
TOWN OF WAREHAM

PLANNING BOARD

Memorial Town Hall

54 Marion Road

Lower Level Cafeteria

PLANNING BOARD MEETING MINUTES

Date of Meeting:
October 15, 2007

Members Present:
George Barrett, Chairman 




Mary Taggart




Michael Baptiste




Mary Morley




Barbara Gomes-Beach, Associate Member
Robert Blair

 


Charles Gricus, Town Planner

I. CALL MEETING TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order.
II. PRELIMINARY BUSINESS

A. Bella Terra Circle subdivision – Status of Bond – Residents concerned re:  incompletion of road work.

Present before the Board:
A woman

The woman expressed concern re:  incompletion of road work.  C. Gricus stated there is a $9,800.00 bond being held for this project.  Discussion ensued.  (Most of discussion was inaudible on tape).
B. Bond Reduction – Charge Pond Estates/Sarah Beth Lane, c/o J.C. Engineering, Inc.

Present before the Board:
John Churchill, J.C. Engineering, Inc.

G. Barrett stated according to Hancock Associates’ calculation, they are recommending release of $51,591.60.

M. Baptiste asked if all the work is completed.  G. Barrett stated not all of it.  There is still a balance of $9,360.00.  Electrical work, sub-grade work, etc. remain.  Brief discussion ensued re:  figures & the balance remaining.

MOTION:
M. Baptiste moved to release $51,591.60 in bonding for Charge Pond Estates.  M. Morley seconded.
VOTE:  (3-0-1)

C. Set public hearing date – Site Plan – Charles L. Rowley & Associates.

NOTE:
Not handled.

D. Bond Reduction – Pope’s Pond subdivision, c/o Bill Andrade (Dennis Mascetta)

Board members reviewed the documentation.

MOTION:
M. Baptiste moved to release the bond for Pope’s Pond Shores.  M. Morley seconded.

VOTE:  (3-0-1)

E. Informal request to discuss approved subdivision conditions re:  cul-de-sac at Capeway Estates – 237 Sandwich Road, c/o Outback Engineering.

Present before the Board:
Tony Espisito, Outback Engineering

Mr. Espisito stated the subdivision was approved in 8/06, but construction has not commenced.  The applicant has asked him to approach the Board in consideration of certain construction measures of the approved road.  After reviewing the plans, he came up w/ three possible items that the Board may consider.  One is the removal of the sidewalk.  The road will only be servicing two new houses.  He discussed the request of MA Highway.  The second matter is asking the Board to consider revising the curbing to Cape Cod berm vs. the vertical concrete decided upon in 2006.  There is already granite curbing on Sandwich Rd.  The third matter is to remove the street trees.  He discussed an existing tree line that borders the property.  There is a wetland as well.
Mr. Espisito explained the amendments the applicant will be putting in, for example, a post & rail fence to protect the isolated wetlands & a screened fence between the property & the abutter.  

Mr. Espisito discussed the conditions of the Conservation Commission which included installing a post & rail fence to protect the wetlands.  
Discussion ensued re:  the tree issue.

Mr. Blair feels there were reasons for the conditions/approvals placed on this project in 2006.  He asked why there is a need for a revision.  Mr. Espisito explained the applicant would like to reduce the construction costs.

G.Barrett feels the Board needs to consider whether these are major or minor modifications to the plan.  M. Baptiste feels these are major changes which would constitute a public hearing.  M. Morley stated ___________________________.  Mr. Espisito isn’t asking the Board to approve anything this evening.  It is an informal presentation.  M. Baptiste stated a lot of time was spent discussing the buffer from the neighbors.  Mr. Blair feels it isn’t the Board’s position to be concerned w/ the applicant’s profit potential.  This should have been discussed when it was approved to see if it was determined to be viable at the time.  Brief discussion ensued.

Brief discussion ensued re:  if this person was the original applicant.

Mr. Espisito explained the square footage of the lots.

M. Baptiste feels Mr. Espisito should come back w/ documentation for major modifications.  G. Barrett clarified that Mr. Espisito is looking for direction as whether to advertise the modifications, hold a hearing, etc.  He feels this should be done.  Discussion ensued.
F. John Zion Family Trust – Roseann DeGrenier property – 2667 Cranberry Highway – Status.

G.Barrett explained that this was a subdivision that was approved.  The applicant would like an extension.  He has advised them to submit a letter to the Planning Dept. requesting an extension.

G. Form A – Patterson Brook Road/McCarthy, c/o G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.

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

Mr. Madden explained this is the same parcel that was constructively approved some time ago.  On block 1A-2, planning options have been looked at.  It was felt it would be easier to design the build-out w/ what the applicant would like to have on the lot.  They took a 40 ft. strip away from Map 69 Lot 1B.  The plan shows compliance w/ zoning w/ the existing lot, even when the 40 ft. strip is taken from this lot.  Also on the plan are notes relative to meeting lot coverage.  Thus, Lot 1B remains conforming to the Zoning Bylaws.
M. Baptiste asked re:  a vegetative buffer.  Mr. Madden stated when the original Form A plan was discussed, it was agreed that Town Counsel was to be contacted by the Planning Board, what the conditions of the original Form A were, & come back before the Planning Board for a Special Permit in the event the lot were to be re-developed.  There is no definition in the Zoning Bylaw as to what Special Permit they would have to apply for.  There is nothing in past or present zoning that tells what to do.

Mr. Madden feels the Town is need of industrial land w/ industrial buildings that will create tax revenue for the Town.  This application fits the character of the industrial park.  He noted that there is an old plan that was filed that states a permit needs to be applied for that doesn’t exist.  
M.Baptiste asked if there will be a buffer.  Mr. Madden proposed using parcel A for a common access.  This will create a buffer against Lot 1A-1.  He displayed a copy of a plan previously approved & recorded.  There are two structures on the property & the proposal is to put in another.  There may be some easements granted between the parties.  An existing paved area may be utilized for access for deliveries to the proposed building.  It is felt by adding the 50 ft. strip, it will make it approx. 100 ft. in width which will be more suitable for development purposes.  He explained the plan being displayed in depth.  Discussion ensued.
Mr. Madden stated the proposed design shows a separate entrance for the entire property from Patterson Brook Rd.  There is a link between the existing parking lot & the proposed parking lot.  Discussion continued re:  the original plan & the proposed plan details.
MOTION:
M. Taggart moved to endorse Form A for Patterson Brook Road – McCarthy.  M. Baptiste seconded.

VOTE:  (4-0-0)
III. PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. Pine Grove Estates – Definitive Subdivision Plan/Residential Cluster Development/Special Permit & Site Plan Approval – Off Charge Pond Road, c/o J.C. Engineering, Inc.

Present before the Board:
Steve Singer, Representing Louise Marotta

Mr. Singer stated it doesn’t appear to be a five member Board this evening.  He asked if a four member Board can vote on this.  G. Barrett stated the Board wouldn’t be voting this evening.  B. Blair will be participating.  He asked Mr. Singer if he wants to proceed w/ one member short.  Mr. Singer stated his preference would be to have five members.
G.Barrett explained that the permit process for this subdivision would require four out of five votes.  The only members that can vote on the project are those that have heard all the testimony through the public hearing process.  

Brief discussion ensued re:  whether to open the public hearing or not & whether re-advertising would be necessary.   G. Barrett explained that if the public hearing is opened tonight, no testimony is taken, & it is continued to the next available meeting, the hearing process can move forward.

The green return receipts were reviewed.

The public hearing notice was read into the record (for the subdivision, site plan, & Special Permit).

MOTION:
M. Baptiste moved to continue the public hearing for Pine Grove Estates to November 5, 2007 at 7:30 P.M.  R. Blair seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (4-0-0)
IV. CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. Continental Marina – Cranberry Highway – Al Harrington, c/o G.A.F. Engineering, Inc.

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

Mr. Madden stated a site inspection by various Board members was done to review what exists presently.  He is in receipt of the letter from Hancock Associates.  He hasn’t addressed anything in the letter because he wanted to discuss the site inspection w/ the Board.  At the last meeting, he had made concessions relative to parking space they proposed removal of moorings, seating capacity at the restaurant, & removal of slip space.  By grouping these together, he was able to come up w/ a parking scenario that equaled the parking the way it exists on site.  He had also proposed 100 ft. of landscaping along Cranberry Highway & will provide a water quality structure at a low point that exists at the boat ramp.  He feels if the Planning Board was inclined to approve the project, he could incorporate any items Hancock Associates noted in their letter.  He does feel that Hancock Associates noted some issues that are out of their realm pertaining to their role as a review engineer for site plan review. 

Mr. Madden stated the distance from home is substantial.  It is over a quarter of a mile.  They are not adjacent to a sensitive receptor (home, school, etc.).  He feels the uses are consistent w/ the uses in the area & that this project will have a detrimental effect on the neighborhood.  He spoke re:  outside seating & doesn’t feel there will be any issues relative to noise.  

G.Barrett noticed that Onset Bay Marina put in a recovery structure for their power washing, etc.  He asked if this is mandatory.  Mr. Madden stated it is mandatory where the activity is conducted.  If the pressure washing is done at Continental Marina, they will need this.  If the boats are taken off-site to another facility he could do it there & may possibly be exempt.  He is uncertain as to how this applies to an inland location.  The water quality structure he is speaking of will deal w/ parking lot run-off.  Hancock Associates had asked what the design criteria are.  There is no firm criteria.  The criteria they would be applying is from MA DEP for discharging into a critical area, such as a bathing beach & shellfish area.  In the event this is approved, they would be required to go before Conservation & obtain an Order of Conditions for this work.  They have gone to Conservation already & received a Negative Determination (activity proposed will not have an adverse impact on the resource area & no Notice of Intent is required).  If a water quality structure & an outlet is put into Buttermilk Bay, a Notice of Intent would need to be filed w/ the Conservation Commission.
G.Barrett asked how far the nearest residence is from this property.  Mr. Madden stated it is approx. 600 ft.  

Discussion ensued re:  service moorings.

Present before the Board:
Joe __________, Jefferson Shores

Mr. _______ stated there are 11 service _________, they are not service moorings.  He stated last summer, these 11 moorings were filled w/ permanent people.  Very rarely are these moorings utilized for service.  

Mr. Madden noted that some of Hancock Associates comments don’t apply to site plan review.  Mr. __________ would like to know what the comments from Hancock Associates are.  Mr. Madden read the letter from Hancock Associates into the record.  Again, Mr. Madden discussed some of the items mentioned in this letter are not requirements for site plan review.  He noted the process followed to this point & the proposed plan.
M. Morley is not comfortable w/ the 11 moorings being service moorings.  Mr. Madden stated the Board in its conditions could stay they need to be removed.

Present before the Board:
 A woman

The woman stated at the last meeting the Board was do conduct an on-site review of the property.  She asked if this was done.  G. Barrett stated “yes”.  He stated the letter from Hancock Associates dated 7/9/07 is when the Town’s review engineer responded to the initial plan submission.  M. Morley stated the purpose of the site visit was to look at the site, not have it explained to her. 

Discussion ensued re:  proximity of residences to the property & noise.  The woman feels that parking is the issue.  Mr. Blair expressed concern re:  not having a concrete plan laid out.  Mr. Madden stated the plan is laid out as it exists today.  He has never made any other claim.  He has always stated that the parking spaces shown on the plan are the parking spaces delineated in the field testing.  The width of the travel lane is not 24 ft.  There are 42 existing spaces on the site today, whether in compliance or not.  The woman asked if these spaces are just for boat owners or for everyone, for example, someone going into the propeller shop.  Mr. Madden discussed the parking analysis & he doesn’t know how this would be determined.  Brief discussion ensued re:  width of lanes, revising them, & possibly having this as a condition of the Board.  Mr. Madden discussed how this would impact the applicant if the dimensions of the lanes are changed & how it may not be viable to the applicant.  
M. Morley clarified the letter dated 9/24/07 which is the current status of the proposed parking which includes the propeller shop, retail space will be eliminated, bedroom/

residential unit will be eliminated, the boat slips will be reduced to 36 from 44, & reducing 11 service moorings.

Brief discussion ensued re:  the proposed landscape buffer & the water quality structure, if required.
Present before the Board: 
A woman

The woman expressed concern re:  parking, more patrons coming to the site, more traffic, & runoff.  Mr. Madden addressed the concerns.  Lengthy discussion ensued re:  concerns.
Discussion ensued re:  how to proceed & possible conditions (such as removal of 11 slips, landscaping,  required stormwater management, & legal parking spaces allowed).  G. Barrett clarified that the Board is working w/ an existing site, not new construction.  Discussion ensued re:  an occupancy permit & power washing of boats.

MOTION:
M. Morley moved to continue the public hearing for Continental Marina – Cranberry Highway to November 26, 2007.  M. Baptiste seconded.

VOTE:  Unanimous (4-0-0)
V. DISCUSSION

A. Street Names – Set public hearing date for renaming of duplicate streets.
Discussion ensued re:  when to hold this public hearing.  G. Barrett feels that the Board needs to advertise what streets will be changing.  

G. Barrett asked if everyone received the Harassment Policy.

****NO MOTION WAS HEARD TO ADJOURN THE MEETING****
Attest:  ____________________________


George Barrett, Chairman  



WAREHAM PLANNING BOARD
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