TOWN OF WAREHAM

CONSERVATION COMMISSION

54 MARION ROAD

WAREHAM, MA  02571

CONSERVATION COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES

Date of Meeting:  Wednesday, August 2, 2006

Members Present:

D. Westgate, Chairman

K. Baptiste

J. Connolly

L. Caron, Jr.

P. Florindo

M. Ponte
D. Pichette, Conservation Agent

Members Absent:

D. Rogers

C. DeBlois, Associate Member                            

I. CALL MEETING TO ORDER

D. Westgate called the meeting to order.

II. PRELIMINARY BUSINESS

A. Approval of Minutes – 1/4/06, 1/18/06, 2/1/06 & 2/15/06.

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to approve the minutes of 1/4/06, 1/18/06, 2/1/06 & 2/15/06.  K. Baptiste seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

B. Discussion – Briarwood Sewer Project.

Present before the Commission:
Mark Gifford, Municipal Maintenance Director






Chris Sharpe, CDM (Residential Manager)






Magdelena Lofstead, CDM





Jim Brodeur, CDM

D.Pichette explained an issue that occurred w/ the Briarwood sewer project re:  the pipe connection between the Briarwood area & the Springhill Rd. section.  There is a proposed pipe crossing which is underway.  The contractor started to fill in some wetlands adjacent to where the pipes were aligned to be installed.  This work was not associated w/ the project nor approved as part of project.  Initially, the issue came about when it was discovered in crossing, there was more activity/work done in creating an access way than what was expected by the Commission.  Upon review of site, it was found that approx. 1,300 sq. ft. of bordering vegetative wetland area was accidentally filled in by the contractor.  A Cease & Desist Order was issued for this area & the Town, contractor, & engineer were asked to come & discuss the matter w/ the Commission as to what is to be done.  D. Pichette met w/ all parties today & discussion ensued re:  removal of all fill w/in the 1,300 sq. ft. of wetland that was not to be impacted.  When he met w/ the resident engineer a few days ago, he had asked that all the wetlands flags be re-established in the area.  When the flags were restored, the extent of fill placed was found.  They have questions re:  doing work in this area prior to removal of this material.

Mr. Brodeur stated that the easement taken out in this area extended beyond the wetland & the contractor was under the impression that it was adjacent to wetlands, thus he did the work that he thought was allowed by the easement; but when the flags were re-established it turns out it wasn’t the case.  Fill was taken out yesterday & has been restored, but it was found this morning that there is a strip (approx. 5-6 ft. in one area & 7-8 ft. in another) in which fill is still encroaching into the wetland.  The contractor has been directed to take out the fill before work commences, but Mr. Brodeur requested leaving it there & do the restoration all at one time once the pipe work is done which will take approx. ten working days.  This area is dormant presently & it will be approx. one week before work commences there.

D.Westgate asked if there is anything in the wetlands that will hurt the wetlands further if it stays there for a period of time.  Ms. Lofstead recommended that a filter fence be placed behind the haybales & make sure the haybaled areas are compacted.  It will be monitored.  D. Westgate asked who will be monitoring.  Ms. Lofstead stated the resident engineer will monitor.  She feels the impact to the wetlands will be reduced if the restoration is done all at once.

Mr. Broder produced photos of areas after the flags were restored to the Commission members.  

D.Westgate asked how this accident happened; the methodology wasn’t represented on the plan.  He had understood it would be a low impact type track machine to go in & do work that needs to be done.  He didn’t realize a road would be placed there.  Ms. Lofstead stated the work was supposed to be done in a buffer zone as was allowed.  D. Westgate stated creating a road wasn’t allowed & traffic was going down it before it was stopped.  He feels this should have been illustrated further.  Mr. Brodeur agreed that it wasn’t clear.  He stated they try not to direct the contractor’s operation as much as possible due to bidding & there are certain things they can’t do.  In the protection of land resources portion of the spec, it tells the contractor what to do to restore things such as haul roads & work areas.  He indicated they were comfortable w/ the contractor doing it because he would have to restore it.  D. Westgate feels the oversight was lax because the chipper disbursed its contents out into the wetland.  He doesn’t feel the oversight was to the limits it should have been.  Mr. Brodeur agreed.
D.Pichette explained that some of the area of wetland that was cleared was vegetated w/ shrubs & small trees & there will have to be some language put together to state that this will all have to be replanted back to essentially what it was prior to the disturbance.  He feels the Commission should require this.  Ms. Lofstead will come up w/ a restoration plan to replant in the disturbed area by the next meeting.  

Mr. Brodeur discussed the contractor placing filter fabric over the area after they cut the trees & then gravel was placed over this; digging will be done, but only where the pipes would be placed.  He briefly discussed the removal of fill yesterday.

D.Westgate asked how these areas will be restored.  Mr. Brodeur will use a grade-all w/ a straight blade & he discussed stability issues.  D. Pichette asked how the installation of pipes will take place where there are such deep cuts & w/in a wetland or very close.  Mr. Brodeur stated they will use well points, draw water out, so there won’t be mud & a drier operation & use of trench boxes.  D. Westgate asked that no traffic other than work trucks utilize this road.  Discussion ensued re:  all other traffic will be prohibited from utilizing the road.
Mr. Gifford agreed w/ the remedy to fix this problem.  

An audience member stated the road that was created should not be used by anyone other than CDM & the contractor.  He asked where the water will go that will be pumped out for drilling.  Mr. Brodeur stated it will be pumped to a new siltation basin, but he doesn’t know where it will be located.   D. Pichette feels it may be where the proposed pump station will be.

III. PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. RDA – James G. Farley

Present before the Commission:
James G. Farley
M. Ponte read the public hearing notice into the record.  D. Pichette described the property located at 73 Warr Ave.  Mr. Farley attended the last Commission hearing to discuss an issue re:  work he undertook prior to obtaining Commission approval which involved placement of loam for purposes of landscaping.  At the last meeting, Mr. Farley submitted his application.  The work involves landscaping activities in the buffer zone to a coastal bank.   Haybales have been placed around the perimeter of the work as was requested.  The remaining work entails spreading the existing loam pile.  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 James G. Farley.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to issue a Negative Determination #2 for James G. Farley.  P. Florindo seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

B. RDA – Harold E. Joseph

Present before the Commission:
Harold E. Joseph
M. Ponte read the public hearing notice into the record.  D. Pichette described the property located at 9 Point Rd. (Swifts Beach).  The project involves the construction of a deck in the buffer zone to a coastal bank which is an existing sea wall.  A 5x29 ft. long deck is proposed.  The closest point of work would be approx. 7 ft. from the existing sea wall & work is w/in the existing lawn of property.  Approx. nine sono tubes would need to be installed.  There are no proposed grade changes.  D. Pichette recommended 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 Harold E. Joseph.  P. Florindo seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to issue a Negative Determination #2 for Harold E. Joseph.  P. Florindo seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
C. RDA – NBA Construction & Development, c/o G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.

Present before the Commission:
Brian Grady, G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.
M. Ponte read the public hearing notice into the record.  D. Pichette described the property located at 21 Crescent Place (Onset).  The project involves the construction of a single family dwelling w/in a coastal flood zone.  A 24x36 ft. dwelling is proposed in a coastal flood zone which is zoned AE elevation 15.  The project is not in buffer zone to any other resource areas & is surrounded by other existing development.  There is fill proposed around dwelling to create an approx. 3 ft. grade change at the highest point.  D. Pichette questioned if this fill is necessary.    Mr. Grady stated the project will be subject to flood zone requirements for construction.  There are two ways to do this; 1) full basement or 2) walkout.  Audience members were asked if they had any questions or comments.
Present before the Commission:
A woman

The woman stated her property is right behind this project.  She expressed concern re:  the neighborhood being “kicked in the butt” by a  “McMansion” that overshadows the WigWam.  She doesn’t know how this got passed, but she doesn’t want another “McMansion” coming in.  She asked re:  what the height of the structure will be.  D. Pichette stated the height isn’t shown, but it has to conform to the Zoning By-law of the area.  The woman understands elevation requirements, but she asked that a three story “McMansion” not be built.  She would love to see something beautiful come in & would support/welcome it.  She doesn’t want this neighborhood taken again.  D. Westgate stated this is irrelevant because it is a zoning issue.  He expressed concern re:  dimensions & fill proposal which will bring it closer to the adjacent property.
Present before the Commission:
Rick Janey

Mr. Janey stated his father abuts this property & his property is located 20 ft. to the right as shown on plan.  He feels the plan is drawn wrong & a boundary line is incorrect due to the survey he had done three years ago.  The pole that services his home w/ electricity is approx. 9 ft. in from the corner, into the lots that will be built upon.  He doesn’t see any plan for what will happen to the electricity.  D. Westgate explained that this is not a Conservation issue.  D. Pichette suggested Mr. Janey address the Building Inspector.  Mr. Grady can speak to Mr. Janey tomorrow re:  the survey he received.

Brief discussion ensued re:  eliminating the fill.

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to continue the public hearing for NBA Construction & Development to August 16, 2006.  P. Florindo seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
D. RDA – Plymouth County Teachers Federal Credit Union, c/o G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.

Present before the Commission:
Brian Grady, G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.
M. Ponte read the public hearing notice into the record.  D. Pichette described the property located at 2203 Cranberry Highway.  The request is asking if the property is subject to the Conservation Commission jurisdiction.  As part of the Planning Board review process for a site, information needs to be submitted re:  Conservation Commission’s input on the site.  In review of site, D. Pichette stated there is no wetland resource areas identified, therefore, the property is not in the jurisdiction of the Commission.  D. Pichette recommended the issuance of a Negative Determination #1 & #6.  Commission members had no questions or comments.  Audience members had no questions or comments.
MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to close the public hearing for Plymouth County Teachers Federal Credit Union.  P. Florindo seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

MOTION:
P. Florindo moved to issue a Negative Determination #1 & #6 for Plymouth County Teachers Federal Credit Union.  J. Connolly seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
E. RDA – Carroll E. Bump, Jr., c/o G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.

Present before the Commission:
Bill Madden, G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.

NOTE:
M. Ponte will step out during this hearing.
M. Ponte read the public hearing notice into the record.  D. Pichette described the property located at 46 Winship Ave. (Burgess Point).  The project involves construction of an addition in the buffer zone to a coastal bank.  An 8x40 ft. addition attached to a 28x36 ft. garage is proposed in the buffer zone to a coastal bank which is a sloping lawn down to an existing stone sea wall.  Not all of the garage addition is in the buffer zone to the bank.  There are two deck extensions proposed; they will be on sono tubes & will be the closest work to the coastal bank.  The addition is approx. 45 ft. away from the coastal bank.  Haybales are to be installed along the top of the coastal bank line.  D. Pichette recommended the issuance of a Negative Determination #3 w/ the condition of erosion control to be installed.  Commission members had no comments or questions.  Audience members had no comments or questions.
MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to close the public hearing for Carrol E. Bump, Jr.  P. Florindo seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

MOTION:
P. Florindo moved to issue a Negative Determination #3 for Carrol E. Bump, Jr.  w/ the condition that erosion control be installed.  J. Connolly seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
F. NOI – Michael & Mary Fitzgerald, c/o G.A.F. Engineering, Inc. – SE76-1905

Present before the Commission:
Glen Amaral, G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.
M. Ponte read the public hearing notice into the record.  

Mr. Amaral distributed revisions to the plan to the Commission members.

D.Pichette described the property located at 12 Widows Cove Lane (Burgess Point).  The project involves the construction of a pier, ramp & float system & the reconstruction of an existing sea wall along Onset Bay.  An existing stone sea wall is proposed  to be replaced w/ a sloped stone abutment.  The work area sits at the toe of a steep coastal bank & is a difficult site to access.  It is proposed to pull back material from behind the coastal bank & construct the stone abutment.  This work will be done by the use of a crane to remove material & bring in stone for abutment.  The crane will be situated at the top of the coastal bank.  The length of the wall to be reconstructed is approx. 130 ft.  Also proposed is to construct a 179 ft. pier, ramp, & float system into Onset Bay.  The proposed float system is a large system & discussions were held re: scaling this back.  Comments have been received from the Division of Marine Fisheries stating that the area is significant shellfish habitat for quahogs, soft-shell clams, bay scallops, & oysters.  The area is approved & open to harvest shell-fish area.  They expressed concerns re:  depth of the water of the float & construction methodology.  Comments from Harbormaster have not been received.  A DEP file number has been issued along w/ comments re:  construction methodology & accurate depiction of wetland resource areas.  D. Pichette recommended continuing the hearing so that Harbormaster comments can be obtained.  The Commission members concurred.
Mr. Amaral stated he discussed construction methodology w/ D. Pichette at his site visit.   He met w/ Ian Briggs who is familiar w/ this type of work.  Mr. Briggs indicated to him that the crane activity wouldn’t be appropriate for this type of work & suggested doing it coming in by the stairs.  He discussed how the work is proposed; the machine can be brought in there & work going back up the bank.  He will be obtaining more detailed information re:  depiction of resource areas.

D.Pichette stated discussions held on-site vs. what is being proposed this evening re:  construction methodology.  It seems this proposal will involve much more disturbance along the coastal bank vegetation to get the width needed.  There may need to be some sort of replanting scheme.  Mr. Amaral stated the proposal will impede/disturb less than if it had to be done by a crane.  He discussed the slope calculations for work area.  D. Pichette asked to have the size of stone issue clarified.  Mr. Amaral stated four ton = 3x4x6 stones.  Commission members had no comments or questions.  Audience members had no comments or questions.
MOTION:
M. Ponte moved to continue the public hearing for Michael & Mary Fitzgerald to August 16, 2006.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
G. NOI – Michael & Cynthia Parola, c/o G.A.F. Engineering, Inc. – SE76-1903

Present before the Commission:
Bill Madden, G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.

M. Ponte read the public hearing notice into the record.  D. Pichette described the property located at 97 Maple Springs Rd.  The project involves the construction of a dock into Agawam Mill Pond.  A 4x60 ft. dock is proposed.  Approx. 45-50 ft. of structure will be walkway through the wetland to the edge of the tree line w/ the remaining 10 ft. out into the pond.  The dock will be supported by 6x6 timbers.  A DEP number has been assigned w/ comments re:  construction details.   D. Pichette recommended issuance of the Order of Conditions w/ standard conditions.  Commission members had no comments or questions.  Audience members were asked for comments or questions.
Present before the Commission:
Jackie Barnett, 91 Maple Springs Rd.

Ms. Barnett asked how deep the water is at this location.  Mr. Madden stated it is elevation ten; annual high water is at 15, & topography shows approx. 12 & is over 11 at the end of the pier, thus four ft.

MOTION:
P. Florindo moved to close the public hearing for Michael & Cynthia Parola.  M. Ponte seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
MOTION:
P. Florindo moved to issue an Order of Conditions w/ standard conditions for Michael & Cynthia Parola.  K. Baptiste seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
H. NOI – Michael Solimando, Jr., c/o G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.

Present before the Commission:
Brian Grady, G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.
M. Ponte read the public hearing notice into the record.  D. Pichette described the property located at 11 Elizabeth Lane (Rose Point area).  The project involves the construction of a single-family dwelling in the buffer zone to bordering vegetative wetland & also in wetland for driveway access crossing.  A 32x48 ft. dwelling w/ attached 26x30 ft. garage is proposed.  It is approx. 40 ft. to edge of wetland.  The wetland line was checked & changes were made to said line.  The plan is revised & reflects the wetland line changes.  There is a proposal to cross the wetland for driveway access to house site.  This would alter approx. 2,200 sq. ft. of wetland area.  A wetland replication area is proposed to account for this altered wetland.  Water & sewer lines would have to be run through wetland to reach the house site.  D. Pichette asked if the driveway will be filled for elevation change in driveway area.  If so, he feels the fill may impede the flow of water through the wetland & if no fill is proposed, they may be driving through a pond most of the time to get to house.  This is a lot that would not be a buildable lot were it not for the fact that Town water & sewer have gone into this area.  A DEP file number has not been received.  D. Pichette recommended continuance of this hearing to await for DEP file number & for placement of utilities w/in wetland.
D.Westgate asked if this has gone before the Planning Board.  Mr. Grady stated that Planning Board approval is not required.  D. Westgate asked how much of the lot is upland.  Mr. Grady stated this has not been determined.  P. Florindo feels it would be beneficial to ask the engineer to calculate the actual upland area & feels the Commission should visit this site.  Brief discussion ensued re:  making a group visit to site.  Audience members were asked for comments and questions.

Present before the Commission:
Debbie Phnister

Ms. Phnister stated she abuts this property.  She questioned how much fill will be placed at this site since the water/sewer lines have already been placed & it is flooding out her property.  She would like to know the calculations of the fill.  D. Westgate asked when this was sub-divided.  Ms. Phnister doesn’t recall, but in 1988 stated she had the upland deed on her plan.  D. Westgate asked the engineer to calculate the portions & fill designated in the driveway.  D. Pichette asked if there will be fill in the driveway.  Mr. Grady stated the driveway will be raised due to potholes.  The alternative would be to go through the wetland property.

MOTION:
 P. Florindo moved to continue the public hearing for Michael Solimando, Jr. to August 16, 2006.  M. Ponte seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
I. NOI – Steven Benoit, c/o G.A.F. Engineering, Inc. – SE76-1907
Present before the Commission:
Brian Grady, G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.
M. Ponte read the public hearing notice into the record.  D. Pichette described the property located at 12 Arnold St.  The project involves the construction of a garage & driveway in the buffer zone to bordering vegetative wetland & w/in a coastal flood zone.  A 24x24 ft. garage w/ driveway is proposed, approx. 38 ft. from edge of wetland.  Driveway as shown on plan is proposed.  D. Pichette asked if this would be a gravel or paved drive.  Mr. Grady stated gravel.  D. Pichette stated a drywell is proposed to handle the roof runoff from the garage.  Haybales are proposed between the work are & the resource area.  There are no significant grade changes proposed.  A DEP file number has been assigned.  D. Pichette asked if there is enough clearance to groundwater to work in this area re:  the drywell or would a low clearance type set up be needed.  Mr. Grady briefly discussed the drywell as shown on the plan.  D. Pichette recommended issuance of the Order of Conditions w/ standard conditions.  Commission members & Mr. Grady briefly discussed the drywell.  Audience members were asked for comments or questions.

Present before the Commission:
Debbie Phnister

Ms. Phnister stated she lives around the corner.  She questioned the hearing notice re:  what is being proposed.  It was clarified what is being proposed.  

MOTION:
P. Florindo moved to close the public hearing for Steven Benoit.  

J.Connolly seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

MOTION:
P. Florindo moved to grant an Order of Conditions w/ standard conditions w/ drywell required for Steven Benoit.  J. Connolly seconded.
VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

J. NOI – Peter & Carol O’neil, c/o G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.

Present before the Commission:
Brian Grady, G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.
M. Ponte read the public hearing notice into the record.  D. Pichette described the property located at 37 Agawam Beach Rd.  The project involves the construction of an addition to an existing dwelling in the buffer zone to a coastal bank & coastal flood zone.  A 10x15 ft. portion of the house will be removed & a new 10x26 ft. addition to be constructed on pilings in the same general location, thus squaring off the house.  The closest point would be approx. 20 ft. from the coastal bank which is a seawall.  The flood zone is AE elevation 15.  Haybales are proposed between the work area & resource area.  The area between the house & seawall is flat.  There are no grade changes or filling proposed.  D. Pichette stated the addition looks like it is right up to the edge of the existing cesspool.  He asked if this will become an issue; he suggested maybe having it placed on sono tubes so there is no issue.  He recommended a Negative Determination #2.  Mr. Grady stated it is not on the foundation, so there shouldn’t be an issue.

A Commission member questioned if a house w/ a cesspool is an automatic failure.  Mr. Grady stated the addition only makes the kitchen & bathroom larger.  He discussed a similar project he worked on re:  cesspool.  (Discussion ensued that was not audible on the tape).  
D.Westgate stated a DEP number has not been assigned & feels information should be obtained by the Board of Health.  Audience members had no comments or questions.

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to continue the public hearing for Peter & Carol O’neil to August 16, 2006.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
K. NOI – Phyllis Upham, c/o Charles L. Rowley & Associates – SE76-1906.
Present before the Commission:
Jeff Harper, Charles Rowley & Associates
M.Ponte read the public hearing notice into the record.  D. Pichette described the property located at 32 Pine Tree Drive.  The project involves the reconstruction & extension of an existing pier in Butler’s Cove.  An existing floating pier, approx. 100 ft. long is proposed to be replaced w/ a fixed elevated ramp & float system to be approx. 145 ft. long.  The zone would cause the new structure to be approx. 47 ft. further out to Butler’s Cove from where the end of the float currently sits.  The water depth is shallow at the existing location & proposed location of the float w/ only approx. 1 ft. or so gained by the traditional length.  Comments have not been received from the Harbormaster or Natural Heritage.  The Division of Marine Fisheries comments have been received noting concerns w/ the water depths & prop dredging.  A DEP file number has been assigned.  D. Pichette recommended continuing this hearing until comments from the Harbormaster have been obtained.  Commission members had no comments or questions.  Audience members had no questions or comments.

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to continue the public hearing for Phyllis Upham to August 16, 2006.  P. Florindo seconded.
VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

L. NOI – Charles & Kelly Landry, c/o Shay Environmental Services, Inc.

Present before the Commission:
Carmen Shay, Shay Environmental Services, Inc.


M.Ponte read the public hearing notice into the record.  Mr. Shay was asked if a DEP number has been assigned.  Mr. Shay stated he went on the DEP website & has received nothing relative to a number as of yet.  D. Pichette described the property located at 17 Agawam Lakeshore Drive.  The project involves a septic system upgrade in the buffer zone to Agawam Mill Pond.  An existing system is to be replaced w/ a new Title V system.  Due to the size of lot, the new system cannot be pushed outside of the buffer zone.  A new leach field will be approx. 72 ft. to edge of resource area.  Haybales will be placed between the work & resource areas.  A DEP file number has yet to be assigned.  D. Pichette recommended continuing the hearing until a file number is obtained.
MOTION:
 J. Connolly moved to continue the public hearing for Charles & Kelly Landry to August 16, 2006.  P. Florindo seconded.
VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
IV. CONTINUED HEARINGS

A. RDA – ADM Cranberry Co., LLC, c/o G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.

Present before the Commission:  Bill Madden, G.A.F. Engineering, Inc. 





     Tom Berkely, A.D. Makepeace


D.Pichette described the property location at off Farm to Market Rd., Lots 1002, 1013, & Lot A.  The project involves the construction of a 16.25 acre reservoir in the buffer zone to bordering vegetative wetland which is existing cranberry bogs & reservoirs.  The hearing had been continued so Commission members could make a site visit & review the proposed project & to determine whether the resource areas if any would be effected by said project & access to & from the site.

Commission members discussed their site visit.  D. Westgate asked re:  the methology relative to the removal of materials.  Mr. Grady explained the removal of materials.  Audience members had no questions or comments.

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to close the public hearing for ADM Cranberry Co., LLC.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

MOTION:
P. Florindo moved to issue a Negative Determination #3 for ADM Cranberry Co., LLC.  J. Connolly seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

B. Remanded NOI – Roberta Lewis, c/o Canal Project Management Corp. – SE76-1595
No-one was present to represent the applicant.

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to continue the public hearing for Roberta Lewis to August 16, 2006.  P. Florindo seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

C. NOI – John Sheehan, c/o Braman Surveying & Associates, LLC – SE76-1880

Present before the Commission:
Rob Braman
D.Pichette described the location of the property at 60 Onset Ave.  The project involves the construction of a pier, ramp, & float system in Onset Bay in land under the ocean, land containing shellfish, coastal beach, & land subject to flooding.  The original proposal was for a 200 ft. pier, ramp, & float system which would require the installation of 32 pilings.  The work was to be done from a floating barge.  The most landward pilings would need to be installed by land.  Comments have been received from the Harbormaster & Division of Marine Fisheries re:  shellfish issues.  The hearing had been continued so revisions could be made to the plan which have been submitted.

The representative described the changes to the plan.  D. Pichette indicated that the Division of Marine Fisheries did classify the area as significant shellfish habitat for several species & is an open area.  Brief discussion ensued re:  the floating barge to be utilized.  Commission members had no further questions or comments.  Audience members had no questions or comments.  Commission members asked D. Pichette for his recommendations.  D. Pichette stated based on the Division of Marine Fisheries comments he has concerns.  He is inclined not to be in favor of the project based on these comments & what the Commission has been trying to do to prevent structures in good shellfish beds.

The representative asked if the shellfish in this area are considered commercial or recreational & its significance.   Discussion ensued.

MOTION:
P. Florindo moved to close the public hearing for John Sheehan.  K. Baptiste seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

Brief discussion ensued re:  timeframe for issuing a determination vote.

MOTION:
K. Baptiste moved to deny the project for John Sheehan as proposed.  M. Ponte seconded.

VOTE:  (5-1-0)

D. NOI – Lisa Bindas, c/o G.A.F. Engineering, Inc. – SE76-1902

Present before the Commission:
Bill Madden, G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.






Lisa Bindas

Mr. Madden submitted a revised plan to the Commission members.  He briefly discussed the revisions.

D.Pichette described the project location at 91 Maple Springs Rd.  The project involves the construction of a dock out into Agawam Mill Pond. An 80 ft. walkway & dock is proposed.  Approx. 40 ft. of structure will be over land that is wetland area.  The other 40 ft. would extend from the treeline out into the pond.  A platform is proposed at end of dock.  At the last meeting, D. Pichette had recommended that this be reduced.  6x6 posts would support the structure.  Comments have been received re:  pruning along the existing path.  A DEP numbers has been assigned.  D. Pichette has no problems, only his recommendation re:  the platform.  Mr. Madden briefly addressed the pruning to facilitate access down the walkway.  He discussed the proposed platform.  It is a 8x16 platform & is necessary to utilize the recreational vehicles the applicant has.  He discussed the pond & is a dammed waterway w/ many recreational water vehicles.  He feels it is a modest sized platform & plan best suits the performance standards for the Wetlands Protection Act & in compliance w/ said Act.
D.Westgate stated the plan shows traversing in an area already for access.  He suggested a step-down type of ramp & explained.  Environmentally many things will be effected w/ this project.  Mr. Madden agreed that some things may be impacted environmentally, but the performance standards are being met.  Discussion ensued.  D. Westgate again expressed concern re:  the amount of disturbance environmentally this project will have.  P. Florindo stated prior to visiting the site, he may have come to the same conclusion as D. Westgate, but he feels after visiting the site that it may be less damaging for the area to remove & store the kayaks w/ a structure that meets the requirements instead of taking them down the path.  Audience members were asked for questions or comments.
Present before the Commission:
Lisa Bindas

Ms. Bindas is the property owner & submitted photos of other types of docks/flotation devices already on this waterway & some of which are larger than the one she is proposing.  She feels what she is proposing is more attractive.  D. Westgate asked what the width of the waterway/water surface Ms. Bindas is in.  Mr. Madden stated it is over 100 ft.  Ms. Bindas discussed the length from her home to the waterfront in which the kayaks have to be taken.  D. Westgate stated this is the part he has a problem with.  He stated just because Ms. Bindas bought the property doesn’t mean the Commission will grant her wish re:  easier access.  He feels later on more recreational water vehicles could be added.  Ms. Bindas stated the Commission just approved a project that is very similar to hers.  D. Westgate stated the other project has no float extending outwards.  Ms. Bindas stated others pull up their watercrafts on land & she is trying not to do this which is against the wetlands provisions.  D. Westgate asked how this dock will be maintained, for example, if something happens to it & it needs to be removed.  Ms. Bindas stated legally, there doesn’t seem to be any  problems w/ this project.  D. Westgate feels the project doesn’t exist now & is a new thing entering into the environment which creates issues, such as sunlight filtration issues.  He would be in favor of the dock going out, steps down, & go out for access at each end.  Ms. Bindas disagreed w/ D. Westgate re:  width of the float.  She feels other people have larger docks than she is proposing.  Mr. Madden stated if this project is approved & the Order of Conditions is granted fine & if there is a denial the items for denial will be written in the decision & those will be the grounds the Commission will move forward in the case of an appeal.  Discussion ensued.
D.Pichette stated under the Wetlands Act this project would meet the standards; if there was a denial it could be based on the Town’s Wetland By-law because this contains other interests beyond what is listed under the Wetlands Act.  He doesn’t disagree that under the Wetlands Act that this project meets the performance standards.  Mr. Madden doesn’t feel the Town’s Wetland By-law has language that would be relative to this project.  D. Pichette stated there is language in the By-law that leaves it up to the Commission’s discretion to condition the project.

P. Florindo asked if the applicant would settle for a 14 ft. platform.  Ms. Bindas stated she would compromise & accept this.

MOTION:
P. Florindo moved to close the public hearing for Lisa Bindas.  K. Baptiste seconded.

NOTE:
Mr. Madden feels the Harbormaster could issue a permit for a boating dock in this pond at any location provided there isn’t physical connection to the land.  This could happen; a detached dock larger than the 8x16 dock proposed.  There is a provision relative to floating docks.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

MOTION:
P. Florindo moved to approve an Order of Conditions w/ standard conditions for Lisa Bindas w/ the provision that the length of the platform be reduced to 8x14 .  K. Baptiste seconded.

VOTE:  (5-1-0)
D. Westgate opposed
E. NOI – Wareham Municipal Maintenance Dept., c/o G.A.F. Engineering, Inc. – SE76-1891

Present before the Commission: 
Bill Madden, G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.

Plan revisions were submitted to the Commission members.


D.Pichette described the project location at Little Harbor Beach.  The project involves beach nourishment to the beach which is a barrier beach & w/in endangered species habitat.  The proposal is to bring in approx. 2,035 yds. of beach sand to bring up level of the beach by approx. one foot.  The beach has experienced erosion over the last several years that has led to the edge of the paved parking lot to become exposed & start to undermine.  Beach sand w/ compatible grain size is proposed to be deposited & spread; all of which to be above the mean high water mark.  At a prior meeting, it was asked that revisions be made to plan including planting of beach grass & other vegetation along the edge of the parking lot to trap windblown sand.  A further revision includes a drainage structure to be installed at a low point of the parking lot to alleviate a ponding problem of water that accumulates at a low point in the parking lot at the back edge of the dune.  A DEP file number has been assigned.  He has not received comments from Natural Heritage as of yet & it most likely the 30 day timeframe period has passed.  He would like to hear from them re:  any issues.  D. Westgate feels the only issue they would have would be the Piping Plovers up in the dune area.  D. Pichette no work is proposed in this area.  Mr. Madden read a portion of a letter from MA Fish & Wildlife into the record re:  what  D. Westgate & D. Pichette just stated.  
MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to close the public hearing for the Wareham Municipal Maintenance Dept.  P. Florindo seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to approve the Order of Conditions w/ the standard conditions for the Wareham Municipal Maintenance Dept.  P. Florindo seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
F. NOI- Lawrence Briggs, c/o JC Engineering, Inc. – SE76-1900

Present before the Commission:
John Churchill, JC Engineering, Inc.

D.Pichette described the property location 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 a retaining wall in the buffer zone to a coastal bank & saltmarsh.  A 30x50 ft. dwelling will be demolished & a new 26x48 ft. dwelling proposed.  The new dwelling is in the same location as the existing.  The existing cesspool will be replaced w/ a new Title V system.  The proposed leach field will be outside the buffer zone to a resource area.  New septic tanks & piping work would be in the buffer zone to the coastal bank.  One tank & pump chamber is proposed w/in the coastal bank.  There are several retaining walls proposed; one of which is right down on edge of coastal beach close to the saltmarsh.  This was an issue D. Pichette was concerned about & had requested more information; it is approx. 38 ft. in length.  A DEP file number has been assigned.
Mr. Churchill stated all work on the retaining wall will be done by hand.  Location is elevation 4, mean sea level, about high tide line, thus will not be contending w/ water.  D. Pichette asked what the height of the wall down by the marsh will be.  Mr. Churchill stated eight inches to three feet.  D. Pichette asked if there was any way to stabilize the bank, for example, soft engineering or planting.  He would rather see something like this vs. a retaining wall.  If the wall is approved he recommended conditions that it would have to be staked out where it will be prior to construction for the Commission’s review.
Mr. Churchill discussed the existing wall that juts out from the stairwell & the new wall will be connected to the existing wall.  This will help stabilize the bank from erosion.  P. Florindo agreed w/ Mr. Churchill relative to the existing wall & soft engineering would be difficult.  He has no problem w/ this project.  Audience members had no questions or comments.
MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to close the public hearing for Lawrence Briggs.  P. Florindo seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

MOTION:
P. Florindo moved to issue the Order of Conditions w/ standard conditions w/ the stipulation that the area be staked out where the retaining wall will be placed prior to construction to be verified by D. Pichette.  J. Connolly seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

G. NOI – Able Building Services, c/o JC Engineering, Inc. – SE76-1897

Present before the Commission:
John Churchill, JC Engineering, Inc.






Attorney Brian Wall 
D. Westgate & P. Florindo recused themselves from this hearing.  

D.Pichette described the property 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 a riverfront area of Cohackett Brook.  The project does not meet the required 100 ft. setback from wetlands for new septic system.  The proposed system is approx. 54 ft. from edge of wetland & would have to be a raised system.  Approx. 4-6 ft. of fill is proposed to construct said system.  There is a 27x40 ft. dwelling proposed & is approx. 30 ft. from edge of wetland.  Limit or work would be 15 ft. to wetland around dwelling & approx. 9 ft. in area of proposed well exists.  A DEP file number has been assigned.  At the last meeting, discussion ensued re:  septic system setback & the applicant claiming this is a re-construction/repair which he doesn’t agree with.  This project has been reviewed a few years ago under a different applicant name & essentially same project & Commission denied the project based on the Town By-law for septic system setbacks.  He doesn’t feel it is a repair & the project should be denied because it does not meet the Town setback for a new septic system to wetlands.
Attorney Wall recalled the two issues the Commission had at the last meeting:  1) septic system issue & 2) closer than 30 ft. to the bogs.  He discussed the measurements from the bogs & discussed a case named Fieldstone Meadows development which states a Commission cannot enforce a policy once it actually in __________???.  He contended that if a project is closer than 30 ft. to wetland or not, it is not a basis for review or denial.  The question is whether or not the proposed activities will impair or destroy the use of the resource area.
Attorney Wall read  two sentences from paragraph 5 of the local By-law pertaining to septic systems into the record.  He explained that there was a previous structure on the site & was serviced by a system & he understands there was some dispute as to whether a privy was a system.  He discussed provisions of Title V that he read into the record; two of which are relevant.  There is a definition of privy & non-conforming system.  A privy is a system by definition & by its reference under a non-conforming system.  He produced this information as evidence.  The evidence also includes information from Assessor’s records & a letter submitted from Carol Feelings???? Which confirms there was a structure that was served by some sort of system; therefore there was a system & it is being replaced.  He submitted copies of information to the Commission relative to the Commission approving a project in 1/06 that was similar to this one which he discussed.  He doesn’t see how the Commission could grant the project he is referencing, but not this one presently.
D. Pichette stated this decision that dealt w/ the 30 ft. policy re:  no build zone, this case was just submitted to the Commission and thus, the Commission has not had adequate time to review this decision.  Presently, he doesn’t necessarily agree, but because a decision was made on that particular case it doesn’t mean the same decision will apply to  the Town’s By-law.  It may be accurate, it may not be & it depends on how the language of the Wareham By-law compares to the language of the other town’s By-law.  Relative to the Town By-law that deals w/ the septic system issue; he agrees w/ the language the Attorney stated relative to an existing system.  He questioned where on the site is there an existing system.  Attorney Wall stated his submission to the Commission is that there is evidence of the structure on site.  D. Pichette stated the language specifically says “any existing system.”  If there is no existing system there, he doesn’t see how it can be considered a repair.  Mr. Wall explained that when the previous dwelling was destroyed, the system was dug up.  D. Pichette unless he can be shown an existing system on site, he doesn’t feel the requirement is being met by the By-law’s language.  He spoke re:  a decision made for a prior case.  The Title V regulations re: new construction has changed since that decision was made.  He doesn’t believe because the Commission made a decision on a particular case in the past that it prohibits the Commission from making a different decision on this case.  In fact, Attorney Wall argued before the Commission this point when it reviewed a proposed sub-division off Hathaway Rd.    D. Pichette feels all points that have been brought forward by the Attorney can be countered w/ the exception of the case law decision cited that hasn’t been reviewed.  He again recommended denying this project based on the reasons stated.
K. Baptiste asked if any information has been received from the Board of Health as requested.  Attorney Wall stated they already have a permit from the BOH.  K. Baptiste asked if it is a permit for a septic system.    Attorney Wall stated the BOH raised the variances to allow this system to be constructed.    D. Pichette doesn’t agree w/ this.  He has spoken to the BOH Agent & what transpired was the BOH learned about the language change after the time they had reviewed this plan.  The agent told him directly that the BOH would not issue a construction permit for this system.  Brief discussion ensued.  It was stated that this “privy” hasn’t been utilized/operated since 1949. Audience members were asked for questions or comments.

Present before the Commission:
Ms. Pavao
Ms. Pavao stated she is a direct abutter across the street.  There are still concerns that have not been addressed.  She asked when addressing wetlands, is the Commission addressing the wetlands directly across from the bog & how is it known the septic system won’t wreck water quality directly across the street.  Attorney Wall stated the septic being proposed complies w/ Title V which the State has found to be acceptable to protect the health of the environment.  D. Pichette confirmed that the septic does conform w/ Title V because they only have a 50 ft. setback, but it does not conform to the Town’s By-law.  Ms. Pavao asked re:  the wetland setback & if it applies to the setback to the bog.   Ms. Pavao asked how many feet away are they from the water __________.  Mr. Churchill stated from the cranberry bog it is about 60 ft. & from the irrigation pond  it is 69 ft.
MOTION:
M. Ponte moved to close the public hearing for Able Building Services.  J. Connolly seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (4-0-0)

MOTION:
M. Ponte moved to deny the application of Able Building Services based on grounds that it doesn’t conform w/ the Town’s By-law relative to septic systems.  J. Connolly seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (4-0-0)

Attorney Wall clarified that the application was denied due to non-compliance w/ the By-law.  Brief discussion ensued.  Attorney Wall asked if the Commission is required to vote under the State Wetlands Protection Act.  D. Pichette stated the Commission voted denial under the Town’s By-law.  Under the State Wetlands Protection Act, the Commission has to make a decision on both laws.  Thus, if the Commission wants to deny the project, the Commission can deny under both laws, thus it needs to be added to the motion.
NOTE:
The Commission members concurred to add to the motion that the application of Able Building Services be denied also based on State DEP Wetlands Regulations.  
H. NOI – David Dessert, c/o JC Engineering, Inc. – SE76-1894

Present before the Commission:
John Churchill, JC Engineering, Inc.

Mr. Churchill stated the revised plans submitted are dated 7/20/06 which show the size of house reduced two feet & slid the house to the northeast.  

D.Pichette described the project location at 50 Canedy St.  The project involves the construction of a single family dwelling in the buffer zone to a coastal bank, saltmarsh in a riverfront area of the Sippican River & w/in the coastal flood zone; AE elevation 15.  A 30x40 ft. dwelling w/ drive-under garage was originally proposed.  At the last meeting, the Commission had requested revisions be made to plan to change the size of the house & have it moved slightly.  A revised plan has been received reflecting changes.  Commission members had no questions or comments.  Audience members had no questions or comments.

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to close the public hearing for David Dessert.  L. Caron seconded.
VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to approve an Order of Conditions w/ standard conditions for David Dessert.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
I. NOI – Wendell & Lori McCain, c/o JC Engineering, Inc. – SE76-1895
Present before the Commission:
John Churchill, JC Engineering, Inc.





            Lori McCain

D.Pichette described the project location at 67 Arlington Rd.  The project involves the construction of a 163 ft. pier, ramp, & float system into Sunset Cove.  This project has been reviewed previously by the Commission & was denied.  The decision was then overturned by DEP.  The project was never built & the order of conditions has expired.  Thus, the applicant is applying for the same project.  The pier would require 16 pilings & the float is 8x24 ft. & a 10x24 ft. section.  Comments had been received from Harbormaster expressing concern re:  water depth for floats & boats resting on bottom at low tide.  He is opposed to this project due to the negative impact to vital shellfish resource area.  At the last meeting a comment was made that the Harbormaster had made a statement that he would be alright w/ the project if money was submitted to the Shellfish Propagation Fund.  The Harbormaster has submitted a second letter stating that this was not the case & he is still opposed to the project.  He added that in other projects where the Commission was willing to approve the project, he would wish to see a statement in the conditions having monies be given to the Shellfish Propagation Fund, but again, he is not in favor of this particular project.  The Division of Marine Fisheries has submitted comments stating the area is significant shellfish habitat for softshell clams, bay scallops, oysters, & quahogs & concerns re:  water depths & construction issues.  This area is also one of the Town’s recreational shellfish areas.  Comments have been received from Natural Heritage & they have no concerns.  D. Pichette recommended this project be denied.
Ms. McCain stated when she called the Harbormaster he did not say that he would approve the project if she made a donation to the fund.  She stated previously that she called him expressing concern & asked him what she could do if she gave a donation to the fund re:   replacing the shellfish that would be destroyed by the project.  Discussion ensued.

Mr. Churchill discussed the history of this application & what transpired up to this point.  He submitted information on the type of boat(s) Mr. McCain would purchase & proposed a one year review to make sure there is no prop damage at this site.  Also, he proposed to re-harvest the area of shellfish prior to & after the installation of piles & in a yearly format thereafter as well as donations to the Shellfish Propagation Fund.  Brief discussion ensued re:  docks/piers in the area/vicinity.  (Discussion that ensued was inaudible on tape).
Discussion ensued re:  the Chapter 91 license & the Board of Selectmen’s new policy.  D. Pichette doesn’t feel monies being given for shellfish propagation alleviates/necessitates a permanent impact to this area; the area where the pier & float will be placed will no longer be available for shellfishing.  D. Westgate stated land under the sea is being taken away for private use vs. public use.  Other issues are excessive prop damage, siltation, etc.  He feels it is hard to look at this project as a positive.  Mr. Churchill asked what recreation has to do w/ wetlands.  D. Pichette stated it wouldn’t simply be for recreation.  The Town By-law indicates other interests/resources that are not in the Act.  He doesn’t agree that applicants & their representatives can mitigate for loss of shellfish areas by stating other shellfish areas will be seeded.  With this project, a recreational shellfish area will be taken away, the placement of piles which will be permanent space is habitat that will be permanently eliminated.  Thus, there are impacts that can’t be mitigated for.  He clarified that the Commission denied this project initially & the only reason it was approved is because it was forced upon the Commission from an overturned decision from DEP.  The Commission at the time did not want this project to proceed & the regulations/policies of the Town have only become more strict.  Thus, at this point in time he can’t see approval of this project.  D. Westgate feels the State is so lenient & they don’t want any litigation.  D. Pichette stated this is why the Town’s By-law was adopted.  Discussion continued.
Mr. Churchill clarified that this plan met DEP’s performance standards & there are no performance standards under the Town’s By-laws, only jurisdiction of the Commission, what the intent of the regulations are, but it doesn’t put forth performance standards.  D. Pichette stated the By-law states “resources to be protected” which include land containing shellfish & shellfish directly, wildlife habitat, aquaculture, & recreation values.  In section 6, under Permits & Conditions, paragraph 2, it states “the Commission is empowered to deny a permit for several reasons”, for example, “for the failure to avoid or prevent unacceptable significant or cumulative effects upon those resource areas values protected under the By-law.”  If it is the Commission’s opinion that the applicant doesn’t prevent unacceptable significant or cumulative effects upon those resource area values protected under the By-law, then that is their grounds for a denial.  This is how the By-law is different than the Wetlands Protection Act.  He doesn’t feel any pier has been denied through DEP & the Act & that is one of the reasons towns adopted their own wetlands protection By-laws.  Mr. Churchill feels the By-law is weak & discussed other surrounding towns that have adopted their own By-laws.  Discussion continued.
MOTION:
M. Ponte moved to close the public hearing for Wendell & Lori McCain.   L. Caron seconded.
VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

MOTION:
P. Florindo moved to deny the application of Wendell & Lori McCain based on the Town’s Wetland Protection By-law.  M. Ponte seconded.

VOTE:  (4-2-0)

J. Connolly questioned the motion re:  the denial.  D. Pichette clarified that it is a denial under the Town’s By-law.
J. NOI – Boatswain Investments, LLC, c/o Braman Surveying & Associates, LLC – SE76-1863 (28 Winship Avenue)

K. NOI – Winship, LLC, c/o Braman Surveying & Associates, LLC – SE76-1878 (18 Winship Avenue)

D.Pichette explained that these applications are being continued for revisions to the pier proposal, eelgrass studies, etc.

MOTION:
K. Baptiste moved to continue the public hearing for Boatswain Investments, LLC & Winship, LLC & further, that these are the last continuances.  L. Caron seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

NOTE:
D. Pichette explained that two applications were not listed on the agenda which were ANRAD’s for Makepeace.  They have submitted a letter requesting to w/draw these applications.

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to withdraw the ANRAD applications from A.D. Makepeace.  K. Baptiste seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)

NOTE:
The meeting proceeded w/ item VII.  Discussion – B.  Eagle Holt application request.

D.Pichette received letter from Pinebrook Consultants.  This issue is relative to an ANRAD the Commission was reviewing off County Rd. that was continued many times.  The Commission closed the hearing & voted to approve a wetland boundary on part of the property.  The applicant is requesting the Commission re-open the hearing to review the other half of the site.  Discussion ensued.  

Discussion ensued re:  discussions held previously relative to waiving a filing fee.  D. Pichette stated this would still require a new application.  He doesn’t know if the Commission has the right to waive a State fee; he will check into this.  Discussion continued.  D. Pichette clarified that it was the Commission’s decision to close the hearing due to so many continuances & the applicant wanted to continue the hearing to allow for the further review.

A representative approached the Commission.  He stated they were told the correspondence kept going back & forth.  (His actual words were inaudible on tape). D. Westgate stated the process dictates that the applicant will have to file again.  The representative stated he was told that they could amend the decision.  D. Westgate stated the applicant could do an Amended Order, but it is still a filing; the previous hearing was closed.  D. Pichette stated the Commission can require a new filing or entertain an Amended Order of Resource Area Delineation which wouldn’t incur any new filing fees, except the advertisement fee.

MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to have Eagle Holt apply for an Amended Order of Resource Area Delineation.  P. Florindo seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
V. ENFORCEMENT ORDERS:

A. Greg Feldman.

D. Pichette placed this on the agenda due to a timeframe for planting.  Brief discussion ensued.
VI. CERTIFICATES OF COMPLIANCE

A. Paul Ikasalo – Cliffs Road 
MOTION:
J. Connolly moved to grant a Certificate of Compliance to Paul Ikasalo.  P. Florindo seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (6-0-0)
VII. DISCUSSION

A. Rowes – 8 Beach Plum Lane (NOT DISCUSSED)
B.  Pier permit Extension:  McKinlay, 6 Onset Ave.

D.Pichette stated the applicant has requested an extension for one year for a pier permit due to Chapter 91 & Army Corp. taking so long to review the project for Mr. McKinlay, 6 Onset Ave.
MOTION:
L. Caron moved to approve a one year extension for Mr. McKinlay, 6 Onset Ave.  M. Ponte seconded.

VOTE:  (5-1-0)

K. Baptiste opposed
B. Eagle Holt application request. (DONE)
VIII. ADJOURNMENT

MOTION:
K. Baptiste moved to adjourn the meeting.  J. Connolly 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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