
 

 

WEST BRIDGEWATER PLANNING BOARD 

1/4/17 

 

 

PRESENT: H. Hurley, H. Anderson, G. Stetson, A. Kinahan and J. Noyes 

 

ABSENT:  None 

 

The meeting was called to order at 7:30 p.m. 

     

1.   Town Report: 
The Board received their annual notice from the Board of Selectmen that the Town Report for 

calendar year 2016 is to be submitted to them by Friday, April 14, 2017 at 12:00 noon.  After a 

brief discussion, the Board agreed to have Mr. Stetson once again prepare the report. Mr. 

Stetson agreed to do so.   

 

2.   Enterprise Rent-a-Car: 
Mr. Hurley reported that he had been contacted by John Holmgren of Holmgren Engineering 

regarding a request to put up a temporary structure on the above lot to allow for cosmetic repairs 

and paint; not to be used as a conventional body shop.  He noted that proponents stated that their 

VOC usage falls way below the requirements. Proponents also questioned whether there would 

be any issues with temporarily keeping damaged cars on the lot. 

 

A brief discussion was held to get the general consensus of the Board.  Members agreed that 

proponents need to prepare a plan so that the Board knows what they are proposing before they 

can make any decisions.  Mr. Hurley will contact Mr. Holmgren to relay the Board's response.   

 

3.   Charlie Horse Restaurant: 
Mr. Hurley reported that he had been contacted by Building Inspector, Michael White, 

regarding plans for additional paving and demolition at the above site.  It was noted that parking 

will no longer be allowed at the Lowe's store and that this area has been blocked off.  Mr. 

Hurley noted that this property is located in the Water Resource Protection District and 

questioned whether a special permit would be needed or if a site plan review would be enough.  

After reviewing bylaw Section 4.6.8 the Board determined that even though this property is in 

the WRPD, the use is an allowed one. The Board was in agreement that no special permit would 

be required and that only a site plan review would be necessary.  The Board's decision will be 

forwarded on to the Building Inspector.  Once the site plan has been prepared and submitted, the 

Board will schedule a date for the review. 

 

4.   Elm Terrace: 
Mr. Stetson reported that he had visited the above site to observe the testing recently done by 

Michael Koska, of Koska Engineering.  He stated that the gravel is of good road material on top 

and that used reprocessed “stuff “was below that.   Mr. Noyes stated that he was aware of some 

sites having problems because the good materials were combined with wood, steel, asphalt, 

brick, concrete, etc. Mr. Anderson questioned whether this was the same material being used by 

“Carney” as a base.  Mr. Hurley stated that it would meet the requirements for a gravel base 

below the blacktop.  Mr. Stetson reminded the Board that Andrea Way used concrete from 

Boston.  He noted that it was good solid stuff.  
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Mr. Hurley stated that he had spoken with Mr. Koska who found out that he would have to 

prepare a new subdivision plan which would then have to go to Land Court for approval.  He 

also noted that Mr. Koska had found that the drainage that is on the site is not the same drainage 

that was on the approved plans.  As a result, Mr. Koska will be changing the drainage as well.  

Mr. Stetson noted that the one on the site is lined with stone.  Mr. Hurley also reported that 

proponents would have to have a public hearing.  He stated that proponents would need an 

original plan, signed by the Board, in order to take it to Land Court.  Mr. Hurley stated that it 

would need to be designated as a “Confirmation Plan.”    

 

5.   Spring Commons:  Present were Edward Jacobs and Greg Driscoll of Jacobs/Driscoll 

Engineering, Attorney Matthew Watsky, Selectman, Anthony Kinahan, Donna DePaola and 

Amanda Woods. 

PUBLIC HEARING continuation 8:00 p.m. 

 

Attorney Watsky stated that this was his first time here and that he would like to address the 

concerns that the Board has regarding a viable plan for the Conservation Commission.  He 

stated that they got approval from the Commission last evening and that an Order of Conditions 

was issued.  He stated that the revised plans submitted this evening address the comments from 

HML to address the Conservation issues. Mr. Driscoll stated that they had added additional 

drainage easements to keep the water flowing north to south and to keep activity outside of the 

fifty (50’) foot no touch zone.  He noted that this also includes a buffer mitigation plan.  He 

stated that they have done more test pits with John DeLano.  Mr. Driscoll stated that they had 

raised the catch basins several feet for the septic in response to the initial comments.  Mr. 

Driscoll stated that they were now requesting a waiver for the assumed datum as follows:  

 

1. Sections 3.2.2.10 and 3.3.2.13:   

Waive requirement that the elevations refer to the NGVD 29 datum and utilize an 

assumed datum.  A conversion factor to the NAVD 88 datum is shown on the plans due 

to the fact that the current flood maps are on NAVD 88. 

 

Mr. Driscoll stated that they had tied into the datum on the site plans for the other two lots 

abutting this site that are under the same ownership.  Mr. Hurley noted that the site plans were  

for the buildings only and did not come before the Planning Board.  Mr. Hurley stated that any 

plans that have elevations, a bench mark must be shown on the plans with descriptions.  Mr. 

Hurley stated that the Board regulations require NAVD and asked why they should give a 

waiver to proponents.  He stated that it should be on known datum that can be related to.  Mr. 

Hurley asked how they were able to determine the NAVD 88. Mr. Jacob stated that they used 

G.P.S. units and tied into that.  Mr. Hurley stated that if it is on sea level then they can relate to 

it and so can the Board of Health.  He stated that the regulations were in place when proponents 

developed this plan and again asked why the Board should grant the waiver.  Mr. Jacobs 

repeated that they tied in into the benchmarks of the two (2) septic plans to be consistent with 

them.  Mr. Hurley questioned whether they ever looked at the plans for Harvestwood Drive.  

Mr. Jacob stated that they didn’t because those were “too old.”  

 

         continued: 
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Other waiver requests included the following: 

 

 2.  Appendix Construction Standards 0 Typical Roadway Cross Section:   
Waive location of the water main, gas and electric/telecomm utilities as shown on  this 

detail drawing so that the water main will occupy one shoulder of the road and the gas 

and electric/telecomm the other shoulder of the road, as shown on the plans and roadway 

section detail.  This request is to achieve the requisite separation between the water and 

sewer lines while maintaining access and serviceability to all utilities with the minimal 

disturbance to adjacent utilities. 

 

 3.   Appendix Construction Standards -Typical Roadway Cross Section:  Waive 

 the minimum depth of cover over the drain pipe from 3.5 feet to a minimum of 1.5 

 feet. The required Class IV RCP (reinforced concrete pipe) for drainage has a 

 minimum required cover of twelve (12") inches.    

 

The Board was not in favor of the above two (2) waiver requests either.  A lengthy discussion 

was held regarding elevations, depth coverage and construction requirements.  Mr. Hurley 

suggested that they move on at this point.  He noted that Mr. Lanney had stated that the waivers 

should be denied.  Mr. Hurley suggested they review the correspondence received over the last 

few weeks and the proponent’s responses. 

 

The following is the response to the design review comments from the Planning Board's review 

engineer, Mr. Nicholas Lanney, P.E. of HML Associates, and dated October 24, 2016 for the 

above referenced project.   

 

  1.  HML Comment - The datum is assumed and does not refer to NGVD. A 

       waiver has not been requested. 

 

Response - A waiver is now being requested to utilize the same assumed datum that was used 

for the two homes currently under construction by the applicant and next to the project site.  

Conversion factors to NAVD 88 are provided on the plans as the flood maps are on the NAVD 

88 datum.  (as already discussed above) 

 

 2.   HML Comment - What is the distance between the centerline of Harvestwood  

                  Drive and the proposed subdivision road? 

 

Response - the distance between the centerlines, along the Spring Street centerline,   

is approximately 274 feet. 

 

 3.    HML Comment - Station the start and end of the guard rail. 

 

Response - The requested stationing notes have been added to the plans. 

 

 4.   HML Comment - Between DMH 8 and 9, there is less than 3 feet of cover  

       over the storm drain. 

         continued: 
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Response - We are designing the drainage with a minimum cover over the drainage pipes of 1.5 

feet. This minimum cover is enough to fit the frame of a casting for a grade or cover, and eight 

to ten (8" to 10") inch flat top structure and a few inches from the inside bottom of the top of the 

structure to get a hood on the outlet pipe of a catch basin.  A waiver from the requirement of 3.5 

feet of cover as shown on the Typical Roadway Section detail in the Construction Standards 

Appendix of the Subdivision Rules and Regulations is being requested.  This is a typical 

solution used to keep the amount of earthwork and fill to a minimum for a project. The flat top 

structures will be an H-20 loading type to support traffic loads and the required Class IV ICP 

(reinforced concrete pipe) for drainage and has a minimum required cover of twelve (12") 

inches. 

 

Mr. Hurley stated that one of the Board’s concerns is that with that little pipe cover there is a 

great chance of frost causing problems.  He stated that with pipes too close to the surface, 

during the frost times it will lift by design.  He noted that every one of them appear to be too 

close to the surface.  He questioned why proponents think the Board should waive it.  Mr. 

Anderson stated that the Board can see plenty of potential problems with this design.  Mr. 

Noyes stated that this would not be structurally acceptable.  Mr. Hurley noted that at every 

lateral there will be a bump in the road.  He noted that with water coursing through, there will 

be open joints with concrete pipe and will cause frost heaves at every section.  Mr. Hurley 

stated that this is a big concern of his and he wants to see more cover.  Board members agreed.  

 

5.   HML Comment - The road cross section shows only six (6") inches of                 

      gravel base.  Show six (6") inches of processed material in addition to the six             

     (6") inches of select gravel in the road cross section. 

 

Response - The Typical Roadway Cross Section detail has been updated per this comment. 

 

 6.  HML Comment - A drainage easement is required on Lot 6 where the outfall       

                 from DMH 5 discharges. 

 

Response - A drainage easement has been added to the plans as requested. 

 

7.   HML Comment - Fill has been stockpiled along the centerline of the                 

      road to be used for road construction according to the project narrative.       

      During our recent site visit we observed the fill materials to be very          

      heterogeneous with a wide variety of grain sizes from sand and silt to cobbles    

      and boulders. The source of the material is unknown. We recommend that the   

      Board require the applicant to process the material so that it is more uniform          

      in grain size distribution, and oversize material (> 6 inches) is screened out and    

      the material meets the Board's specifications. 

 

Response - A note has been added to the plans regarding the processing of the fill material 

currently stockpiled onsite. Also, per the Board's request, a note has been added to test the fill 

material for contamination. See notes 6 and 7 of the grading and drainage notes on sheet 2. 

 

         continued: 
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Mr. Hurley stated that he wants to see the testing and results done under the supervision of Mr. 

Lanney and at the proponent’s expense. Mr. Watsky stated that they would be following 

standard protocols for the testing of the materials.  He questioned whether Mr. Lanney would 

need to be actually on site during the testing. Mr. Hurley stated that it is likely to be Briggs 

Engineering who would do the testing under Mr. Lanney’s direction and then furnish a report to 

both Mr. Lanney and the Planning Board to ensure that it is adequate.  

   

 8. HML Comment - Provide a 10 foot wide access road to the outlet control      

      structure for the infiltration basin. 

 

Response - The basin has been modified to provide a ten (10') foot berm access around the 

basin. 

 

Mr. Hurley noted that that easement outlines are not shown. He stated that the easement lines 

need to be shown on all sheets.  Mr. Driscoll stated that he would do this. 

 

 9.  HML Comment - Impervious material below the bottom of the infiltration         

      basin must be removed down to the coarse sand stratum. 

 

Response - A note has been added to the Grading, Utility and Erosion Control plan to remove 

the less pervious soil down to the more sandy material in the location of the infiltration basin 

bottom in order to provide a connection to the pervious material and ensure expected infiltration 

rates. 

        

          10. HML Comment - The pre-construction flow of surface water is north to      

                south and because the subdivision road will be higher than existing grade, it    

                will act as a dam. The plans show three culverts to drain the area north of the      

                proposed road passing under the road. There are no easements shown where            

                the culvert will be located on private property and no plan provided to     

                maintain the culverts once the subdivision is completed. The culverts are  

                placed in low lying areas between the filled lots (Lots 1, 2 and 3) and areas     

                that will be prone to have debris accumulate or yard waste disposed of. 

 

Response - We have added drainage easements around the culverts to the plans as requested. We 

have also added the maintenance of the inlets and outlets to the plan and the O&M Plan manual. 

 

Mr. Hurley questioned whether the twelve (12”) inch domed inlet is just set in the grass and if 

they will have rip rap to protect it.  He stated that he was concerned that it would get clogged 

with grass, leaves, debris, etc.  Mr. Driscoll stated that they are aware that it will need to be 

maintained.  He stated that it would be part of the Homeowner Association’s responsibility. Mr. 

Hurley questioned what the grate was made of.  Mr. Driscoll stated that it will be a plastic or 

cast iron dome.  Mr. Stetson stated that it must be a cast iron dome.  Mr. Hurley questioned if it 

would “stand up.”  Mr. Driscoll stated that it would.   

         continued: 
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Mr. Watsky stated that on Sheet 12 there is an easement plan.  Mr. Hurley stated that this 

information would be better placed on Sheet 6 because that is where the proposed grading is 

shown.  Mr. Driscoll agreed to change this. 

 

 11. HML Comment - How much of Lot 3 and 4 individually are within the    

       drainage easement? 

 

Response - The area of Lot 3 within the drainage easement is 13,212 s.f. and Lot 4  

is 17,115 s.f. 

 

Mr. Hurley stated that he was concerned with the amount of the lots that would be covered with 

drainage easements.  Mr. Driscoll stated that they should get the “Gold Star” for easements.  He 

stated that they have added “lots of them.”  Mr. Hurley did note that the regulations stated that a 

plan can have many easements, and that there is no maximum amount.   

 

 12.  HML Comment - Sewer mains and manholes should be pressure and              

        vacuum tested, respectively since the main will be submerged and the       

        septic system is not designed for any infiltration what so ever. 

 

Response - Sewer manhole and pipe testing requirements have been added to the plan. 

 

Mr. Driscoll stated that the pressure vacuuming has been added in the general notes section of 

the plans.  Mr. Hurley stated that he was concerned with sags in the sewer lines.  Mr. Driscoll 

stated that they would move the force main back towards the pump station, and drop and put it 

in the same trench as the sewer line.  Mr. Hurley noted that there are two (2) developments in 

town that have a common septic system.  He stated that the Board wants acceptable roads and 

sewers.  He stated that they would have to do it the same as Walnut Street (Pearl Road).  He also 

stated that they should move the sewer off the road in case they ever have to open the road.  He 

noted that if they did it this way, the town could accept it as a public road.  He stated that they 

would have to have a crossing with a pipe in a sleeve between Lots 5 & 6; otherwise it would be 

in the roadway.  Mr. Driscoll stated that they have to get the pump station out of the island.  Mr. 

Hurley stated that the Board does not want an island at the cul-de-sac so proponents would have 

to remove it.  Mr. Driscoll suggested a smaller island might be possible.  Mr. Hurley repeated 

“No Island.”  He stated that the Highway Department does not want islands as they are difficult 

to maintain and to plow around.  Mr. Stetson questioned whether the houses would have 

individual tanks.  Mr. Driscoll stated that they would have.  Mr. Stetson related the issues that 

occurred on Pearl Road with the solids blocking the path to the pumping station.  Mr. Hurley 

questioned whether the Board of Health has approved the septic plan and if it has been reviewed 

by Mr. Cabral.  Mr. Driscoll stated that they still had to review it with them. 

 

             13. HML Comment - Excavations will extend as much as twelve (12') feet      

        below grade to install the sewer mains. To prevent future settling of the       

        utilities located above the sewer main and the roadway, we recommend  

        backfilling must be done in 12 inch lift, compacted to 95% and monitored by          

                   a testing agency. 

         continued: 

 



West Bridgewater Planning Board 

Minutes of 1/4/17 

Page 7 

 

 

Response - A note has been added to the utility notes on sheet 2 to require this utility trench 

backfilling procedure. 

 

Mr. Hurley noted that the utilities appear to be only seven (7’) feet down now; which makes 

them just above the natural grade on the surface. Mr. Driscoll stated that it was. Mr. Anderson 

stated that they have to take it out of the road.  Mr. Driscoll agreed to do so. He stated that they 

would look at this more closely. Attorney Watsky stated that the owner of the property wants to 

keep it a private road and control retained by an Association. He stated that there is a State 

statute that allows for town plowing.  Mr. Stetson stated that the town does plow private ways 

now, but just enough for public safety.  Mr. Anderson stated that the owner would be crazy not 

to do it.  Mr. Hurley noted that the Conservation Commission has had a lot of issues with this 

property.  Attorney Watsky stated that he is well aware of that.  Mr. Hurley noted that it might 

be worth further discussion.  Attorney Watsky suggested that they would have to speak to the 

client and see what he wants to do. It was noted that sometimes “the path of least resistance” is 

the way to go. 

 

 14.  HML Comment - Sewer covers shall have the word "sewer" cast into     

        them. 

 

Response - A note has been added to the sewer manhole detail requiring that the word 

"SEWER" be cast into the covers. 

 

 15.  HML Comment - Show limits of the rip-rap pad at the end of the flared    

        ends on the plan. 

 

Response - The limits of the rip-rap pads at the end of the fared end sections for the cross 

culverts have been added to the plan. 

 

Mr. Hurley stated that on Lot 1, on Sheet 4 the invert elevations of flared ends on the (12”) inch 

pipe is a 92.5 invert, yet the contour is 93.0.  He stated that the pipe will stick up above ground a 

half foot out of the ground.  He noted that it should be at 94.  Mr. Driscoll stated that it would 

have rip rap around it.  He noted that the Conservation Commission wants the pipe to be 

extended.  Mr. Driscoll stated that it gives leeway for the construction of the houses.  Mr. Noyes 

asked if the pipe will stay out of the ground.  Mr. Driscoll stated that this would depend on the 

homeowner.  Mr. Noyes questioned why they just don’t show the grading that way.  Mr. Stetson 

stated that pre and final as-built plans for lots should be done before any permits are issued for 

house construction.  He reminded the Board that they had done this on Woodrow Lane. He also 

stated that no occupancy permit should be given until this has been approved.  Attorney Watsky 

stated that any filing is subject to review by the Conservation Commission and they will not 

issue a Certificate of Compliance unless it meets all of the requirements.  Mr. Noyes noted that 

a contractor will build it as shown on the plans.  Mr. Driscoll stated that they could put a note on 

the plan, as sort of a “place holder.”  Mr. Noyes noted that it should be with the pipe sticking 

out.  Mr. Hurley stated, “Let’s have it on the plans be the way it is to be built.”  He also 

suggested that no more fill than necessary be used and that the pipe be pulled back further.    

 

         continued: 
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The following are responses to comments from the Planning Board from the first hearing 

regarding the project on November 2, 2016. 

 

 1.  PB Comment: The vertical datum required by the Town is NGVD 29. 

 

Response - A waiver is now being requested to utilize the same assumed datum that was used 

for the two homes currently under construction by the applicant and next to the project site. A 

conversion factor to NAVD 88 is provided on the plans. The project datum is 29.26' higher than 

NAVD 88. 

 

Mr. Hurley reminded the Board that they had discussed this in detail at the beginning of 

tonight’s meeting.  Board members were in agreement that this would need to be addressed. 

 

 2.    PB Comment: Provide streetlights similar to the West Meadow Woods         

        project (Pearl Road) which included driveway lights at the end of each     

                   driveway connected to each home’s electrical service, but unable to be   

                   switched off, with a photocell switch. 

 

Response - We have provided notes and locations of these types of streetlights on the build-out 

plan in the plan set. 

 

 3.   PB Comment: Test the fill material stockpiled onsite for contamination.  

 

Response - A note has been added to the plan for sampling and testing of the stockpile material 

for contamination prior to any earthwork or soil processing activities. 

 

The following are responses to comments from the Board of Selectmen dated September 22, 

2016 and received the day after the first Planning Board meeting on November 2, 2016.  

 

 1.  BOS Comment: Include screening between development and abutters. 

 

Response - The area to the north, where the direct abutters to the project are located, will have a 

fifty (50’) foot no touch buffer zone that will not be altered. There is existing vegetation that 

will remain and provide screening. 

 

Mr. Hurley reminded the Board that the existing vegetation was already removed by the owner.  

He stated that the town may be looking for remedial restoration.  Mr. Hurley stated that the 

Board tries, as a rule, not to get in involved in Conservation Commission issues.  He stated that 

if they are satisfied, then this Board would be as well.   

 

 2.  BOS Comment: Dust and noise during construction should be kept to a  minimum. 

 

Response - There are notes on Sheet 2 of the plan set regarding dust control and that noise shall 

be kept to a minimum whenever possible. 

         continued: 
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 3.  BOS Comment: Construction hours should be limited. 

 

Response - A note has been added to Sheet 2 to refer to the Planning Board's decision in which 

we expect hours of operation to be set forth. 

 

Mr. Hurley stated that this would be set as a condition of approval, if approved.  He stated that 

as this is in a residential area the Board could set time limits for construction hours.  Attorney 

Watsky asked if there was a town standard.  Mr. Hurley stated that the Board could come up 

with a plan. He noted that 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. was a reasonable time period for construction.  

Mr. Stetson questioned whether proponents have designated a parking area for their heavy 

equipment.  He noted that this would help deter vandalism. 

 

Ms. DePaola stated that she had no problem with the 7-7 hours but asked what about on the 

weekends.  Mr. Hurley stated that this will be determined when or if it gets approved.  Ms. 

Depaola asked what they should do if the owner does not follow the conditions.  Mr. Hurley 

stated that if that’s the case she should notify the Police. Ms. DePaola stated that the owner is 

making a lot of noise now. Mr. Hurley noted that he is not working under a building permit 

now.  He stated that the owner would have to have certified people doing the work, and that 

they would be required to work under the conditions set by the Board.  Ms. DePaola asked who 

would be monitoring the project.  Mr. Stetson stated that he would be.  She asked if she could 

call him if there was a problem and Mr. Stetson replied that she absolutely could.  Mr. Hurley 

explained that if this project gets approved he will have to build a road that has to satisfy the 

Board.  He explained that the utilities, binder coat of the roadway, septic system, utilities, etc. 

will need to be done long before he gets any building permits for the houses.  He stated that if it 

is not done right, the Board will not release any lots, and if they don’t, he won’t get any permits.  

He reiterated that the owner must satisfy the Conservation Commission, the Board of Health 

and the Planning Board before he gets any sign offs.  He noted that this is a long process.  Mr. 

Hurley also stated that the Planning Board will inspect the work, and soil samples will be taken 

and tested.  He noted that the Board wants to make sure that there is no “junk” under the 

roadway.  He also noted that it won’t be like he has been doing it up to this point. He will now 

be putting his time and money into the project.  Mr. Hurley explained that the contractors who 

will have to certify their work and create as-built plans would be concerned with their licenses 

and reputations if they don’t perform as required.      

 

The following are responses to comments from the Water Department dated October 26, 2016 

and received the day after the first Planning Board meeting on November 2, 2016.  

 

 1.   Water Dept. Superintendent Comment: On review of the plans I have the    

       following issue: The sewer line and its proximity to the water line. No              

                  dimensions are shown separating the utilities. A minimum of 10 feet must                         

                  be between  the sewer and water  main at all times, also the water main    

       should  be one (1') foot higher in elevation than  the sewer main. 

 

      There should be adequate distance between all utilities and the water and    

                  sewer lines.  If they are buried at depths greater than four (4’) feet they require  

       a wider digging area to access them safely. 

         continued: 
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Response -The layout of the utilities has been revised to relocate the water line to the sidewalk 

portion of the layout in order to achieve and maintain the required separation to the sewer line.  

Waivers have been requested to allow the reconfiguration of the utilities similar to the West 

Meadow Woods project. 

 

Mr. Hurley questioned how close the utilities are to the proposed wall.  A brief discussion was 

held on the wall construction between Lots 5 & 6.  Mr. Hurley questioned if it was four (4’) feet 

off the property line.  Mr. Driscoll stated that it was.  Mr. Hurley reviewed the details and noted 

that it would actually be over five (5’) feet away and appears to be back far enough. He also 

suggested that proponents do a separate engineered plan of the wall and show it on the plan.  He 

noted that it would be outside of the Right of Way, so additional easements may be necessary.  

Mr. Hurley questioned whether the lateral anchors are near the water main.  He stated that he 

was concerned that if it was dug up, the integrity of the wall could be compromised and could 

potentially cause a lot of problems and do a lot of damage.  Attorney Watsky suggested that 

rather than make this a part of the plan, the Board could make it a requirement for a structural 

engineer to design it.  He asked what the timing would be and stated that he did not want to 

have to redesign it before getting approval.  He suggested that maybe a note on the plan that 

states that “no part of the wall could be in the right of way.”  Mr. Noyes stated that it should be 

part of the plan and should be done now so the Board knows if it will work. Mr. Stetson also 

stated that it should be done now.  Mr. Hurley asked how high the wall would be.  Mr. Kinahan 

questioned if it would need a guardrail.  Mr. Hurley noted that it would be at least six or seven 

(6’or 7’) feet high with the guardrail.  Mr. Stetson questioned whether the Board should require 

more than just a guardrail.  He noted that kids fall off of guardrails.  Mr. Noyes suggested a 

fence behind the guardrail. Mr. Hurley suggested that proponents have a structural engineer 

design the wall, fence and guardrail, before the subdivision plan is approved as it is part of the 

structural support of the roadway.   

 

A second letter from Mr. Lanney dated December 18, 2016 was reviewed. Mr. Lanney stated 

that they have reviewed the revised Definitive Subdivision Plans, Drainage Calculations and 

Stormwater Management Plan for the above referenced project dated November 30, 2016 and 

prepared by Jacobs Driscoll Engineering.  The plans were revised in response to their October 

27, 2016 comment letter as well as comments from the Planning Board, Water Department and 

the Board of Selectmen. The applicant is now formally requesting waivers to allow the use of an 

assumed datum and to allow less than 3 feet of cover over the storm drain between DMHs 8 and 

9. Only 1.5 feet of cover is being provided.   They are also requesting waivers to modify the 

location of water, gas and electric lines. 

 

With respect to the requested waivers Mr. Lanney offered the following: 

 

Section 5.1 allows the Board to grant a waiver when it is in the public interest and not 

inconsistent with the Subdivision Control Law. The Applicant has not demonstrated that these 

standards have been met with respect to the datum waiver. 

          

With respect to the cover waiver requested, typically we complete cuts and fills to the start of 

road gravel, install utilities, then place road gravel and then pave.  With the total thickness of  
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road gravel and pavement being fifteen (15”) inches would leave only three (3”) inches of cover 

over the drain lines until the road gravel is placed. It is our opinion that this is insufficient cover 

to protect the drain from damage from construction traffic and recommend that the waiver be 

denied. 

 

We recommend granting the wavier to place the gas, electric, phone and cable on the left hand 

side of the right of way under the grass strip provided this arrangement is acceptable to the 

utility companies. 

 

A recommendation regarding relocating the water line cannot be provided at this time. 

Placing the water line under the sidewalk to move it away from other utilities must first be 

approved by the Water Department.   Between Stations 3+25 and 5+00, a Versa Lok retaining 

wall with geogrid reinforcing is proposed.  A final wall design is required to demonstrate that 

the geogrid reinforcing will not interfere with water line installation and vice versa. 

 

Mr. Lanney offered the following comments on the revised plans: 

 

Sheet 4 calls for the removal of unsuitables from below the infiltration basin and replacement 

with sand to the bottom of the basin while Sheet 11 calls for loaming and seeding the bottom of 

the basin.  Will the bottom of the basin be sand or loamed and seeded?  Specify the grain size 

distribution for the sand that will be used to replace the unsuitable soil removed from below the 

infiltration basin. 

 

The outline of the Drainage Easement on Sheet 2 should be shown on Sheets 5 and 6. 

 

The size of the easements on Lots 1 and 2 will need to be increased to allow access for 

maintenance.  Also, who will be responsible for maintaining the drains?  Similarly, the 

easements on Lots 5 and 6 will need to be extended to the wetland to allow flow from the 

drainage system across private property. 

 

The plan shows sags in the sewer force main.  In addition, the sags are within two (2’) feet of 

the ground surface.  This may result in frozen lines. 

 

We recommend amending Note 6 of the Drainage and Grading Note on Sheet 2 to specify that 

what testing is to be conducted and at what frequency.  We recommend that the note read as 

follows: "Representative composite soil samples shall be collected at a frequency of one sample 

per for 1000 cubic yard of soil and analyzed for RCRA 8 metals, PCB, total petroleum 

hydrocarbons, herbicides and pesticides by a Massachusetts Certified laboratory.  The results 

shall be provided to the Planning Board prior to the start of any backfilling." 

 

Note 7 of the Drainage and Grading note on Sheet 2 regarding the material to be used for fill for 

the road is too vague. We suggest the following language: 

 

The fill should consist of clean, sand and gravel, crushed rock, and crushed uncoated 

concrete free of organic matter, wood, trash, ice, frozen soil, and other deleterious 

materials. The gradation for fill should satisfy the following limits. 
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                                               Fill Specification 

          Percent Finer by Weight 

U.S. Sieve Size and Number      Minimum       Maximum 

4 inch                     100        --- 

1 inch                       60      100 

No. 4            25           80 

No. 200            0       12 

 

The plans call for 2:1 rip-rap embankment and no shoulder on the left hand side of the road 

between Station 0+75 and 2+74.  The embankment detail indicates that the distance from the 

edge of the pavement to the start of the embankment varies.  We recommend the top of the 

embankment be at least three (3’) feet from the back the curb to provide adequate lateral 

restraint of the embankment soil. If the soils are not adequately restrained they can shift laterally 

which may cause the road to settle. 

 

Mr. Hurley stated that he had just received the revised plan this afternoon and had not had a 

chance to review them in detail however he had several concerns as follows: 

 

1. Profile – the one (1%) percent at the center line at the cul-de-sac.  He suggested that 

the gutter grade will be less than 1% all around the cul-de-sac.  He stated that they 

should make it so water travels at 1% at the gutter around the entire cul-de-sac or 

they would have more problems with the drainage.  He noted that on the north side 

of the roadway the last catch basin is at Station 4+03 where is the water going? Mr. 

Driscoll stated that the center of the roadway crowns and then slopes down to the 

other side of the road (Station 6+99 right) to catch the water.  Mr. Hurley stated that 

they should have additional catch basins to handle it.  He stated that they will have to 

demonstrate that the water will flow down into the catch basin. 

 

2. What is the elevation at the end of the pavement?  Mr. Driscoll stated that he would 

look at that.   

 

3. Proponents have added a vertical curve at Station 1+78 but no others.  Mr. Driscoll 

stated that they don’t need any additional ones.  Mr. Noyes noted that Section 4.2.5.3 

of the Subdivision Rules and Regulations calls for vertical curves for a change in 

grade greater than one (1%) percent. 

 

4. The right of way should be clear of everything. The fifty (50’) foot no touch zone 

encroaches into it. The rip rap, contours, sloping etc. has to be flat across there and 

should be flat in the sidewalk area as well.  Mr. Hurley stated that the will have to 

bump the road down and have a 3 to1 slope from the edge to the wetlands; or they 

will need to add another wall between Station 0 + 60 to 2 +80 left and the northerly 

side of the cul-de-sac. 

 

5. Is the rip rap slope in the right of way?  Mr. Driscoll stated that it was and that they 

would have to grade it out.  Mr. Hurley asked why the rip rap?  Mr. Driscoll stated it 

was to make up the grades.  He noted that they can now grade onto the other two (2) 

properties.  Mr. Noyes asked if they would need to have slope easements.  He noted  
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that they will need to have some contours on the grade and will need temporary 

easements in case the property is sold before it’s finished. 

 

Mr. Stetson asked if the Board has agreed on the ground cover over the pipes and if proponents 

would be required to meet the town’s standards.  All members were in agreement that they 

would not grant the waiver for the pipe cover.  Attorney Watsky noted that they have asked for 

the waivers so the walls won’t have to be higher.  Mr. Stetson noted that the owner will have to 

decide if it is worth it to move forward with his plans in light of the waiver denial.  Mr. Hurley 

stated that there are valid reasons behind the requirements.  He stated that the Board does grant 

waivers but only if the good standards are met.  He noted that if proponents can’t do it, then 

they would either have to rethink their options or make it work somehow.     

 

Ms. Woods asked if there would be escrow money available if the project doesn’t get 

completed.  Mr. Hurley explained that when the basic services are in; engineering, roads, 

bounds, as-built, screening, etc. and have been approved, there will have to be a cash surety set 

up with Treasurer/Collector, John Duggan.  He stated that Mr. Duggan is diligent in his duties 

and that no funds will be released unless and until the Board is totally satisfied.  He noted that 

the Board will require enough money to cover the cost to finish the subdivision if the owner 

cannot do so for any reason.  He also noted that this is an expensive process and the Board will 

ensure that the town will be protected.  

 

Ms. DePaola questioned whether the owner will be building the houses.  Mr. Hurley stated that 

this doesn’t fall under the jurisdiction of the Board.  He stated that they are only reviewing the 

roadway, drainage, and infrastructure.  He noted that sometimes houses are put on the plans 

only as a conceptual idea or to show approximate placement.  He stated that this Board does not 

regulate it, but that it would be under the jurisdiction of the Building Inspector and would have 

to meet all of the Massachusetts building codes.  He explained that sometimes there are 

covenants put in place to retain the integrity of the development.  He noted that if proponents 

maintain a high standard, they will be able to sell the lots and/or homes for more money.  He 

also noted that the quality of the houses and the roadway will determine the kind of houses that 

will actually get built. 

 

A brief discussion was held regarding the time line for approval for the subdivision.  It was 

noted that the plans were submitted on September 19, 2016 which is over 90 days and heading 

towards the 135 day deadline. Mr. Hurley noted that the deadlines can be extended if 

proponents submit their request to the Board in writing.  He asked when proponents thought 

they might be able to return to the Board with revised plans.  Mr. Driscoll noted that there was a 

lot to do.  Attorney Watsky stated that he would send a letter to the Board requesting that the 

public hearing be continued until the meeting on February1, 2017 at 8:00 p.m.  Board members 

agreed. 

 

Mr. Hurley suggested that once the revised plans are complete Mr. Driscoll email him a PDF 

file which could then be forwarded along with their responses and the meeting minutes to Mr. 

Lanney for his final review. He noted that Mr. Lanney is very good about responding quickly to 

the Board’s requests and suggested that they give him at least a week’s time before the next 

meeting to respond to the revisions.  
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6.   Walnut Street/The Farm: 

Mr. Hurley stated that he had spoken with Bob Fox recently regarding the above subdivision.  

Mr. Stetson reported that the septic system has not been finished. He also noted that there was 

no power in place to operate it anyway.  He stated that the poles were set but there was 

nothing to “run into it” as yet. 

 

7.   Pearl Road: 

It was noted for the record that the documents the Board is waiting for have still not been 

submitted.  

 

8.   MAIL: 

Bridgewater ZBA public hearing 1/11/17, re: Comprehensive Permit, 143 Curve Street.  

Bridgewater ZBA public hearing 1/18/17, re: site plan, 785 Elm Street. 

E. Bridgewater ZBA public hearing 1/4/17, re: special permit, 127 Balsam Avenue. 

Easton ZBA public hearing 1/24/17, re: appeal, Baron Drive, Lots 11, 12,13,14,15 and 16. 

Easton ZBA notice of decision, re: special permit, 59 Summer Street, denied. 

Easton ZBA notice of decision, re: variance, 40 Cornerstone Drive, granted.  

W. Bridgewater ZBA public hearing 1/10/17, re: variance, 177 South Main Street. 

W. Bridgewater ZBA public hearing 1/10/17, re: variance, 24 Pearl Road. 

Board of Assessor's minutes of 11/23/17 and 12/7/17. 

Expense Control Report of 12/28/17. 

Expense Ledger report of 12/28/17. 

OCPC notice of 2017 Local Technical Assistance (DLTA) Funding.  

 

9.    A Motion (HA) was made to pay the Enterprise a total of $479.15 for public hearing   

       advertising.  Second (AK).  Vote:  Unanimous.  

 

10.  A Motion (HA) was made to pay the secretary payroll for the period ending 1/3/17.    

       Second (AK).  Vote:  Unanimous.   

 

11.  The minutes of 12/18/16 were accepted and filed. 

 

12. The meeting was adjourned at 10:05 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Donna M. Cotter, 

Secretary



 

 


