a new Title V system & is w/in buffer zone to wetlands & an existing pond.  Due to small lot size, the maximum distance from edge of wetland to system is approx. 52 ft.  D. Pichette questioned the way it is laid out & if it could be turned the other way to gain further distance to wetlands.  Mr. Grady briefly explained why it was located where it is on the plan.  Minor grading proposed around system on plan & haybales are shown between proposed work & resource area.  A DEP file number has been assigned.  D. Pichette recommended the issuance of the Order of Conditions w/ the standard conditions.  Commission members had no questions or comments.  Audience members had no questions or comments.
MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to close the public hearing for Roy Scandura.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to issue the Order of Conditions w/ the normal stipulations for Roy Scandura.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
J. NOI – Lisa Bindas, c/o G.A.F. Engineering, Inc. – SE76 - 1902
The public hearing notice was read into the record.  The applicant was represented by Brian Grady, G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.  D. Pichette discussed the project.  The property is located at 91 Maple Springs Rd.  The project involves the construction of a dock out into Agawam Mill Pond.  An 80 ft. walkway & dock structure is proposed.  Approx. 40 ft. of structure will be a walkway over wetland that is land too soft to walk on.  The other 40 ft. will extend from the tree line out into the pond itself.  A platform is proposed out at end of dock.  D. Pichette recommended this be removed to reduce the alteration to wetlands in that area.  6x6 posts are proposed to support the structure.  There is an existing path to the site.  Any new alteration of wetland that is necessary to meet the layout of the proposed work; D. Pichette recommends requiring the path’s square footage be returned to vegetated wetland.  A DEP number has been assigned w/ comments; for example, the platform & the height of dock.  D. Pichette recommended revised plans reflecting change to platform.
Mr. Grady stated the applicant strongly feels the platform is needed.  He discussed the pier going out & proposed platform that is 8x16.  The reason for the size of the platform is for safety re:  removal/storage.  D. Westgate feels it is a privilege to access the water vs. taking an area of 16 ft.,  placing the platform over the water which would block sunlight, alterating area, etc.  He discussed other piers on pond that are just straight-on piers.  Mr. Grady briefly discussed the existing path & the proposed boardwalk.  Discussion ensued re:  possibly revising the pier at end & leveling w/ steps for a platform at a lower level.  
MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to continue the public hearing for Lisa Bindas to August 2, 2006.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
K. NOI – Mark Blazejewski, c/o G.A.F. Engineering, Inc. – SE76-1904
The public hearing notice was read into the record.  The applicant was represented by Brian Grady, G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.  D. Pichette described the project.  The property is located a 1 Beach Plum Lane.  The project involves the demolition of a single-family dwelling for the reconstruction of a new dwelling located in a buffer zone to a coastal dune & coastal flood zone.  This project was reviewed at the last meeting under a Request for Determination & the Commission voted for a positive determination to require a Notice of Intent.  A 24x32 ft. dwelling will be removed & a new 40x52 ft. dwelling is proposed w/ new septic system.  Lot backs up to Little Harbor Beach parking lot & proposed limit of work is approx. 10 ft. to the coastal dune.  Work would involve the installation of proposed drywells.  D. Pichette asked if the drywells could be moved further from the dune area or gutters re-arranged so runoff goes to front drywell.  The proposed septic system is outside the buffer zone to a wetlands.  D. Pichette asked re:  the small retaining wall on plan & what its nature is.  Haybales are shown between the work & the resource area.  D. Pichette recommended the haybales extend around the side of the lot on the road side of property.  A file number has been assigned.  D. Pichette recommended issuance of the Order of Conditions w/ standard conditions once the questions are answered satisfactory to the Commission.
Mr. Grady stated he could move the drywells closer to the foundation & explained what the retaining wall is for.  The Commission members had no questions or comments.  The audience members had no questions or comments.
MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to close the public hearing for Mark Blazejewski.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

MOTION:
 J. Connolly moved to issue the Order of Conditions with standard conditions and the addition of haybales, re-location of drywells, and a revised plan for Mark Blazejewski.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

L. NOI – Kevin Sousa, c/o Braman Surveying & Associates, LLC – SE76-1901
The public hearing notice was read into the record.  The applicant was represented by Bob Braman, Braman Surveying & Associates, LLC.  Mr. Braman submitted the green cards were submitted as proof of abutter notification.  D. Pichette described the project.  The property is located at 35 Maple St., Onset.  The project involves the construction of a 10x92 ft. dock extension to an existing pier w/ an additional slope which is 10x60 to be attached to the side of the existing structure.  Also proposed is the construction of a gravel parking area w/ associated drainage & construction of a wooden walkway across the front of the existing seawall to provide access to the dock from Churbuck Ln.  There is a proposal to build a small deck off the existing barn shown on plan.  Received comments from Division of Marine Fisheries which were lengthy.  D. Pichette has received no comments from the Harbormaster re:  project.  A DEP file number has been assigned.  D. Pichette recommended continuing the hearing so Commission members can review the site.  

(Note:  Mr. Braman was inaudible on tape most of this discussion).  Mr. Braman stated he will be addressing the comments from DEP & the Division of Marine Fisheries.  The ZBA issued a Special Permit in 8/04 & met conditions.  D. Westgate asked if the boats will be housed in water or taken out.  Mr. Braman stated they will be in the water & discussed the ZBA conditions re:  this.  A marine repair service is not allowed.  

K. Baptiste asked how many years this location has been a boat building area.  Mr. Braman estimates since the 1950’s & no boats built there since then.  The audience was asked for comments or questions.

Present before the Commission:
Joan Maynard, 12 Green St.

Ms. Maynard questioned the property boundary line, most specifically the boundary line to the right in back looks like it goes through the neighbor’s garage.  D. Westgate reminded Ms. Maynard that the discussion needs to be kept to wetlands issues.  Ms. Maynard asked if residents have a right-of-way at the end of Churbuck Ln. which is on the beach.  D. Pichette doesn’t feel this pertains to wetlands.  Ms. Maynard feels this hearing should be continued.
William ___________asked what comments the Chapter 91 program at DEP made.  He was told DEP recommended identifying a reconfiguration zone.  When the new plan is submitted, the reconfiguration zone will be identified.

MOTION:
J. Connelly moved to continue the public hearing for Kevin Sousa to August 16, 2006.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

M. Remanded NOI – Roberta Lewis, c/o Canal Project Management Corp. – SE76-1595

The public hearing notice was read into the record.  D. Westgate indicated the applicant has asked that this public hearing be continued to August 16, 2006.

An audience member asked if the applicant is supposed to notify the abutters.  D. Pichette stated “yes.”  The audience member indicated that he did not receive any notice.  D. Westgate explained that he will notify the applicant that the audience member was not notified.
MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to continue the public hearing for Roberta Lewis to August 16, 2006.  P. Florindo seconded.
VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
IV. CONTINUED HEARINGS

A. NOI – A.D. Makepeace Co., c/o Beals & Thomas, Inc. – SE76-1892 (DONE)
B. Amended OOC – Sherman Briggs & Arnold Briggs, c/o N. Douglas Schneider & Associates

D.Westgate stated the applicants have asked that this application be withdrawn w/ out prejudice.

MOTION:
 J. Connolly moved to withdraw the application of Sherman Briggs & Arnold Briggs without prejudice.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
C. NOI – Francis Trojano, c/o G.A.F. Engineering, Inc. – SE76-1896
The applicant was represented by Brian Grady, G.A.F. Engineering.  The applicant Francis Trojano was also present.  D. Pichette submitted the revised plan & the original plan to the Board members.  D. Pichette described the project.  The property is located at 1 Plover Rd. (off Cromesett Rd.).  The project involves the construction of a pier ramp & float system out into the Weweantic River.  A 260 ft. pier/ramp & float system was proposed originally.  At the last meeting, D. Pichette had indicated that the size of pier is quite large vs. others in area & the issue of float system size was discussed & if it could be reduced.  The original proposal called for 41 piles.  Comments from the Harbormaster & Division of Marine Fisheries have been received.  The Harbormaster has stated that the site is w/in map shelters resource area & the structure would impede kayaks & other small boats.  The Division of Marine Fisheries stated that the site is w/in significant shellfish habitat for quahogs, soft shell clams, bay scallops, & oysters & is an approved & open to harvest area.  The site is also an anandromous fish run.  There are questions re:  number of boats pier will accommodate.  Division of Marine Fisheries urged the ConCom to way the cumulative impacts to the river as several projects have been recently approved/proposed in this area.  A DEP file number has been assigned & revised plans have been submitted.  D. Pichette discussed changes, for example, shortening of length of structure by 40 ft. & increased distance between sets of pilings from 12 ft. to 16 ft. on center.
Mr. Grady discussed changes to plan & float system.  D. Pichette stated the square footage involved is 30x50.  D. Westgate feels the comments of the Division of Marine Fisheries needs to be considered re:  site being a vital shellfish area.  With re:  to this application, there will be two watercraft, excessive prop action, & spat trying to attach itself to different things that are there & areas such as these are declining.  He is inclined not to grant a project such as this.  The other Commission members had no further questions or comments.  Audience members had no questions or comments.
Mr. Grady stated he will ask the applicant to further evaluate his options & give further consideration to the project.

Discussion ensued re:  if the Commission should vote on this project tonight.

MOTION:
K. Baptiste moved to close the public hearing for Francis Trojano.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

MOTION:
K. Baptiste moved to deny the application of Francis Trojano based on the comments of Division of Marine Fisheries & Harbormaster/Shellfish Constable. D. Rogers seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

D. NOI – Wareham Municipal Maintenance Dept., c/o G.A.F. Engineering, Inc. – SE76-1891
MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to continue the public hearing for the Wareham Municipal Maintenance Dept. to August 2, 2006.  L. Caron seconded.
VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

E. NOI- Curtis Hanks – SE76-1898
The applicant, Curtis Hanks, was present before the ConCom.  D. Pichette described the project.  The property is located at 11 Madison St. (Briarwood area).  The project involves replacing two pilings at an existing pier.  The applicant is seeking to replace two of the outermost piles which have deteriorated & need replacing.  D. Pichette recommended approval of this application w/ standard conditions.  A DEP number has been assigned.  Commission members had no questions or comments.  Audience members had no questions or comments.

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to close the public hearing for Curtis Hanks.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to grant the Order of Conditions w/ standard conditions for Curtis Hanks.  L. Caron seconded.
VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
F. NOI – David Dessert, c/o J.C. Engineering, Inc. – SE76 – 1894
The applicant was represented by John Churchill, J.C. Engineering, Inc. & the applicant, David Dessert was also present.  Mr. Churchill submitted options A & B to the Commission.  D. Pichette described the project.  The property is located at 50 Canedy St. (Rose Point area).  The project involves the construction of a single-family dwelling in the buffer zone to a coastal bank, saltmarsh, & w/in a riverfront area of the Sippican River, & w/in a coastal flood zone AE elevation 15.  A 30x40 ft. dwelling w/ drive-under garage is proposed & approx. 32 ft. from top of coastal bank & w/in riverfront area.  The original proposal included significant filling w/ a 6 ft. grade change at the deepest point.  The lot is not very sizeable, but pre-existing & will have Town water & sewer.  At the last meeting, D. Pichette recommended the Commission explore the possibility of the house footprint be reduced & the drive-under garage be eliminated to reduce the amount of fill necessary.  Revised plans have been submitted w/ options.
Mr. Churchill stated the size of the home is not unrealistic vs. neighbors’ homes & discussed briefly.  A 30x40 ft. structure is in their determination is a reasonably sized structure.

Mr. Churchill discussed option A, which was discussed at the last meeting.  He discussed option A relative to fill, garage, etc. & stated it would allow the applicant to not have to pay flood insurance.  He discussed option B relative to fill, garage, drop in elevation, etc.   He indicated that option A is most favorable to the applicant.

D.Pichette indicated that he still doesn’t see a reduction of the footprint of the structure which would pull things back further than what is being shown.  He doesn’t understand the issue of flood insurance.  Mr. Churhill explained the elevation issue & how option A would take the applicant out of the flood zone.  D. Pichette would like this information clarified by the Building Inspector & indicated that the issue of flood insurance is not an issue the Commission should address.  Mr. Churchill again discussed the changes & options.

Discussion ensued re:  disturbance of fill.  D. Pichette asked re:  the reduction of the overall square footage of alteration of a riverfront area which was the point of his comments made at the last meeting.  He still hasn’t seen this indicated on the plan; the only change on plan is the amount of fill.  Mr. Churchill again discussed fill issues relative to option A & B.  D. Westgate discussed the definition of the Rules Act re:  fill & doesn’t feel what Mr. Churchill is explaining is the same thing.  Discussion ensued re:  the issue of fill for this project & how it will be utilized.  Commission members had no further questions or comments.  D. Pichette stated his comments are based on meeting the regulations that the Commission’s requirement was to try to reduce the overall operation of the project in the riverfront area.  Discussion again ensued re:  the options, what the regulations state, setbacks, & if plans could be revised further to address the Commission’s concerns.  Audience members had no questions or concerns.
MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to continue the public hearing for David Dessert to August 2, 2006.  P. Florindo seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
G. NOI – Wendell & Lori McCain, c/o J.C. Engineering, Inc. – SE76 – 1895
The applicant was represented by John Churchill, J.C. Engineering, Inc. & the applicant, Lori McCain was also present.   D. Pichette described the project.  The property is located at 67 Arlington Rd.  The project involves the construction of a 163 ft. pier, ramp, & float system out into Sunset Cove.  This project had been reviewed previously by the Commission which had been denied.  The decision was appealed to DEP & the project was issued a superseding Order of Conditions by DEP.  The project was never built at that time & the Order of Conditions has since expired.  Thus, the project is being applied for again.  The pier would require 16 pilings.  The floats are 8x24 & a 10x24 section.  Comments have been received from the Harbormaster who expressed concerns re:  water depth of float & floats/boats resting on bottom at low tide.  He is opposed to project due to its negative impact to a vital shellfish resource area.  Division of Marine Fisheries comments have also been received which stated that the area is a significant shellfish habitat for soft-shell clams, bay scallops, American oysters, & quahogs as well as concerns for water depth & construction issues.  The project is w/in significant shellfish area & shallow area.  The site is also w/in estimated habitat of rare & endangered species.  Comments have since been received from Natural Heritage & a DEP file number has been assigned.  Natural Heritage has no comments on project.  D. Pichette recommended this project be denied as was previously done by the Commission.  Since the first denial & appeal, a Town By-law that has been adopted that has more stringent requirements/stringent interests w/ respect to resource areas.  The Commission does have the ability at this point to make a denial under the Town By-law if they choose to.
Mr. Churchill noted the letter from Natural Heritage & addressed the appeal that was filed & the Order of Conditions given by DEP.  The permit had been issued & currently in place, but lacking the Order of Conditions from the Commission to move forward.  Conversations have been held w/ the Harbormaster who recommended the applicant make a contribution to the Propagation Fund for the re-seeding effort after construction for shellfish.  D. Westgate finds this hard to believe, especially since the Commission has comments from the Harbormaster stating he is against the project.  Ms. McCain discussed her conversation w/ the Harbormaster.  D. Westgate would like this investigated further.  Mr. Churchill submitted pictures of the boat to be utilized on the dock & how the motor can be raised so as not to disturb the area under the water.  Brief discussion ensued.  The Commission members had no further questions of comments.  Audience members had no questions or comments.  Brief discussion ensued re:  how the Commission wants to proceed.  Ms. McCain discussed why they waited so long to address the pier.

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to continue the public hearing for Wendell & Lori McCain to August 2, 2006  to await comments from the Harbormaster/Shellfish Constable.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  (5-1-0)

D. Westgate opposed
H. NOI – 237 Sandwich Road, LLC, c/o Outback Engineering, Inc.

The applicant was represented by Tony Espisito, Outback Engineering, Inc.  D. Westgate discussed the procedure for the hearing.  D. Pichette described the project.  The property is located at 237 Sandwich Rd.  The project involves the construction of a three-lot subdivision in the buffer zone to an isolated wetland.  This filing is made under the Town Wetland By-law only as the proposed work is not in the jurisdiction of the Wetlands Protection Act.  The boundary of the isolated wetland was approved under a previous filing.  A subdivision & associated grading is proposed & will be approx. 30 ft. to edge of wetland, thus a 30 ft. no activity zone.  One of the three lots will have an existing dwelling on it leaving two new lots proposed for development.  Stormwater will be directed into sub-surface filter chambers.  The road construction would require filling at site to create a grade change of approx. 7 ft. at the deep point (the Commission had asked previously re:  the amount of fill required).  The plan proposed work for the construction of one of the lots is in the buffer zone to the wetland.  At the last meeting the Commission asked this project be filed for under a separate Notice of Intent.  Haybales & silt fence will be used.  D. Pichette asked if a DEP number has been assigned.  Mr. Espisito stated it is under the Town’s By-law, thus a number is not needed.  Thus, the conditions would be the approval of the roadway under one filing & a separate notice be filed for the individual lots.  D. Pichette recommended the approval of the project.  Mr. Espisito expressed no problems w/ these conditions.

Mr. Espisito apologized for not attending the last public hearing.  He gave a synopsis of the project, for example, the Planning Board hearing has not been opened as of yet.  Have received design comments from Hancock & Associates & have been addressing these comments.  Some comments made were water quality units to be constructed offline as part of road design & types of hoods to be placed in the catch basins.  Plans are being revised to address these comments.  
Discussion ensued re:  when applicant should come back before the Commission.  Mr. Espisito asked for a continuance.  Commission members had no further questions or comments.  Audience members had no questions or comments.

MOTION:
  J. Connolly moved to continue the public hearing for 237 Sandwich Rd. to September 6, 2006.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

I. NOI – Diane Gustafson, c/o Hancock Associates, Inc. – SE76-1845
Diane Gustafson was present before the Commission.  D. Pichette described the project.  The property is located at 50 Canedy St.  The project involves the demolition of an existing dwelling & the construction of a new dwelling (original proposal).  There are issues w/ wetland boundaries & at the last meeting, the applicant was going to submit a new plan vs. original proposal.  Ms. Gustafson stated the plans have been worked on, but not completed.  She asked for a continuance.  Commission members had no questions or comments.  Audience members had no questions or comments.

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to continue the public hearing for Diane Gustafson to August 16, 2006.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (5-0-0)
J. NOI – Boatswain Investments, LLC, c/o Braman Surveying & Associates, LLC – SE76-1863 (28 Winship Avenue)
MOTION:
  J. Connolly moved to continue the public hearing for Boatswain Investments, LLC to August 2, 2006.  L. Caron seconded.
VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
K. NOI – Winship, LLC, c/o Braman Surveying & Associates, LLC – SE76 – 1878 (18 Winship Avenue)
MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to continue the public hearing for Winship, LLC to August 2, 2006.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

L. NOI – John Sheehan, c/o Braman Surveying & Associates, LLC – SE76 – 1880
The applicant was represented by  Rob Braman.  D. Pichette described the project.  The property is located at 60 Onset Ave.  The project involves the construction of a pier/ramp/float system in Onset Bay & land under the ocean, land containing shellfish, coastal beach, & land subject to coastal stormflow.  A 200 ft. pier/ramp/float system is proposed which would require the installation of 32 pilings.  The work will be done primarily from a floating barge.  The most landward pilings may be installed from the landward side.  Comments have been received from the Harbormaster stating that the Division of Marine Fisheries review is necessary.  Also, no dredging should be allowed to accommodate any barge or boats at this structure.  Have since received comments from the Division of Marine Fisheries stating that the site is a mapped shellfish habitat for soft shell clams, bay scallops, & quahogs.  A revised plan has been submitted.  D. Pichette asked what revisions have been made to the original plan.

Mr. Braman discussed revisions.  (His comments were inaudible on tape).  Commission members had no questions or comments.  Audience members had no questions or comments.  D. Pichette stated the depths being shown on plan are 3.5 ft. under float.  He asked if float stops could be accommodated if they were asked for.  Mr. Braman replied “yes.”  Brief discussion ensued.  It was stated the float is 10x30., but the size of the boat was unknown.  D. Westgate expressed concern re:  the tidal shellfish areas.  Discussion ensued re:  how the Commission wants to proceed.
MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to 
continue the public hearing for John Sheehan to August 2, 2006 for receipt of revised plan.  K. Baptiste seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

V. ENFORCEMENT ORDERS

A. E.O. – Greg Feldman

Present before the Commission:
Greg Feldman

D.Pichette discussed the property located 2729 Cranberry Highway.  There was an initial violation which the Commission addressed through requiring a Notice of Intent to be filed to correct the violation.  The violation included replacement of fill in a wetland & a temporary work building in the wetland.  Through the Notice of Intent it is required that all the fill & the structure be removed out of wetlands.  There was a timeframe as to when the work should be completed.  Recently Mr. Feldman was contacted re:  progress as timeframe has run out.  At that time, it was indicated that the work had not been completed & the Commission continued the discussion from a prior meeting to tonight.  D. Pichette has visited the site, work has been done, temporary building has been removed, debris has been moved, existing trailer has been taken away, & gravel fill material has been excavated out.  Work remaining includes completing removal of gravel material & planting of vegetation w/in the disturbed area.  

D. Westgate asked how much more time Mr. Feldman needs to complete the remaining work.  Mr. Feldman discussed how much more time he will need & the issue of needing to procure vegetation requested at which time, some are not available at this time.  D. Pichette acknowledged that this time of year is not the ideal time to plant the vegetation requested.  D. Westgate stated that this issue will be brought forward again on 8/2/06.
B. E.O. – Henry Kruger

Present before the Commission:  Henry Krueger

D.Pichette discussed the property located at 68 Warr Ave.  The project involved the placement of stone & fill on a coastal bank & w/in a coastal flood zone w/ no approval from the Commission.  An Enforcement Order was issued who was asked to attend this meeting tonight.  D. Pichette feels the way things were done at this property; it was not construction methodology the Commission would have approved for that area.  D. Pichette recommended the material be removed from the area & at such time the applicant can supply a further proposal, then the Commission can entertain at that time.  

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to ratify the Enforcement Order.  K. Baptiste seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

Mr. Krueger explained that the project started out as a good intention & took on its own life during the process.  He apologized to the Commission & to his neighbors.  He is new to the area & feels he did overstep his bounds.  He discussed the jagged sea wall at the property & old stones left when he purchased both parcels.  He would be happy to remove it to the Commission & neighbor’s satisfaction.  He asked someone from the Commission to come down & flag the area they want removed & he will do it.   Audience members were asked for questions or comments.
Present before the Commission:
Cindy Baronus
Ms. Baronus lives in the area & is part of Pinehurst Beach Association. (Her question was inaudible).  D. Westgate instructed here to leave a phone number w/ D. Pichette.  D. Pichette suggested she leave a contact number so everything can be coordinated & everyone is present.

Present before the Commission:
John Samelli
Mr. Samelli stated after this is resolved, he would like it to be known that it is public access.  It has always been walking access, etc.  D. Westgate feels this is a civil matter.  Under the Wetlands Protection Act, the Commission deals only w/ wetlands.  This is a civil action/court action.  It should show on a deed that this is a right of way.  Discussion ensued.  D. Westgate stated the Commission doesn’t look who owns the land.  The applicant comes in for a proposed project; the applicant assumes the liability that he/she is on his/her right property; if it isn’t it is their dealing.  Brief discussion ensued.  Mr. Samelli again stated this area is one of the only access points to walk the beach.
D.Pichette stated he will be in touch w/ the Association when a meeting can be held w/ them.
MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to impose a $300 fine for Henry Krueger.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
C. E.O. – Jim Farley

Present before the Commission:
Jim Farley

D. Pichette stated Mr. Farley lives across the street from the right of way located by Mr. Krueger’s property.  He has undertaken some landscape activities at this site.  He had called D. Pichette re:  coming & looking at the proposed work to be done.  Before D. Pichette came out, workers had started to dump fill & he was asked to discontinue the work.  It was Mr. Farley’s intention to place loam in area to re-establish a lawn.  D. Pichette has asked that haybales be placed at site which have been done & no further work has commenced.  Mr. Farley was instructed to file w/ the Commission which has been done & a hearing will be held at the 8/2/06 meeting.

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to ratify the stop work order for Jim Farley.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

J. Connolly asked what was taken out of the site before D. Pichette came to review.  Mr. Farley stated nothing was taken out; loam was delivered & placed there.  There were some dead trees cut.  J. Connolly asked if Mr. Farley has any intention of putting trees back.  Mr. Farley replied _____________???  J. Connolly asked if the stumps were taken out from the trees that were cut.  Mr. Farley stated the contractor ground them out.  Audience members asked if they had any questions or comments.
Present before the Commission:
A neighbor

The neighbor feels Mr. Farley has made the area 100% better than it was.

Mr. Farley commented on the fill, the amount, & what his intentions were.  Brief discussion ensued.
VI. CERTIFICATES OF COMPLIANCE (NONE)
VII. DISCUSSION
A. Rowes – 8 Beach Plum Lane

Present before the Commission:  Mr. Rowes

Mr. Rowes asked if the Commission received the letter from the engineers.  D. Pichette indicated “yes” relative to the engineers not being in attendance.  Mr. Rowes asked if the letter was received re:  the plantings suggested.  D. Pichette has not seen this letter, but was told it would be sent.  Mr. Rowes submitted a copy of said letter to the Commission.  D. Pichette explained that the letter states what was discussed at the site.  The Commission members proceeded to review said letter.

D.Pichette stated it was explained to him how things are situated & how they work & what is left there now is a top layer which would be pulled off, the layer below will be removed, & it will be put back on the layer beneath it.  Mr. Rowes discussed the procedure.

Mr. Rowes asked if all is acceptable, the plan is to start this project after Labor Day due to the planting issue involved.  He asked the Commission to send him a letter of choices that would be acceptable.  D. Pichette indicated that he will speak to the engineers to come up w/a  scheme that makes sense vs. Mr. Rowes picking a few off list.  Mr. Rowes stated once the scheme of plantings is made, he would like to have some input.  D. Westgate feels this circumvents the purpose of having D. Pichette & the engineers meet to make sure it is done in a manner that is fit to the area; he doesn’t feel Mr. Rowes has the expertise to offer input at this time.  The issue is stabilization of the area.  Mr. Rowes explained that he would like input as far as an aesthetic basis.  D. Pichette stated once the Commission decides what is appropriate to do, he will make a plan that is appropriate to accomplish the purpose.
Discussion ensued re:  how the Commission wants to proceed & what conditions would be.  D.  Pichette clarified that one layer of the wall will be removed.  Then the coastal bank will be reshaped & stabilized w/ plantings as described on list.  He asked if a timeline should be established.  Brief discussion ensued re:  timeframe for completion.  The Commission members concurred w/ a completion date of 10/15/06.
MOTION:
K. Baptiste moved  to accept plan for 8 Beach Plum Lane as presented w/ stipulations to be overseen by D. Pichette & completion date of October 15, 2006.  L. Caron seconded.  
VOTE:  (5-1-0)

J. Connolly opposed

NOTE:
A member of the audience approached the Commission re:  the house that was torn down at Little Harbor (the prior applicant).  He stated a specific ruling was made at the time that the landing not to be changed.  He asked why it is going back to where it started.  He wants to know why things keep changing.  J. Connolly stated the applicant has until 10/15/06 to complete.
NOTE:
Present before the Commission:
Pamela Sequiera

D.Pichette stated the location of the site is in the Briarwood area in which the Commission reviewed prior under the name of Delgado.  At the time, the Commission approved a house project, but at the time of discussion it was stated there was no sewer in place for a dwelling, so there was a condition that stated no work at site, including the removal of vegetation should take place until such time as sewerage is installed & functional.  Ms. Sequiera is looking to start work on house prior to sewerage so that when house is done, sewer can be connected.  When she came to have the building permit signed, based on the condition of the order, D. Pichette felt it wasn’t appropriate to change the condition of the order on his own.

D.Westgate feels this matter may need to be rethought due to the sewer project in this area & more requests for this may be sought.  Ms. Sequiera has shown documentation that the sewer has already gone past her lot.  Brief discussion ensued.  J. Connolly expressed concern re:  anyone w/ a condition such as this & the sewer project is abandoned; he doesn’t want hardship cases where septics will be needed.  Discussion ensued re:  Ms. Sequiera’s request.  The Commission questioned why building permits are being issued for this area at this time.

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to allow D. Pichette to sign the building permit  for Pamela Sequiera.  K. Baptiste seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (5-0-0)
B. Briarwood Sewer Project

D.Pichette discussed proposal as part of work on the project that the contractor would connect the sewer line between Briarwood & the Springhill area.  What has been done is a creation of a roadway so the contractor can operate to do this work,  which is way beyond what was expected.  There are rumors that this new road will be used to re-route traffic in this area while construction is going on.  Discussion ensued.  D. Westgate feels if this is a violation of what was agreed upon, D. Pichette should cease & desist the project.

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to issue a Cease & Desist Order for the Briarwood Beach Sewer Project.  K. Baptiste seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

Discussion continued re:  this matter.

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to impose a $300 fine to the Briarwood Sewer Project contractor for blowing woodchips into the wetlands.  D. Rogers seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
C. Order of Conditions:  New original – Bertell Ellis

D.Pichette stated the Commission had issued an order for a house construction approx. one year and a half ago.  The contractor who received the order never filed it at the Registry of Deeds, thus has defaulted on job, no longer part of job, & owner wants to continue on w/ the process, but there is no order that has been recorded.  The new contractor has no way of getting original order from the contractor, thus he is requesting the original from the Commission.  The Commission members concurred to supply it & sign.

NOTE:
D. Pichette indicated there is a similar situation re:  an issuance of a Certificate of Compliance back in 1990 & no-one ever recorded it.  Someone now is looking to clear a mark on the deed by recording this certificate, but they need the Commission to produce a new one.  The issue is the original certificate doesn’t include the members (except one) that are present now.  D. Pichette suggested if a request is made for another certificate, the Commission or himself will have to go out & verify it is alright to issue it then re-issue it.  D. Westgate feels that a fee should be imposed to do something like this.
VIII. ADJOURNMENT

MOTION:
K. Baptiste moved to adjourn the meeting.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
________________________________________
Douglas Westgate, Chairman

WAREHAM CONSERVATION COMMISSION

Date signed:  __________________

Date copy sent to Wareham Free Library:  __________________
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