
 

WEST BRIDGEWATER PLANNING BOARD 

1/17/18 

 

 

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

 

ABSENT: None 

 

Also present was Building Commissioner, Michael White. 

 

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

 

1.   6 Jewel Drive: 

Mr. Hurley reported that there has been some confusion as to who was responsible to review an 

appeal of the Building Commissioner’s decision regarding an in ground pool’s encroachment into a 

drainage easement area at the above address.  After going around to the Building Commissioner, 

Zoning Board of Appeals, Conservation Commission and Planning Board it was finally determined 

that the ruling authority would be the Zoning Board of Appeals. The information was placed on file.  

 

2.   359 Pleasant Street: Thomas Pozerski of Merrill Engineering was present.  

The Board received a request for a Site Plan review from Merrill Engineering on behalf of new 

owner, Kevin Griffith, for demolition of most of the existing self storage buildings and 

construction of new storage buildings at the above address.   

 

Mr. Pozerski stated that this is a pre-existing property that is in serious need of renovations.  He 

stated that three (3) buildings would be rehabbed and the rest would be replaced.  He stated that all 

units will be climate controlled and will comply with all zoning requirements.  Mr. Pozerski 

reported that they have received an Order of Conditions from the Conservation Commission.   

 

Mr. Pozerski stated that the proponent will include some new paving and a paved T-Type 

turnaround for emergency vehicle access and egress.  He noted that storm water improvements will 

be made and will consist of several dry wells to contain roof runoff, spillways, grading, pea stone 

and sediment traps.  Mr. Hurley asked if there was a proposed lighting plan. He noted that the 

Board is concerned with the type of lighting to be used.  Mr. Pozerski stated there was a lighting 

plan and that all lighting used will remain on site with no spillover to neighboring properties. He 

noted that the lighting could be shielded if necessary.  Mr. Pozerski also stated that the proponent 

would like to clear the debris, grass and brush from around the perimeter fence.   

 

Correspondence from the Board of Selectmen noted the following concerns: 

 

1.  Abutters should be notified and considered, and 

2.  Aesthetics should be considered. 

 

Mr. Hurley noted that if the Selectmen wanted abutters notified, they would have to change the 

bylaws because abutter notification is not required for a site plan review.  

 

Correspondence from the Board of Health was read into the record.  Health Agent, Robert Casper, 

noted that in reviewing the plan he saw that there was a 20’x 8’ office building on the site.  He  
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questioned whether there would be any workers at this facility.  He advised that if there were to be 

any on-site employees then proponents will be required to have an on-site sewerage disposal 

system capable of handling the total daily flow.  Mr. Casper also noted that he witnessed the 

percolation test years ago and that it passed at that time.  Mr. Pozerski assured the Board that there 

would be no on-site employees; only someone to meet a potential client to sign the lease, give them 

the keys and then leave the site. 

 

A Motion (HA) was made to approve the site plan for the renovation, construction and removal of 

the existing storage units at 359 Pleasant Street as presented.  Second (GS).  Vote:  Unanimous. 

 

3.   728 North Main Street: Doward Shahim of DSH Design Group, Michelle Kohanbo and 

Kianoosh Yazdaiseta of the 728 North Main Street, LLC were present.  Also present were Jaclyn 

McNamara, Melissa Ramsey, Angela Nowlin, Cari Rivera, Barbara Alicea and several young 

cheerleaders who hope to train and compete at the new Cheerleading Fitness Center. 

 

Mr. Shahim reported that the primary tenant in the existing building is International Car Parts 

Imports, LTD. (ICP) He stated that the proposed secondary tenant will be applicant, Angela 

Nowlin, doing business as Bay State Bridgewater (BSB). Ms. Nowlin’s facility will provide local 

athletes the opportunity to do competitive cheerleading and tumbling.  There will also be an office 

area and clean, safe locker rooms.  Parking will be shared with ICP and there will be no overlap as 

the fitness center will be open in the evening after ICP closes for the day. 

 

Correspondence was received from the Board of Selectmen with the following concerns: 

 

1. Recommend improvements to the parking lot condition/line painting, exterior signage 

and exterior property condition, and 

 

2. Consider noise abatement and aesthetics during construction, renovation, etc. 

 

Mr. Shahim stated that proponents have been waiting since October to move into the site.  He 

stated that ICP has 8,500 s.f. for their office and storage space.  He stated that they will subdivide 

3,000 s.f. adding a partition wall between the two (2) businesses.  He stated that the Building 

Commissioner has visited the site and approved the upgrades.  He noted that the upgrades include 

removal of the planters in the front and replaced with bollards to protect the property and students 

from wayward vehicles.  He stated that there would be more emergency lighting, carbon dioxide 

sensors and a fire alarm system.  He noted that there would be three (3) handicap parking spaces. 

 

Mr. Shahim stated that ICP is a “quasi” retail site where they take orders and deliver merchandise 

but have no on site sales.  He noted that the parking spaces are in compliance with the zoning 

bylaws.  He noted that ICP’s business hours are 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. and when they go home the 

cheerleaders will be coming in.   

 

Mr. Hurley stated that the Planning Board is looking at the outside area only; the inside area is 

under the guidance of the Building Commissioner.  He questioned whether there would be any 

changes in the lighting.  Mr. Shahim stated that what they have there now is good.  Mr. White  
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confirmed that it looked good to him.  Mr. Shahim stated the septic system has also been redone.  

Mr. Hurley asked if they were planning on using the current parking.  Mr. Shahim stated that they 

were not expanding the parking lot, only fixing it and rehabilitating the building.  Mr. Noyes 

questioned whether the parking along Route 28 would be re-lined. Mr. Hurley noted that it is all 

open.  Mr. Noyes stated that with the curbing along the front it will affect the parking.  Mr. Shahim 

stated that he wasn’t sure, but that he would take a look at it.  Mr. Anderson suggested that they 

move the entrance so as to not get into the State lines.  Mr. Hurley noted that they should maintain 

the “status quo.”    

 

A Motion (HA) was made to approve the site plan for 728 North Main Street as presented.   

Second (GS).  Vote:  Unanimous. 

 

4.   Woodrow Estates:  Brad Shalek was present. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING 8:00 p.m. 

 

Mr. Hurley opened the Public Hearing and read the notice as it appeared in the Enterprise 

newspaper.  It was noted for the record that no abutters to the site were present.  

 

Mr. Shalek reported that all of the items that were discovered during the Board's recent walk-

through for this subdivision have been addressed.  They were as follows: 

 

LOCATION ITEM RECOMMENDATION 

1  Brooks Pl Catch Basin corner cut Replace 

2 All No Drill Hole in Bounds Surveyor to drill bounds & certify 

3 All Lawn lower than side walk Re-grade, Loam & Seed 

4 All Pavement on Grates  Clean all grates 

5 Pond #1 Grass Loam & Seed 

6 House 4 Water Shut Off Lower to grade 

7 House 8 Water Shut Off Lower to grade 

8 House 7 Water Shut Off Lower to grade 

9 House 10 House not shown Show on Plans 

10 Turn around Hydrant gate valve buried Bring to grade 

11 House 3 House not shown Show on Plans 

12 All Driveways not shown Show on Plans 

 

There was a question whether the deed descriptions and conveyance of the easements to the Town 

were submitted.  Mr. Hurley stated that he would make sure that everything was in order. 

 

An invoice for the public hearing advertisements and abutter notification in the amount of $415.62 

was presented to Mr. Shalek for payment. 
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Mr. Hurley questioned how much damage was done to House #4 from the recent fire.  Mr. Shalek 

stated that it was mostly smoke and water damage.  He stated that the fire started near the fireplace 

and fortunately it was caught before it spread to the second floor.   

 

Mr. Stetson stated that the fire hydrant at the end of Lot #6 has to be adjusted.  He stated that the 

steamer pot (cap) has to be turned one hundred and eighty (180) degrees.  He stated that it is facing 

the cement driveway at the cul-de-sac rather than facing the roadway.  He noted that all they had to 

do was to loosen the cap and pivot it; it should be easy.  

 

Mr. Hurley questioned whether Mr. Shalek had submitted the Mylar prints.  Mr. Stetson 

remembered that Mr. Shalek was going to submit the revised plans, but would hold off on the 

Mylars until the Board was satisfied that everything had been completed to their satisfaction.  Mr. 

Noyes questioned if the elevation issues were resolved.  Mr. Hurley stated that they had been 

straightened out.   

 

Mr. Hurley told Mr. Shalek that the Board would need two (2) Mylar sets of the As-Built plan and 

Street Acceptance plan; one original for recording and one for the Board’s use, as well as six (6) 

prints to distribute to the Building Commissioner, DPW, Water Department, etc.   

 

Mr. Shalek asked about the surety release.  Mr. Hurley stated that the Board would hold five 

hundred ($500) dollars to cover the cost of recording the plans at the Registry of Deeds, once the 

roadway is accepted at a Town Meeting but that everything else would be refunded to Mr. Shalek.   

 

A Motion (HA) was made to accept the As-Built and Street Acceptance plan and release the surety 

being held by the Town for the Woodrow Lane Subdivision after they meet the following 

conditions: 

1. That two (2) Mylar sets of the As-Built and Street Acceptance plans are 

submitted along with six (6) prints, 

 

2. That the hydrant at the end of Lot 6 be repositioned one hundred and eighty 

(180) degrees, 

 

3. That the descriptions of the easements and three (3) drainage easements are 

confirmed, 

 

4. That the Board will hold five hundred ($500) dollars for recording purposes, and 

 

5. That the invoice for the abutter certified mailing and public hearing 

advertisements are paid in full. 

 

Second (GS).  Vote:  Unanimous.  

 

Mr. Shalek stated that he would return to the February 7th meeting which will give him time to 

address the above conditions and submit the Mylars for signatures.     
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On a separate note, Mr. Shalek questioned the process to get the lots released to begin construction 

on the Sunset Avenue Extension subdivision.  He stated that they would like to begin building on 

the three (3) Lots in the spring.  Mr. Hurley asked if the binder coat and utilities are in yet.  Mr. 

Shalek stated that they were.  Mr. Hurley stated that he should come in with a cost estimate to 

finish the roadway and then set up a surety account with the Town.  Once this has been done, the 

Board would release the Lots so that he can then apply for the building permits.  Mr. Shalek stated 

that he would like to be put on the agenda for the next meeting to begin the process.  

 

5.   Luke Estates:  

Public Hearing continuation 8:15. p.m. 

 

Mr. Hurley reported that Mr. Lanney had a preliminary concern with the rain gardens that are 

tucked-in the front yards of four (4) of the lots and who, and how, they will be maintained or if the 

homeowners will simply incorporate them into their lawn areas since the yards are so small 

already.  Mr. Lanney’s other concerns included volume run-off, drain lines and grading.   

 

Correspondence from Board of Health Agent, Robert Casper, regarding the perc tests and soils was 

reviewed. Mr. Casper stated that all seven (7) lots passed.  He noted that soils are suitable to sustain 

onsite disposal systems. He also noted that no septic plans have been submitted for review as yet. 

 

It was noted that the Board received an invoice payment of $553.38 for postage and advertising 

costs for the public hearing.  The Board reviewed correspondence from Nicholas Lanney of HML 

Associates dated December 20th as follows: 

 

The following waivers have been requested: 

 

 From Section 4.4.6 to waive the requirement for a Fire Alarm System 

 From Section 4.8.1.2 to waive the requirement for granite bounds and to allow concrete 

 bounds instead. 

 

Mr. Lanney offered the following comments on the plans and storm water analysis: 

 

 While the storm water analysis shows that the post construction peak rate of runoff for 

 the 2, 10 and 100 year storm events is less than the pre-construction rate, the post 

 construction total volume of runoff exceeds the pre-construction value for all storms as 

 shown on the attached table.  Thus the plans do not comply with Section 4.5.2.1 of the 

 Board's Regulations. 

 

      2 year      10 year       100 year 
Pre-Construction     33132 CF      60171 CF     114325 CF 

Post Construction     35075 CF      63578 CF      119654 CF 

 

 The overflow for the bioretention areas is modeled a 2 foot square horizontal weir while 

 the plan shows a round grate with multiple small openings. The analysis should be 

 conducted using the correct configuration of the overflow. 
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It is our opinion that the stormwater analysis may not be correctly modeling what is actually 

occurring in the bioretention area.  The Hydro add program assumes that stormwater runoff 

entering the bioretention area immediately fills the void spaces in the planting soil and 

crushed stone layers without considering the infiltration rate of either material. This 

assumption is appropriate if all the material used to fill the bioretention area is highly 

permeable such as crushed stone or sand and gravel mix.  However, the plans call for two  

(2') feet of planting soil, a 40% sand and 60% topsoil/compost mix to fill the bioretention 

area above the crushed stone. The percentage of voids of this material used in the analysis is 

only 8% which suggest a material that cannot readily transmit water. Thus, if the planting 

soil cannot "move" the storm water as assumed in the Hydro add model, more water will be 

retained on the surface of the bioretention area, less water will be infiltrated and a greater 

runoff volume may result.  We recommend that the applicant document the appropriate 

infiltration rate for the planting bed and rerun the drainage. 

 

A one-foot separation from high groundwater to the bottom of the bioretention area is being 

provided.  The DEP allows this versus their 2-foot requirement for smaller subdivision high 

groundwater.  The Board can still require the two (2’) foot separation which is the standard 

that has been adopted in other jurisdictions. 

 

DEP guidelines do not recommend any setbacks from bioretention area.  Research we have 

done suggest that bioretention areas be placed twenty (25’) feet from a basement and fifty 

(50’) feet from a leaching field. 

 

 A concern with bioretention areas is the plowing and storage of snow in those areas 

 adjacent to roads and driveways. We note that bioretention Area 4 is bordered by two 

 driveways and the subdivision road and Area 1 is adjacent to the proposed road.  We 

 recommend relocating both areas away from paved areas. 

 

The biorentention areas are "tucked into" the front yards of several lots which are already 

rather small. Who controls the lot owner from dumping yard waste in this area or the 

application of fertilizer and weed control adjacent to the bioretention area? 

 

 Biorentation areas require regular and frequent maintenance to be effective.  There is a 

 reference to a homeowner association but no documentation how this will be financed 

 and enforced. 

 

 Add concrete headwalls to FES 5, 6 and 7. 

 

 Who will maintain the inlet at FES 5 which is designed to drain neighboring properties? 

 

 The plan calls for a retaining wall on the west side of the cul-de-sac. The retaining wall 

 detail shown on Sheet 7 does not reflect the geometry of the wall shown on the plan.   
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We also recommend that a guard rail be shown on the shoulder of the road above the wall. 

The wall is contained within the proposed drainage easement but any work to repair the 

wall would extend inside the proposed conservation easement. That easement needs to 

allow the Town to make repairs to the wall. 

 

Mr. Pilling had sent his response and revised plans to Mr. Lanney, but had not yet seen his most 

recent report dated January 16, 2018. It was as follows: 

      

Mr. Lanney reported that he had reviewed the Definitive Subdivision Plans for the above 

referenced project dated September 26, 2016, and Storm Water Analysis dated September 2016 and 

revised December of 2017 and prepared by Pilling Engineering Group, along with Pilling 

Engineering’s response to his comments of December 26, 2017 as follows: 

 

 1.  The updated detail of the stone retaining wall does not provide sufficient detail for us to 

 make a recommendation of the suitability for its intended use.  We recommend that a 

 reinforced concrete retaining wall be constructed in place of the stone wall as it will not 

 require any inspection and maintenance.  

 

 2.  The response to our concern about the ongoing maintenance of the bioretention areas is 

 that it will be the responsibility of the homeowners’ association.  We suggest that the Board 

 review that response in light of the following: 

 

  A rain garden (bioretention area) is like any other garden and requires continuing  

  and ongoing care to thrive and perform its intended function and more maintenance 

  than other readily available Best Management Practices that are suitable for this  

  development. The DEP’s bioretention guidance state that “Premature failure of  

  bioretention areas is a significant issue caused by the lack of regular maintenance.” 

 

  The DEP’s guidance for bioretention areas located in close proximity to paved areas 

  states the O & M plan must specify where the on-site snow will be stored.  This  

  information is not shown on the plans.  DEP further states that where bioretention  

  areas are located along roads, care must be taken during plowing operations to  

  prevent snow from being plowed into the areas, but this guidance does not appear to 

  have been followed as several bioretention areas are located adjacent paved areas.   

 

  The bioretention areas are located in depression in the front yards of the individual 

  house lots. Thus, fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides from lawn care products will 

  find their way into the bioretention area with potentially negative impacts.   

 

  Given the limitations of bioretention and the absence of any data on the   

  effectiveness of homeowners’ association in maintaining such a system, we suggest 

  that the Board have the applicant demonstrate that other BMPs such as infiltration 

  basins are not technically feasible before approving a BMP that has a history of  

  premature failures.  In approving the  subdivision, the Board must be satisfied that 
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there is a long-term functioning storm water management system that attenuates  

 peak post-construction peak and total a volume of runoff to pre-construction values.     

 

  If the bioretention option is retained, we recommend it be redesigned to move it  

  away from paved areas and out of the front yards of the individual house lots and  

  consolidated into one or two areas located on their own unbuildable lots. 

 

As to the reinforced walls details, Mr. Pilling stated that they could replace the stone walls with a 

wall of boulders and stone with no mortar used.  He stated that they would be agreeable to go to 

concrete walls if this is what the Board wants. Mr. Pilling also noted that they were planning to add 

a guardrail at the top of the upper wall which addressed one concern.  Mr. Hurley questioned what 

kind of rocks would be used.  Mr. Pilling stated that on the wetland side they would use boulders.  

Mr. Anderson noted that stones would be much more flexible.  Mr. Noyes stated that the DEP has 

set standards for retaining wall construction and proponents should have to meet those standards.  

He noted that this was important especially since the Town will end up taking care of them.  He 

also noted that the use of concrete was removed from those standards.  Mr. Pilling stated that he 

would look at the DEP specifications, and suggested that they may need to add a fence at the top.  

He noted that this was the easy one.  Mr. Hurley stated that DEP guidelines cause trouble when it is 

a town road.  He stated that future owners would contact the DPW to remedy any issues.  He noted 

that some owners will not even mow their lawns or a grass strip so he is concerned that they will 

not take care of the rain gardens either.  He stated that it would come back to the town to take care 

of especially if one or more owners decide they don’t want to maintain them.   

 

Mr. Hurley noted that Mr. Lanney was concerned with snow storage and he questioned the plan to 

store it beside the concrete driveways.  Mr. Pilling stated that there is fourteen (14’) feet between 

the storage site and the driveway on both sides.  He also noted that there is another area at the back 

of the sidewalk where additional snow can be stored if necessary.   

 

Mr. Pilling stated that the responsibility of the rain garden maintenance is being written into the 

Homeowner’s Association (HOA) agreement which is being worked on by their Attorney.  Mr. 

Hurley asked if Mr. Pilling had any other subdivisions with rain gardens.  Mr. Stetson noted that 

maintenance would have to be put in the deeds.  Mr. Pilling stated that whatever system they use, 

the Homeowner’s Association will do the maintenance.  He stated that the Town will accept the 

road, but that the maintenance will stay with the HOA. Mr. Hurley noted that it sounds good in 

theory but in practice, not so much.  He stated that someone will complain to a Selectman, who 

might be up for election, who would insist that the Town take care of it so he wouldn’t lose a vote. 

Mr. Anderson agreed that if made part of the deed then the homeowner would have to maintain it.  

 

Mr. Hurley stated that one of his major concerns is that there is no data on maintenance, on 

technical feasibility and on long term functioning of this type of system.  He suggested that Mr. 

Pilling redesign the rain gardens and get them out of the individual homeowner's property.  Mr. 

Pilling stated that these rain gardens are only two and a half (2 1/2') feet deep and filled with loam 

with a four (4') foot separation.  He noted that it would not be practical for them to be any higher.   
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He stated that they opted for this option since they were unable to get enough cover over the pipes 

had they used a traditional type of drainage system.  He reported that the Conservation 

Commission liked this type of system because it is a better water quality treatment.  He noted that 

this is a newer type of system, but many towns are already using them.  Mr. Pilling noted that he 

has tried to blend them in with the surrounding area. He noted that rain gardens were not his first 

choice but the other types will not work, again because they can't get adequate pipe cover.   

 

Mr. Hurley questioned if the two (2') foot separation is standard for this type of design.  Mr. Pilling 

stated that it meets the storm water standards.  He noted that the distances will be added on the lot 

layout sheet because he had no room to put them all on the plans.  As to the snow storage, Mr. 

Pilling stated that he could relocate it.  Mr. Hurley stated that, since these were very small lots, that 

he could see owners dumping their yard waste into them. Mr. Pilling stated that if they do, they will 

have to be the ones to clean it out.  Mr. Hurley asked Mr. Noyes if any of his projects in Seekonk 

have these rain gardens.  Mr. Noyes asked Mr. Hurley if he meant any rain gardens that actually 

worked.  He stated that he was aware of two (2) properties where these systems failed. He noted 

that Seekonk was trying to get them included into a Homeowner's Association agreement, but they 

would all have to be rebuilt first.  Mr. Pilling stated that he would be willing to not build them until 

the roadway was completed, and would have a botanist on site when he does.  Mr. Noyes stated 

that these systems do not have a good result. 

 

Mr. Hurley briefly discussed a huge area across from a mall on Route 1.  He stated that the 

engineers created a functioning wetland with elevation drops right beside the roads and driveways. 

He stated that if the Association has to pay to keep these up, they may not be inclined to do so.  Mr. 

Hurley stated that there is not any precedence for this.  Mr. Pilling stated that this type of system is 

used mostly on commercial properties and that while planning boards don't want this, conservation 

commissions are in favor of them.  Mr. Hurley noted that the DPWs don't want these either.  Mr. 

Pilling stated that these are supposed to be the system of the future, it's new, and this is what the 

DEP wants.  He noted that these are more expensive to build than the traditional drainage systems. 

Mr. Hurley stated that the beauty of the systems now in place was that they are maintenance free.  

He stated that Mr. Lanney is rightly concerned with how to take care of these and the fact that there 

are a lot of failures.  He stated that if the Board were to approve this, then the Town may have to go 

in and rebuild them at some point in the future.  Mr. Pilling stated that he had followed the 

handbook in designing these gardens.  Mr. Hurley stated that, once again, proponents are trying to 

get ten (10) pounds in a five (5) pound bag.  Mr. Stetson noted that since the DEP comes up with 

these regulations, they should come up with regulations on what the Homeowners' Associations 

need to do.  He stated that he has a problem with this design.  He noted that if they had a crystal 

ball they could determine if this would be still good in ten to fifteen (10-15) years, however he 

doesn't see this still working in a year, never mind ten years. 

 

Mr. Hurley stated that the drainage must be adequate per the subdivision control act.  He stated that 

reading Mr. Lanney's comments raised a lot of concerns for the Board.  Mr. Stetson suggested that 

they run it by Town Counsel to see if he has done any HOA agreements for this type of design.  

Mr. Hurley noted that this would be up to the proponents to submit.  Mr. Pilling stated that what  
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the Board wants him to do, he can't accomplish.  He stated that he tried to use only one (1) rain 

garden for the subdivision but he can't get all of the water into just one unit.  He stated that he has 

been going around and around and is being pushed in all directions.  He stated that he can get the 

Homeowner's Association agreement for the Board to review.  Mr. Anderson questioned if the 

Board were to disapprove this subdivision and the DEP has approved it, would the Board lose if it 

ends up in court.  Mr. Hurley noted that if they were to disapprove it, they would have to do it 

carefully.  Mr. Stetson asked if they would have to go before the DEP.  Mr. Hurley stated that any 

appeal would have to go to Superior Court under the subdivision control regulations.  Mr. Noyes 

questioned what would happen if the system failed; would they become four (4) ponds that would 

flood into the roadway?  Mr. Pilling stated that these were designed for a six (6") inch sump to 

work in any storm event.  Mr. Stetson stated that after the subfreezing temperatures of late and then 

the amount of rain that followed, some systems had two (2’) feet of water and others had one 

hundred (100’) feet by twenty (20’) feet wide ponds.  He asked what happens when these gardens 

freeze solid.  Mr. Pilling stated that eventually it will drain into the wetlands area behind the 

development.  Mr. Stetson asked why Mr. Pilling couldn’t make a swale, then pipe the water to the 

last one at the end of the development.  Mr. Pilling stated that he couldn’t do it that way because 

the Conservation Commission said no to them doing any work in the fifty (50’) foot buffer zone. 

He reminded the Board that the gardens will contain a variety of plants to absorb some of the 

water.  He noted that he does understand the Board’s reservations.  Mr. Stetson stated that he does 

not want his name on it, especially if it is not working in ten (10) years.  Mr. Pilling stated that 

there has been no hostility from the Board and that he “gets it.”  He also noted that if all of these 

fail, then the water will go to the wetlands eventually anyway. 

 

Mr. Hurley stated that, even if these do work, they are much too tight to the houses.  He suggested 

that they take Lot 4 and make one large rain garden, then even if it fails, it is in no one’s front yard, 

and the Homeowner Association can maintain that.  Mr. Noyes noted that he sees a problem if one 

of the homeowners doesn’t maintain his and the others do, then the rest are not going to be happy 

that some of their money will go to clean up something that was not their responsibility. Mr. Pilling 

stated that if they used Lot 4 then the Conservation Commission would require the HOA to 

maintain it.  Mr. Hurley noted that they could make it look good and maybe hire a landscaper to 

maintain it.  Mr. Kinahan stated that he would like to have Mr. Pilling submit the Homeowner’s 

Association documents for review by the Board.  He noted that as it stands now, these gardens will 

belong to the individual owners, not the association.  Mr. Stetson noted that the association could 

pay for a landscaper to maintain it and clean the basins even if it is ten years down the road.  Mr. 

Noyes suggested that the Board might consider keeping a surety account for ten (10) years, then fill 

them in and make them yard drains.  Mr. Stetson stated that the DEP would probably have all new 

regulations in five years.  Mr. Pilling stated that they could put some “teeth” in the agreement and 

stated that he would produce the agreement for the Board to review.  Mr. Hurley stated that they 

could get the HOA to cover it however his concern is the inequity between the owners.  He further 

stated that if the Board accepts the road, then they also accept the drainage.  He also noted that 

these rain gardens could become mosquito nests; and now mosquito bites can kill people. Mr. 

Pilling stated that the DEP is all about the plants, not about the humans. Mr. Hurley stated that it is 

the humans that this Board is worried about.   
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Mr. Hurley suggested that Mr. Pilling to address the issues that were raised by Mr. Lanney, come 

up with some examples of where these rain gardens have worked, and for how long, and submit the 

homeowner documents for the Board to review.  Mr. Pilling stated that a lot of these systems are 

used on the Cape so he may be able to get some information there.  Mr. Noyes advised Mr. Pilling 

to put the wall and drainage easements on the plans. Mr. Hurley stated that he hasn’t reached the 

comfort level for this to go forward. He also stated that he can anticipate the problems that may 

appear in the next ten (10) years, and does not want to encourage mosquito ponds. He noted that 

conservation commissions think that everything from the ocean to the top of the mountain belongs 

to them.  Building Commissioner, Michael White, asked Mr. Pilling if any of these rain gardens are 

at five (5) years that the Planning Board could visit.  Mr. Pilling stated that there are not a lot of 

them, but he will do some research.  Mr. Pilling requested to continue the public hearing until the 

next meeting.  Board members agreed.  It was noted that the deadline for action was only through 

the end of this month.  Mr. Pilling submitted a letter that grants the Planning Board an extension of 

time to act on the Luke Estates Definitive Subdivision until March 31, 2018.     

 

6.   The Farm:  
The Board received notice that Mr. Fox had been in and set up the surety for the $220,000 that the 

Board recently voted.  As the surety had been put in place, the Board released the Form J for Lots 

6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 20, 21, 22 as agreed.  Mr. Fox stated that he will begin construction as soon as 

possible.   

 

Mr. Fox also sent a complaint email with the time it took Treasurer/Collector, Scott Golder, to 

respond to the Board that the surety had been set up.  He noted that they are being held up from 

completing construction of the project.  It was noted that Mr. Golder had to await confirmation 

from the bank that everything was in place.  It was also noted that Mr. Fox had been waiting for 

several weeks for the bank to approve his loan before he could deposit the funds with the Town so 

a few days delay was not unreasonable.                                                                                                                                                                     

 

7.   586 Manley Street:   

The Board briefly discussed the upcoming public hearing for the construction of a new radio tower 

at the above site.  Mr. Hurley noted that he would not be at the public hearing, but had reviewed the 

plan and had several concerns with it.  He stated that he had contacted Larry Silva of Silva 

Engineering, and advised him of his concerns with the plan which included no Notice of Intent, 

street name, wetland plan, benchmarks, tower height, anchors, fall zone or location plan.  He also 

asked Mr. Silva if there would be telephone antennae on the tower.  He stated that he wanted to see 

a straight forward plan with the above additions; just to demonstrate to the Board that it is far 

enough away from everything.  Mr. Hurley stated that Mr. Silva would be submitting revised plans, 

but had not done so as yet.  It was reported that the revised plans were actually received today.  Mr. 

Hurley stated that he would look them over and let the Board know his findings before the hearing.   

 

8.   Belmont Street: 
Mr. Hurley reported that he had been in further contact with Lawrence Langley, of the Foster 

Company, to discuss his concerns with a proposed Chapter 40B project to be located on the above  
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street.  He stated that Mr. Langley questioned if it has been done in the past, or if the Town would 

approve a subdivision with a variance to allow for the easement if a fee virus was not possible.  Mr. 

Hurley stated that he had responded that the only time that he knew of allowing an easement for the 

fillet curve is where a subdivision road meets a public street.  He stated that he is hesitant to allow 

variances as they set a bad precedent.  Mr. Hurley stated that he had received a revised schematic 

and would review it and respond back to Mr. Langley on behalf of the Board.  

 

9.   Curbing Regulations: 
Mr. Hurley reported that Mr. Noyes has provided the Board with the official regulations for the 

proper installation of slope curbing as he had promised.  He noted that while the regulations 

provide specific cement concrete placement, most contractors do the entire length of the curbing.  

The regulations were placed on file. 

 

10.   FY19 Budget: 
The Board reviewed the proposed budget for FY19.  It was noted that this year the Board of 

Selectmen are requesting a Level Funded budget except for salary line items. It was noted that the 

clerical line item was based on the same estimate as last year which is twelve (12) hours per week 

provided that there is no increase in hours worked or in rate of pay.  There was a brief discussion 

on whether the Board wanted to increase the travel line item. Mr. Hurley reviewed the budget in 

greater detail before submitting it. There were no changes. The requests are as follows:   

 

 Elected Officials              $     0 

 Clerical Salaries     19,869 

 Longevity (29%)       1,059 

 Engineering        1,000 

 Advertising           600 

 Postage           600 

 Office Supplies          650 

 Travel         1,500 

 Dues & Meetings          100 

      Total:           $25,378    

11.   Town Report: 
Mr. Hurley reported that it was time for the annual town report to be done by March 30 at 12:00 

noon or it will not be published.  Mr. Stetson stated that he would prepare the report for the Board's 

review as he has done in the past.  The Board members agreed to have Mr. Stetson do the report 

again this year. 

   

12.    Subdivision updates: 

  

  B.C. Way: 

No further updates at this time 

 

Bresciani Way: 
 No further updates at this time        
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Green Meadows:   
No further updates as to the DPW review of the roadways.     

     

 Lamp Post Estates: 
 It was noted that there has been nothing started on this subdivision. 

 

Meadow Spring:   
 No contact from the owner, Attorney or his representative regarding the acceptance of           

the above subdivision has been made. 

          

   Pearl Road: 
 No further action at this time. 

 

 Spring Commons:   
            No further action on this subdivision. 

  

  Stoney Road: 
 Nothing further at this time. 

 

 Former Paradise Estates Subdivision: 

 No further information at this time. 

  

13.   MAIL: 

E. Bridgewater ZBA decision, re: variance, 119 Bedford Street, granted. 

Easton ZBA decision, re: modification, 9 Hollis Road, granted.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

Treasurer/Collector memos, re: postage. (regular account and revolving account) 

OCPC (MPO) minutes of 11/21/17 and agenda for 1/16/18. 

E.T. Engineering annual gift of solar powered Pocket calendars for the Board.  

Silva Engineering 2018 calendar. 

 

14.  A Motion (HA) was made to pay the Enterprise newspaper $158.61 for the first advertisement      

       for the public hearing for Woodrow Estates.  Second (GS).  Vote:  Unanimous. 

 

15.  A Motion (HA) was made to pay the secretary payroll for the period ending 1/16/17.    

       Second (AK).  Vote:  Unanimous.  It was noted that the previous payroll for 12/19/17 had  

       been signed by Mr. Hurley per the Board's vote at the last meeting.  

   

16.  The minutes of 1/3/18 were accepted and filed. 

  

17.  The meeting was adjourned at 10:00 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Donna M. Cotter, 

Secretary 


