
These agenda items are those reasonably anticipated by the Chair which may be discussed at the meeting.  Not all items listed may in 

fact be discussed and other items not listed may also be brought up for discussion to the extent permitted by law. 

 
SUDBURY BOARD OF SELECTMEN 

TUESDAY MARCH 8, 2016 
7:30 PM, TOWN HALL - LOWER LEVEL 

  
  
  

  
Item # Time Action Item 

 7:30 PM  CALL TO ORDER 

   Opening remarks by Chairman 

   Reports from Town Manager 

   Selectmen Announcements 

   Citizen's comments on items not on agenda 

TIMED ITEMS 
1. 7:40 PM VOTE / 

SIGN 

Vote on whether to approve the application of American Legion 
Post 191, Inc., d/b/a American Legion Post 191, 676 Boston Post 
Rd., Sudbury, for New Officers, under G. L. Ch. 138, s.12, Phillip 
McKenzie, Manager. Mr. McKenzie will attend. 

2.   Discussion with resident group regarding Eversource project 

MISCELLANEOUS 
3.  VOTE Discuss the Sanborn Head report on environmental conditions at 

Raytheon site, including attachments, dated 2/4/16. Also discuss 
BOS representation on the Development Agreement negotiating 
team, and possibly vote on same. 

4.  VOTE / 

SIGN 

Discussion and vote whether to sign letter to Zoning Board of 
Appeals addressing concerns about the Sudbury Station application 

5.   Discuss next steps for Minuteman withdrawal as voted at Special 
Town Meeting 2/9/16 

6.  VOTE Discussion and vote whether to approve FY17 budget as presented 
by Finance Committee on 2/23/16 

7.  VOTE Discussion of whether to help publicize the rationale behind the two 
ballot questions with a BOS letter to the editor, and possibly vote on 
same. 

8.  VOTE Town Meeting Action: Designate articles for place on consent 
calendar; take positions on any articles 

9.   Discussion on setting time on a future agenda to discuss goal-setting 



 

These agenda items are those reasonably anticipated by the Chair which may be discussed at the meeting.  Not all items listed may in 

fact be discussed and other items not listed may also be brought up for discussion to the extent permitted by law. 

 

Item # Time Action Item 

 

10.   Citizens' Comments continuation (if needed) 

11.   Discuss upcoming agenda items 

CONSENT CALENDAR 
12.  VOTE Vote to approve the regular session minutes of February 23, 2016. 

13.  VOTE / 

SIGN 

Discussion and vote on whether to approve the Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) between the Town of Sudbury and the Sudbury 
Civilian Dispatchers Teamsters Local 25, and to ratify the vote 
taken in Executive Session between the Town of Sudbury and the 
Civilian Dispatchers Teamsters Local 25; and further to authorize 
the Town Manager to sign the said MOA. 



 
 

 

 

SUDBURY BOARD OF SELECTMEN 
Tuesday, March 8, 2016 

TIMED ITEM 

1: American Legion New Officers Application 
 

REQUESTOR SECTION 
Date of request:   
 

Requestor:  American Legion Post 191, Inc. 

 
Formal Title:  Vote on whether to approve the application of American Legion Post 191, Inc., d/b/a 
American Legion Post 191, 676 Boston Post Rd., Sudbury, for New Officers, under G. L. Ch. 138, s.12, 
Phillip McKenzie, Manager. Mr. McKenzie will attend. 
 
Recommendations/Suggested Motion/Vote: Vote on whether to approve the application of American 
Legion Post 191, Inc., d/b/a American Legion Post 191, 676 Boston Post Rd., Sudbury, for New Officers, 
under G. L. Ch. 138, s.12, Phillip McKenzie, Manager. Mr. McKenzie will attend. 
 
Background Information:   
New Officers/Directors Application required to complete Change of Manager application approved 
12/15/15. 
 
Financial impact expected:$75 Application Fee 
 
Approximate agenda time requested:  10 minutes 
 
Representative(s) expected to attend meeting:  Phillip McKenzie, Manager American Legion Post 191, 
Inc. 
 

Review: 
Patty Golden Pending  
Melissa Murphy-Rodrigues Pending  
Barbara Saint Andre Pending  
Patricia A. Brown Pending  
Board of Selectmen Pending 03/08/2016 7:30 PM 
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American Legion – New Officers 

Department Feedback 
 

Fire Department Approval: 
From: Whalen, John  

Sent: Tuesday, February 16, 2016 10:24 AM 

To: Frank, Leila 

Subject: RE: American Legion: New Officers 

 

Hello Leila, 

The Fire Department has NO ISSUES with this application. 

John M. Whalen 

Assistant Fire Chief 

 

Board of Health Approval: 
From: Murphy, Bill  

Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2016 2:43 PM 

To: Frank, Leila  

Subject: RE: Reminder: American Legion: New Officers 

 

The Board of Health DOES NOT HAVE ANY ISSUES with the application. 

Bill 

 

Building Department Approval: 
From: Herweck, Mark  

Sent: Tuesday, February 16, 2016 10:25 AM 

To: Frank, Leila 

Subject: RE: American Legion: New Officers 

 

Hi Leila,  I have NO ISSUES with The American Legion Post in Sudbury. 

Thank you. 

 

Police Department Approval: 
From: Nix, Scott  

Sent: Wednesday, February 17, 2016 8:38 AM 

Subject: RE: American Legion: New Officers 

 

The police department DOES NOT HAVE AN ISSUE with the transition. 

Respectfully, 

Scott Nix 

Chief of Police 
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SUDBURY BOARD OF SELECTMEN 
Tuesday, March 8, 2016 

MISCELLANEOUS (UNTIMED) 

2: Eversource Discussion with resident group 
 

REQUESTOR SECTION 
Date of request:   
 

Requestor:  Resident Ray Phillips 

 
Formal Title:  Discussion with resident group regarding Eversource project 
 
Recommendations/Suggested Motion/Vote: Discussion with resident group regarding Eversource project 
 
Background Information:   
 
Financial impact expected:   
 
Approximate agenda time requested:  10 minutes 
 
Representative(s) expected to attend meeting:   
 

Review: 
Patty Golden Pending  
Melissa Murphy-Rodrigues Pending  
Barbara Saint Andre Pending  
Patricia A. Brown Pending  
Board of Selectmen Pending 03/08/2016 7:30 PM 

2

Packet Pg. 20



1 
 

MEMO 

TO:    Sudbury Board of Selectmen 

From:   Len Simon 

Date:    March 7, 2016 

RE:    Eversource Sudbury to Hudson Transmission Line 

 

I attended the Hudson Board of Selectmen meeting on March 7, 2016 

Hudson Board of Selectmen meeting 

Hudson’s Executive Assistant, Thomas Moses, is the Chief Administrative Office, 

will compile an email list of those who signed up for notification regarding the 

Eversource project and will distribute notices and materials via that list. 

Take away points from this meeting. 

1. The five members of the Hudson Board is unanimous in their view that the 

transmission line be placed underground.   

2. The Hudson board will not ask for the transmission line to be abandoned. 

3. Reasons for asking for the line to be underground. 
a. One 115 kV like is sufficient for all  of Hudson and Stow 
b. All power for Hudson (and Stow) comes in via a monopole from the 

opposite direction.  So while there was redundancy power could be 

lost altogether if those lines or a pole came down. 

c. In 2008 there was interruption along that source, either form a down 

pole or interruption of both lines. 

d. The town was entirely without power. 
e. A line from the east would provide a backup. 

f. Having it underground would ensure against loss of power from 

downed lines, as happened previously. 

g. Because Hudson is a terminus, or end point for the line, it must pay a 

fee to Eversource. 
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h. If the line from Sudbury is put in the terminus charge will be 

removed.  This will result in a 5‐7% savings for customers of Hudson 

Power and Light. 

i. The Hudson Board feels underground placement will be les 

objectionable to their Conservation Commission.  

j. The new line will make it easier to attract a fortune 100 company 

which looks at reliability and redundant power supply.  In particular 

the Intel plant on the hill which was a loss of revenue for Hudson 

they are looking to find a new tenant. 

4. The first resident to speak was an abutter who said having the above 
ground towers would be ‘a disaster, with the 82 foot wide cutting it would 

entail.  The abutter did not specifically ask for the line to be placed 

underground. 

5. Hudson is planning to become an intervenor at the Energy Facilities Siting 

Board. 

6. Hudson will not use town counsel but hire outside counsel with expertise in 
transmission line placement.  (May be hard to find counsel who will 

represent opponents).   

7. There is an opportunity for Sudbury to join with Hudson to oppose 
overhead transmission line.  Combine resources, common goal, additional 

bases for opposition, not fighting with each other.  Cost savings.  

8. An intervenor has the right to appeal a determination of Energy Facilities 

Siting Board.  If not an intervenor, no right of appeal. 

9. Intervenor status will get them into all meetings, copies of other 

intervenors filings. 

10. Siting board requires an intervenor to be represented by counsel, unless a 
wavier is granted. 

11. Very unlikely to overturn a finding of Energy Facilities Siting Board.  
Standard for overturning is ‘abuse of discretion. 

12. The Sudbury to Hudson project is one of 40 projects, and actually one of 
the less expensive ones. 

13. Hudson is well aware of Sudbury’s discussion of not wanting the line to be 
built at all. 

14. This is contrary to their stated position. 
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15. Hudson has contacted their legislative reps and made their views known 

that they want the line and want it, demand that it be underground. 

16. There are few abutters in Hudson, but the town stands with the few. 
17. Energy Facilities Siting Board has not submitted an application yet.  This is 

expected to happen early in the second quarter. Then intervenors have 15 

days after the hearing to file as intervenor.  Can get ready to file before 

that. 

18. Intervenor can petition to be admitted as intervenor.  Must share filings 

with other intervenors. 

19. The Preferred Route and the Notice Variation Design are both feasible, as 
demonstrated by engineering studies. 

20. The decision for the siting board is which route, Preferred or Noticed 
Variation.  No build is not an option for them. 

21. The determination of need for the transmission line has been made at 

federal and regional level, based on capacity, future demand, reliability and 

need. 

Selectmen’s positions 

Chair Lucy‐ “Calls it an underground project. 

Parent ‐ “Only wants it underground” 

Quinn – only want it underground 

Duplisea ‐ Only support if underground – if not – fight it tooth and nail. 

Durant – Underground or nothing.  Some benefit to Power and Light.  Lower 

rates. 

Quinn – should be below ground –  

Less maintenance than above,  

No 82’ swath needed,  

Lines not seen,  

Wildlife returns.   

Once done bring back wetlands to the way they were. 



4 
 

22. This is not a Hudson Power and Light Project.  It did not ask for the project. 
23. This is one of 40 projects.  ISO did much research and study was done to 

identify needs. 

24. FERC – done for reliability.  Federal Energy Regulatory Commission – works 

with ISO New England, and North American Electric Reliability Association – 

can impose a fine for non‐compliance. 

25. ISO NE meets with Eversource and National Grid.  They run studies as to 

where power is need, future demands, and need for redundancy.  Then 

projects come downstream. 

26. Energy Facilities Siting Board‐ their job is to license. 
27. This is not a toll road to transfer energy to Boston. – Per FERC rules there is 

no metering of the flow of electricity – only a return on investment for 

building the new line.  Eversource makes money off of the capital assets. 

28. Parent and Durant are members of the Hudson CPC. 

29. TO STOP THIS LINE – PROBABLY WILL NOT HAPPEN. 

30. The difference to Eversource of this project from 46 million to 100 million is 

not such a big deal – when combined with other projects and this is one of 

the less expensive ones. 

31. The open houses in Hudson on 3/15 and Sudbury on 3/16 will be a few 
tables – drop in – ask w=questions, not get same information at each table.  

Somewhat disappointing.  Will not be a big hearing with an Eversource 

panel. 

32. You or BOS can ask Eversource if they will have a public meeting to hear 

residents – or will it only be ISO NE. 

33. This project goes back 10‐15 years. 
34. Senator Eldridge will be supportive of underground transmission line and 

Representative Hogan has been asked for support for an underground line 

as well. 

35. Try to bring legislative weight to bear – on siting board. 
36. “a NO BRAINER – must be underground 

37. At the end of the day the decision for ISO will be above ground or below 
ground 

38. ISO and FERC wanted this to be done 3 years ago 
39. An abutter – what authority does Board of Selectmen have in this instance? 

Answer – not a lot, can use state law, but not a lot of authority under local 



5 
 

bylaw.  Power is to act as an intervenor, through an attorney acting on 

behalf of town. 

40. An abutter – in Winchester new lines must be underground.  That is a local 

bylaw for sub divisions within the town.  Not applicable to this project. 

Hudson selectmen noted that Hudson had not adopted the underground 

utility requirement, although other towns had done so. 

41. A discussion was directed to putting the line along the streets, but that was 
not the preferred option nor the noticed variation.  Both street routes were 

longer than the MCRT path. 

42. A resident – can this gravel path that Eversource install become a rail trail?  

Hudson got grants to pave the Assabet River trail.  Some noted it was a 

benefit to the town, and one Selectman said, “Looking forward to it.” 
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Particular to Sudbury 

Line would create miles of visual pollution 

Line is close to Route 20 and highly visible 

Line would run through and be visible to Sudbury’s the central commercial district 
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ACRONYMS, NOTES AND ABBREVIATIONS  

ISO‐NE – Independent System Operator for New England region – including 

eastern Mass. 

ISO is not part of Eversource or National Grid 

Staffed by  

Energy Facilities Siting Board –EFSB  State agency – state law applies 

Requires two routes: 

  Preferred Route 

  Noticed Variation Design 

FERC ---The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) is the United States federal 
agency with jurisdiction over interstate electricity sales, wholesale electric rates, hydroelectric 
licensing, natural gas pricing, and oil pipeline rates. FERC also reviews and authorizes liquefied 
natural gas (LNG) terminals, interstate natural gas pipelines, and non-federal hydropower 
projects. 

The top priorities in 2014 include: 

 smart grid 
 demand response 
 integration of renewables 
 natural gas - electric coordination 
 Order No. 1000 - transmission planning and cost allocation[1] 

 

NAERC   North American Electric Reliability Corporation 

At a November 15 meeting with Hudson and Sudbury it was requested that 

Eversource evaluate an underground route.  (Page 4 of Eversource document) 

 

 



 
 

 

 

SUDBURY BOARD OF SELECTMEN 
Tuesday, March 8, 2016 

MISCELLANEOUS (UNTIMED) 

3: Environmental conditions at Raytheon site 
 

REQUESTOR SECTION 
Date of request:   
 

Requestor:  Chuck Woodard 

 
Formal Title:  Discuss the Sanborn Head report on environmental conditions at Raytheon site, including 
attachments, dated 2/4/16. Also discuss BOS representation on the Development Agreement negotiating 
team, and possibly vote on same. 
 
Recommendations/Suggested Motion/Vote: Discuss the Sanborn Head report on environmental 
conditions at Raytheon site, including attachments, dated 2/4/16. Also discuss BOS 
representation on the Development Agreement negotiating team, and possibly vote on same. 
 
Background Information:   
attachments 
 
Financial impact expected:n/a 
 
Approximate agenda time requested:   
 
Representative(s) expected to attend meeting:   
 

Review: 
Patty Golden Pending  
Melissa Murphy-Rodrigues Pending  
Barbara Saint Andre Pending  
Patricia A. Brown Pending  
Board of Selectmen Pending 03/08/2016 7:30 PM 
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1 Technology Park Drive 
Westford, MA  01886 

 

1 Technology Park Drive 
Westford, MA  01886 

Mr. Steve Senna 
National Development 
2310 Washington Street 
Newton Lower Falls, MA 02462 
 
Mr. Scott Dale 
AvalonBay Communities, Inc. 
51 Sleeper Street, Suite 750 
Boston, MA 02210 
 

February 4, 2016 
File No. 3888.02 

 
 
 
 

Re: Proposed Redevelopment Project 
528 Boston Post Road, Sudbury, MA 
RTNs 3-03037, 3-17106, and 3-27243 

 
Dear Steve and Scott: 
 
Sanborn, Head & Associates, Inc. (Sanborn Head) has prepared this letter to describe the 
environmental conditions at the former Raytheon facility located at 528 Boston Post Road 
in Sudbury, MA (the Site) in the context of National Development/AvalonBay’s proposed 
redevelopment.  The Site is the location of three previously reported Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (MCP) Release Tracking Numbers (RTNs), the status of which are 
described herein. 
 
Raytheon has performed numerous rounds of sampling over the past 20 years and the 
results of these investigations have been filed with the Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP) in accordance with the MCP.  As a result, the 
environmental conditions at the Site have been thoroughly studied and are well 
understood.  Specifically, 43 soil samples have been collected at the Site by Raytheon, and 
no residual contamination in soil that would pose a health risk to future users/residents 
has been identified.  In addition, approximately 40 groundwater monitoring wells have 
been advanced at the Site by Raytheon, as shown on the attached figure.  Currently, only 
three of these monitoring wells contain concentrations of constituents above applicable 
MCP standards.  These wells are highlighted in yellow on the attached figure.  The years of 
monitoring data show that the concentrations present in groundwater are decreasing over 
time.  The groundwater containing concentrations above MCP standards represents about 
5% of the total Site area.  
 
In addition to the work previously performed by Raytheon, Sanborn Head also performed a 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment with Subsurface Investigation for the Site in August 
2015.  This included advancement of ten soil borings and installation of two monitoring 
wells.  Six soil samples and seven groundwater samples were collected (one from each of 
the new wells and five from existing wells).  Based on the data collected, Sanborn Head did 
not identify any new Recognized Environmental Conditions at the Site. 
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During demolition and construction within the RTN area, we will implement a Release 
Abatement Measure (RAM) Plan which will identify the policies and procedures that will be 
followed in the event additional contamination is encountered.  This plan will include a 
condition to stop work and contact the Licensed Site Professional (LSP) if suspected 
contamination is detected. 
 
 Additional details regarding the MCP status, current conditions and the proposed 
redevelopment project are provided below.   
 
Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) Status 
 
The three MCP RTNs associated with the Raytheon facility are summarized below:   

• Release Tracking Numbers (RTNs) 3-27243 and 3-3037 are related to the presence 
of chlorinated volatile organic compounds (CVOCs) in groundwater in the 
northeastern portion of the property.  The presence of CVOCs in groundwater, 
primarily trichloroethylene (TCE), was first identified between 1990 and 1991, and 
the Site was initially assigned RTN 3-3037.  RTN 3-3037 achieved regulatory closure 
with DEP (Pending No Further Action status) in 1997. Raytheon continued to 
monitor groundwater quality at the Site, and in 2007 provided an additional 
notification to DEP under the MCP.  While the groundwater concentrations had 
remained consistent with those detected during earlier studies, Raytheon provided 
notification as a conservative approach to assure regulatory compliance. That 
notification was assigned RTN 3-27243.  In November 2008, Raytheon submitted a 
Class C Response Action Outcome (RAO) for RTN 3-27243, which concluded that a 
Temporary Solution had been achieved, active remediation was not required and 
that regulatory compliance would be maintained through monitored natural 
attenuation (MNA) and periodic groundwater monitoring.  Raytheon has retained 
responsibility for performing ongoing monitoring activities related to this release. 

• A 1987 spill of about 35 gallons of no. 2 heating oil occurred during filling of an 
underground storage tank (UST) associated with the former Boresite Building in the 
west-central portion of the Site.  Documentation of the cleanup activities was 
provided in the DEP files for RTN 3-3037.  The UST and impacted soil near the tank 
were removed for off-Site disposal.  The UST closure report states that DEP 
concurred that sufficient soil removal had been performed.  The report concluded 
that the site did not necessitate being listed on DEP’s Location to be Investigated list 
for potential disposal sites in 1990, indicating that there is not a significant risk to 
human health and the environment related to this spill.   

• A 1998 spill of 15 to 20 gallons of hydraulic oil, resulting from an overturned crane, 
was assigned RTN 3-17106.  Absorbent materials were applied to remediate the 
spill, and approximately 1.5 cubic yards of impacted soil were also removed for off-
site disposal.  A Class A-2 RAO was filed with DEP for the release in September 1998, 
demonstrating that a Permanent Solution (i.e. regulatory closure) has been achieved 
for this release.   
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Current Conditions 
 
The most recent groundwater sampling round was performed in March 2015.  Based on 
this most recent data set, concentrations of TCE in groundwater have continued to 
decrease over time.  TCE was only detected in two monitoring wells located on the eastern 
side of the property in 2015.  These wells are screened from approximately 59 to 91 feet 
below ground surface in deep groundwater, and their locations are highlighted in yellow on 
the attached figure.  While the concentrations detected slightly exceed the MCP GW-2 
standards that are protective of vapor intrusion potential, TCE was not detected above 
laboratory reporting limits in shallower groundwater at the Site.  DEP has concluded that 
the TCE contamination is too deep to cause vapor intrusion concerns and we agree. 
 
Freon 7 was also detected in one groundwater well (GZ-106) at a concentration of 45 µg/L 
in 2015.  GZ-106 is also highlighted in yellow on the attached figure. Although this 
concentration slightly exceeds the previously derived Method 2 GW-2 standard of 13 µg/L, 
this concentration is significantly lower than the Freon 7 level detected in GZ-106 during 
prior sampling rounds performed in 2013.  Freon 7 has not been detected above the 
Method 2 GW-2 standard in the wells surrounding GZ-106. This data further supports that 
the residual groundwater concentrations in GZ-106 are localized and naturally decreasing 
over time. 
 
Proposed Redevelopment Project 
 
The proposed project will include demolition of the existing buildings and construction of a 
mix of retail and residential buildings.  There are no plans to install drinking water wells at 
the Site and all buildings will be connected to the public water supply.   
 
The lack of detectable TCE in shallow groundwater indicates that the potential for vapor 
intrusion of TCE into future Site buildings is not a concern.  The presence of Freon 7 in one 
groundwater well on the eastern edge of the property does not indicate a potential for 
vapor intrusion as no buildings are currently planned in the vicinity of GZ-106.  Should 
design plans change, Sanborn Head will provide a LSP evaluation of the potential for Freon 
7 vapor intrusion in this area of the Site.  Should a vapor intrusion potential be identified, 
appropriate and commonly used mitigation measures (e.g. vapor barriers and/or sub-slab 
venting systems) will be included in the design for the potentially affected building. 
 
During redevelopment, Sanborn Head will provide monitoring and LSP services, and the 
work will be performed in accordance with MCP requirements.  Specifically, the work 
performed within RTNs 3-27243 and 3-3037 will be performed under a RAM Plan.  The 
RAM Plan will include requirements for soil management, construction dewatering, dust 
control and air monitoring. Provisions will also be included in the RAM Plan for addressing 
unanticipated conditions, should evidence of soil contamination be encountered beneath 
existing buildings or elsewhere.  If such conditions are discovered, they will be addressed 
by the development team in accordance with the MCP and relevant local, state and federal 
regulations.  
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The 20 years of monitoring data available for the Site indicate that the groundwater 
constituents are not significantly impacting off-Site receptors, including the Town public 
water supply wells.  Based on the data, it is our opinion that water infiltration related to 
demolition of Site buildings (e.g., a temporary reduction in impervious surface) or related 
to changes in the on-Site waste water treatment and disposal system will not affect the 
residual contamination due to its depth below ground surface and/or the size of the Site.  
No impacts to neighboring properties or the Town public water supply wells are expected. 
 
We understand that DEP performed a recent review of the available files for the Site, which 
they summarized in a letter addressed to Mr. Bob Haarde, dated January 22, 2016.  The 
conclusions described in DEP’s letter are consistent with those described herein.  We note 
that more recent data was collected in 2015 which showed even lower concentrations than 
reported in DEP’s letter, as described above.  A copy of the letter is attached for reference. 
 
Conclusions 
 
Current Site conditions indicate relatively low-level concentrations of TCE in two deep 
groundwater wells and Freon-7 in one shallow groundwater well.  These concentrations 
continue to decrease with time.  No drinking water wells are planned for the Site, and 
impacts to off-Site properties from Site redevelopment activities are not anticipated.  Based 
on the current development plans, potential vapor intrusion issues are also not a concern.   
 
No contamination in soil that would pose a health risk to future users/residents has been 
identified. Regardless, procedures will be implemented to appropriately address 
unanticipated conditions in soil, should they arise during construction.  Construction 
activities performed within RTNs 3-27243 and 3-3037 will be performed under a RAM Plan 
in accordance with the MCP.  Based on the above information, it is our opinion that the 
proposed redevelopment project will not pose a health, environmental or natural resource 
risk to future residents, neighbors or the community.  
 
Please contact the undersigned if you have any questions. 
 
Very truly yours,  
SANBORN, HEAD & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
 
 
 
Patricia M. Pinto, P.E., LSP 
Vice President 

 

 
PMP/KPS: pmp 
 
Encl: Figure 1, Exploration Location Plan 
 Letter from DEP to Bob Haarde, dated January 22, 2016 
 
 

P:\3800s\3888.02\Source Files\20160204 Sudbury LSP Letter.docx 
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NOTES:

1. THE BASE MAP WAS DRAWN FROM A PLAN ENTITLED, "EXISTING CONDITIONS PLAN
OF LAND", PREPARED BY VANASSE HANGEN BRUSTLIN, INC. (VHB) OF
WATERTOWN, MA, DATED OCTOBER 12, 2015 WITH AN ORIGINAL SCALE OF 1" = 40'.

2. EXPLORATION DESIGNATED SH-3 THROUGH SH-7 WERE ADVANCED BY
GEOSEARCH, INC. (GEOSEARCH) OF FITCHBURG, MA AND OBSERVED BY
SANBORN HEAD BETWEEN MAY 27 AND 29, 2015.

3. EXPLORATION DESIGNATED SH-8 THROUGH SH-10 WERE ADVANCED BY
GEOSEARCH AND OBSERVED BY SANBORN HEAD ON MAY 29, 2015.

4. EXPLORATION DESIGNATED SH-1(W) THROUGH SH-2(W) WERE ADVANCED BY
GEOSEARCH AND OBSERVED BY SANBORN HEAD BETWEEN MAY 27 AND 28, 2015.

5. APPROXIMATE LOCATIONS OF EXPLORATIONS BY SANBORN HEAD ARE BASED ON
TAPED MEASUREMENTS MADE IN THE FIELD RELATIVE TO PROMINENT SITE
FEATURES. THIS DATA SHOULD BE CONSIDERED ACCURATE ONLY TO THE
DEGREE IMPLIED BY THE METHOD USED.

6. APPROXIMATE LOCATIONS OF EXPLORATIONS BY OTHERS ARE BASED ON PLANS
BY OTHERS. THIS DATA SHOULD BE CONSIDERED ACCURATE ONLY TO THE
DEGREE IMPLIED BY THE METHOD USED.

LEGEND:

APPROXIMATE LOCATION AND DESIGNATION OF TEST BORING BY
SANBORN HEAD (MAY 2015)

APPROXIMATE LOCATION AND DESIGNATION TEST BORING COMPLETED AS
A MONITORING WELL BY SANBORN HEAD (MAY 2015)

APPROXIMATE LOCATION AND DESIGNATION OF SHALLOW TEST BORING
BY SANBORN HEAD (MAY 2015)

APPROXIMATE LOCATION AND DESIGNATION OF MONITORING WELL BY
OTHERS

APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF DESTROYED MONITORING WELL
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SUDBURY BOARD OF SELECTMEN 
Tuesday, March 8, 2016 

MISCELLANEOUS (UNTIMED) 

4: Letter to ZBA re: Sudbury Station 
 

REQUESTOR SECTION 
Date of request:   
 

Requestor:  Seletman Iuliano 

 
Formal Title:  Discussion and vote whether to sign letter to Zoning Board of Appeals addressing concerns 
about the Sudbury Station application 
 
Recommendations/Suggested Motion/Vote: Discussion and vote whether to sign letter to Zoning 
Board of Appeals addressing concerns about the Sudbury Station application  
 
Background Information:   
Attached letter 
 
Financial impact expected:n/a 
 
Approximate agenda time requested:  15 minutes 
 
Representative(s) expected to attend meeting:   
 

Review: 
Patty Golden Pending  
Melissa Murphy-Rodrigues Pending  
Barbara Saint Andre Pending  
Patricia A. Brown Pending  
Board of Selectmen Pending 03/08/2016 7:30 PM 
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TO:   Zoning Board of Appeals 
FROM: Board of Selectmen 
CC:  Melissa Murphy-Rodrigues, Town Manager 
  Jody Kablack, Town Planner 
DATE:  March __, 2016 
RE:  Village at Sudbury Station Comprehensive Permit Application 
 
The Board of Selectmen has reviewed the materials submitted in support of the Village at 
Sudbury Station Comprehensive Permit Application, has participated in the October 6, 2015, site 
visit conducted by MassHousing, and has observed multiple presentations by the developers of 
the proposed project. 
 
Based on an informed review of the project as currently proposed, and taking into consideration 
our commitment to increasing affordable housing options in Sudbury, the Board has grave 
concerns about the potential impacts from this development and does not support the 
development for the reasons set forth below.  This particular site, adjacent to the historic 
Sudbury Town center and burial grounds and on a parcel targeted for open space protection, is 
not appropriate for a densely packed, large-scale housing development. The Board urges the 
Zoning Board of Appeals to deny the comprehensive permit unless these harmful impacts can be 
appropriately mitigated. 
 
The Board’s primary concerns are as follows: 
 
Density/Large Building Massing:  The net density of the proposed project is 18.59 units per 
buildable acre, which far exceeds that of any other 40B development in Sudbury (on average 6 
units/acre).  A myriad of interconnected factors, including public safety, traffic, environment, 
design, and open space needs, support the conclusion that the size and the density of the 
development are inappropriate. 
 
Preservation of the Character of Historic Sudbury:  The property is adjacent to the Sudbury 
Center Historic District and is surrounded by historic buildings and scenic landscapes.  The 
negative visual impacts of inserting rows of large buildings into this setting, permanently altering 
the character of the historic Town center, indicate inappropriate siting.   In particular, the 
proposed building layout positions several large buildings along the edge of the New Town 
Cemetery.  The permitting process must require steps to limit the visibility of the development 
from the historic Town center or other views.   
 
The proposal so far has provided inadequate and inconsistent detail to show that there would be 
sufficient vegetation left for effective buffering.  The project’s density, in connection with 
grading, wastewater, and stormwater concerns, indicates buildings pushed to the edges of the 
property line with little buffering.  Further, given building heights and locations, additional 
information concerning view lines would be needed to verify the developer’s claims of reduced 
visibility. 
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Public Safety:  The proposal, including the traffic study submitted, does not adequately address 
critical questions about traffic safety at the two access points.  Essential concerns include the 
sightlines at both points and hazards created by the disadvantageous off-sets with Candy Hill 
Road (on Concord) and Peakham Road (on Hudson).  The developer envisions Hudson Road as 
the primary ingress/egress point, but Hudson Road is already hazardous and congested.  Traffic 
regularly backs up from the lights at the intersection of Hudson Road and Concord Road far 
beyond Peakham Road. The proposed Hudson Road access point presents conflicts with over 
eight existing roadways and driveways, including commercial properties.  Public safety requires 
safe access to the development by public safety vehicles in addition to school busses and regular 
traffic.  Moreover, added traffic could impede the prompt response from emergency vehicles 
exiting the Police and Fire Station driveways. 
 
Further, building height, placement, and access must be considered carefully in light of public 
safety response times to the new housing units.  We encourage the ZBA to seek significant input 
from our public safety professionals. 
 
Traffic Flow:  The study does not sufficiently consider the existing traffic flow challenges in 
Sudbury, including impacts to side streets and alternative routes, traffic back-ups at both work 
and school commute peak periods, and the large number of school busses that must proceed 
through Town center.  The school bus parking lot driveway is very close to the project’s Concord 
Road access point.   
 
A connection between Hudson Road and Concord Road would bypass the Town center 
intersection, providing a cut-through opportunity for local traffic; the effects on both traffic flow 
and public safety within the development must be understood and addressed.  The recent 
redesign of the Town center intersection improved the traffic flow as constraints allowed.  
However, this intersection, approximately 600 feet away from the proposed access point, still has 
a low level of service that would be negatively impacted by the proposed development and 
provides an incentive for traffic to cut through the development. 
 
Preservation of Historical and Cultural Resources:  The historical and cultural sensitivity of 
the development property raises serious concerns about the destruction of irreplaceable artifacts 
or resources.  It would be in Sudbury’s interest if, through this process, the site could be 
evaluated for such resources. 
 
Environmental Impacts:  There is no infrastructure on the proposed site and the terrain will 
pose challenges for installation of utilities and other structures.   Wastewater and stormwater 
plans would need to be carefully assessed to avoid harmful effects for the local wildlife, nearby 
wetlands, and other environmental resources. 
 
Fiscal Impact:  Early conversations with the developers indicated their understanding of 
Sudbury’s need for analysis of the impact of 250 new housing units on the Town’s infrastructure, 
school system, public safety requirements, and public health and other municipal needs.  The 
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Board seeks the completion of such analysis to ensure available mitigating measures can be 
implemented and to allow for appropriate planning. 
 
Under the 40B comprehensive permitting process, the ZBA looks to the needs of the Town as a 
whole, taking into account the input from various boards including the Planning Board, the 
Conservation Commission, and the Historic Districts Commission.  The development proposal 
seeks waivers of more than 30 bylaws and regulations that would otherwise be fully enforced 
and reflect the Town’s priorities.   
 
Again, the Board urges the ZBA to make full use of available means within the permitting 
process to protect the Town’s safety, environmental, open space, site and building design, and 
other local needs.  We appreciate the enormous time and effort required of the ZBA by the 
careful consideration of two concurrent permit applications at this time. 
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SUDBURY BOARD OF SELECTMEN 
Tuesday, March 8, 2016 

MISCELLANEOUS (UNTIMED) 

5: Discuss Minuteman withdrawal 
 

REQUESTOR SECTION 
Date of request:   
 

Requested by:  Patty Golden 

 
Formal Title:  Discuss next steps for Minuteman withdrawal as voted at Special Town Meeting 2/9/16 
 
Recommendations/Suggested Motion/Vote: Discuss next steps for Minuteman withdrawal as voted at 
Special Town Meeting 2/9/16 
 
Background Information:   
 
Financial impact expected:   
 
Approximate agenda time requested:   
 
Representative(s) expected to attend meeting:   
 

Review: 
Patty Golden Pending  
Melissa Murphy-Rodrigues Pending  
Barbara Saint Andre Pending  
Patricia A. Brown Pending  
Board of Selectmen Pending 03/08/2016 7:30 PM 
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From: Rodrigues, Melissa 
Sent: Tuesday, February 16, 2016 2:33 PM 
To: Brown, Patricia 
Subject: Minuteman 

Hello all, 
Like many of you I have been brainstorming about next steps re: Vocational ed.  Obviously, many communities are 
left to vote, but I think on March 1 we should be ready to move. 
  
1) Today, we formally notified Minuteman (per the regional agreement) of the votes taken at STM.  They had 
already recognized our votes, but we sent copes just to be sure. 
  
2) We should pull together the stakeholders in Sudbury to put in train the changes that must be in place to support 
our vocational students in September 2017.  These stakeholders include: 
   a) Town Manager and Board of Selectmen to represent the town.  (Or designee.) 
   b) SPS School Committee and SPS Superintendent to represent the schools.  (Or designee.) 
   c) Guidance counselors/career coaches 
   d) Town Counsel (to help us determine who does what in the future) 
  
These stakeholders should discuss and/or decide: 
a)      Obtaining an agreement to send Sudbury students to a vocational school as Out‐Of‐District students.  How 

soon must this process begin, and how do we proceed?  My understanding is that our students will attend 
Assabet Regional Vocational; ideally, we'd have an arrangement in place prior to September 2016, so that 
our guidance team could prepare to advise students in the spring of 2017 for their opportunities in the fall of 
2017.  Arrangements for Assabet to invite Sudbury students to view their school should also be 
discussed.  What if Assabet doesn’t offer a program a student wants?  Do we need more than one 
agreement? 
  

b)      Arranging (including budgeting) for transportation of Sudbury's Out‐Of‐District vocational students to the 
new school.  How will this be included in the budget?  How will they work as we are still paying to transport 
students to Minuteman.  Will our transportation amount from them decrease as the number of students 
decreases?   
  

c)       If Sudbury's membership in the Minuteman District ends effective July 1, 2017, then we will need to 
transport our graduating students to Minuteman for the three "overlap" years (SY 2017‐18, SY2018‐19, SY 
2019‐20).   Would this still be included as if we were in district?   
  

d)      Budgeting for the tuition/capital costs of Sudbury's graduating students at Minuteman for the three 
overlap years. 
  

e)      Strategic planning to join the new district. 
  

f)       Understanding how our chapter 70 will work and planning for gap years 
  

Would it benefit us to hire a consultant? 
  
Melissa Murphy‐Rodrigues, Esq. 
Town Manager of Sudbury, MA 
278 Old Sudbury Road 
Sudbury, MA 01776 
978‐639‐3381 
Fax: 978‐443‐0756 
www.sudbury.ma.us 
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SUDBURY BOARD OF SELECTMEN 
Tuesday, March 8, 2016 

MISCELLANEOUS (UNTIMED) 

6: Vote FY17 budget 
 

REQUESTOR SECTION 
Date of request:   
 

Requestor:  Chairman Brown 

 
Formal Title:  Discussion and vote whether to approve FY17 budget as presented by Finance Committee 
on 2/23/16 
 
Recommendations/Suggested Motion/Vote: Discussion and vote whether to approve FY17 budget as 
presented by Finance Committee on 2/23/16 
 
Background Information:   
 
Financial impact expected:   
 
Approximate agenda time requested:   
 
Representative(s) expected to attend meeting:   
 

Review: 
Patty Golden Pending  
Melissa Murphy-Rodrigues Pending  
Barbara Saint Andre Pending  
Patricia A. Brown Pending  
Board of Selectmen Pending 03/08/2016 7:30 PM 
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SUDBURY BOARD OF SELECTMEN 
Tuesday, March 8, 2016 

MISCELLANEOUS (UNTIMED) 

7: Ballot question discussion 
 

REQUESTOR SECTION 
Date of request:   
 

Requestor:  Selectman Woodard 

 
Formal Title:  Discussion of whether to help publicize the rationale behind the two ballot questions with a 
BOS letter to the editor, and possibly vote on same. 
 
Recommendations/Suggested Motion/Vote: Discussion of whether to help publicize the rationale behind 
the two ballot questions with a BOS letter to the editor, and possibly vote on same. 
 
Background Information:   
Include text of ballot questions? 
 
Financial impact expected:n/a 
 
Approximate agenda time requested:  10 minutes 
 
Representative(s) expected to attend meeting:   
 

Review: 
Patty Golden Pending  
Melissa Murphy-Rodrigues Pending  
Barbara Saint Andre Pending  
Patricia A. Brown Pending  
Board of Selectmen Pending 03/08/2016 7:30 PM 
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Ballot Question No. 1 

"Shall an act passed by the general court in the year 2016, entitled 'An Act extending a certain 
property tax exemption for seniors in the town of Sudbury', be accepted?" 
 

Yes_____   No_____ 
 
SUMMARY: The 2015 Annual Town Meeting voted to petition the state legislature to extend the 
town’s means tested property tax exemption for senior citizens. The means tested senior tax 
exemption was first enacted under Chapter 169 of the Acts of 2012 (the Act) for a three year period, 
and reduces property taxes for certain low and moderate income seniors. The Legislature enacted 
Chapter 10 of the Acts of 2016, which extends the means tested senior tax exemption for another 
three years, and allows town meeting to vote on further extensions.  
 
While preserving the current state wide exemptions received by senior citizens, those seniors whose 
income qualifies them for the Circuit Breaker exemption and who make application under this 
program are eligible to receive an additional property tax exemption, capped at 50%, if they meet 
specific criteria and are approved by the Board of Assessors. The criteria include 10-year Sudbury 
residency, age 65 and above with any joint applicant to be age 60 and above, and the value of the 
home no greater than the average Sudbury home plus 10%.  
 
Funds for this program are derived from a burden shift within the residential tax levy.  The total of all 
exemptions granted under this Act are set by the Board of Selectmen in a range of ½% to 1% percent 
of the fiscal years total residential tax levy.  
 
This ballot question would accept Chapter 10 of the Acts of 2016, which amends Chapter 169 of the 
Acts of 2012 (the Act) by extending the senior means test exemption for an additional three years, 
and by providing that the Sudbury town meeting shall vote in 2018, and every three years thereafter if 
the Act has not expired, whether to extend the Act for an additional three year period.  
 
A “yes” vote on this question will accept Chapter 10 of the Acts of 2016, extending the means tested 
senior tax exemption for three years and allowing future extensions by town meeting vote; a “no” 
vote would reject Chapter 10 of the Acts of 2016 and terminate the means tested senior tax 
exemption.  
 
ARGUMENT FOR PASSAGE:  For the past three years Sudbury has provided relief to qualified low 
& moderate income older resident applicants limiting their property taxes to 10% of income.  Each 
year, providing exemptions to all qualified applicants was accomplished by a tax burden shift of less 
than ½% (a $50 increase for a $10,000 property tax bill).   

Extending the means tested senior exemption will continue to enable eligible low & moderate income 
seniors to stay in their homes despite the burden of rising property taxes and limited incomes. The 
50% maximum property tax exemption means beneficiaries still fully pay their share of town 
services. Helping seniors stay in Sudbury helps reduce future tax increases for everyone because 
when senior families leave, younger families invariable move in, adding to our school costs.   

This program has enjoyed wide support. At the 2012 Special Election, 70% of voters approved the 
pilot program. The Board of Selectmen sponsored the 2015 town meeting article to petition the 
legislature to permanently extend the senior exemption. It was unanimously supported by the Finance 
committee and passed with more than 90% of town meeting votes.   

Your “Yes” vote is to extend the means tested senior exemption program indefinitely subject to town 
meeting reauthorization in 2018 and every three years thereafter.   
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ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION:  Chapter 10 of the Acts of 2016 would extend the means tested 
senior property tax exemption. This program reduces property taxes for certain low and moderate 
income seniors, however, when these property tax owners are granted an exemption, it means that the 
amount exempted is shifted to the remaining tax payers.   

 
 

Ballot Question No 2 
"Shall the Town's acceptance of Chapter 31 of the General Laws (Civil Service law) be revoked for 
all positions in the Police Department?" 

 
Yes_____   No_____ 

 
 

SUMMARY: The members of the Police Department are currently subject to the state Civil Service 
law, General Laws Chapter 31, which governs matters such as original appointments, promotions, and 
termination from employment. In 1954, the town at the annual town election voted to place the police 
department under the Civil Service statute. The voters are now being asked whether to revoke that 
1954 vote. 
 
This ballot question would revoke the town’s acceptance of General Laws Chapter 31, the state Civil 
Service statute, for all positions in the Police Department.  
 
A “yes” vote on this question will revoke the town’s acceptance of General Laws Chapter 31 for all 
positions in the Police Department; a “no” vote would retain the town’s acceptance of General Laws 
Chapter 31 for positions in the Police Department. 
 
ARGUMENT FOR PASSAGE:  Civil Service is an antiquated system that drastically restricts hiring 
parameters based on state wide needs; not the specific needs of Sudbury. Sudbury entered in to Civil 
Service in 1954 with the primary purpose being to deter unjust hiring practices, improper discipline 
methods and/or political interference.  As time progressed many other mechanisms are now in place 
to prevent such occurrences.  Transitioning to a non-civil service department will allow for a larger, 
more talented pool of candidates to find the best for Sudbury. The hiring parameters can be tailored to 
the needs of Sudbury. The majority of support services previously provided by Civil Service have 
become the Town’s responsibility given the substantial reduction in Civil Service employees.  Many 
area departments were or have become non-civil service; these include Lincoln, Concord, Acton, 
Maynard, Stow, Weston, Wellesley, Carlisle among others.  Other area departments pursuing the 
possibility of leaving are Wayland, Natick and Framingham. The Chief of Police and all police 
personnel unanimously support leaving Civil Service. This change will greatly enhance the ability of 
the police department to attract the proper candidates for employment with the department.  
 
ARGUMENT IN OPPOSITION:  The state Civil Service laws were enacted to promote fairness and 
impartiality in hiring, promotions, job termination, and other employment decisions. Revoking 
acceptance of Civil Service for positions in the police department means that the Civil Service 
requirements and procedures will no longer apply to the police department. 

 

7.a

Packet Pg. 51

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t7
.a

: 
A

T
E

 W
ar

ra
n

t_
b

al
lo

t_
q

u
es

ti
o

n
s 

 (
17

12
 :

 B
al

lo
t 

q
u

es
ti

o
n

 d
is

cu
ss

io
n

)



 
 

 

 

SUDBURY BOARD OF SELECTMEN 
Tuesday, March 8, 2016 

MISCELLANEOUS (UNTIMED) 

8: Town Meeting Action 
 

REQUESTOR SECTION 
Date of request:   
 

Requested by:  Patty Golden 

 
Formal Title:  Town Meeting Action: Designate articles for place on consent calendar; take positions on 
any articles 
 
Recommendations/Suggested Motion/Vote: Town Meeting Action: Designate articles for place on 
consent calendar; take positions on any articles 
 
Background Information:   
Attached list of ATM articles with columns added for Article Presenter, BOS position, Report BOS 
position, etc. 
 
Financial impact expected:   
 
Approximate agenda time requested:   
 
Representative(s) expected to attend meeting:   
 

Review: 
Patty Golden Pending  
Melissa Murphy-Rodrigues Pending  
Barbara Saint Andre Pending  
Patricia A. Brown Pending  
Board of Selectmen Pending 03/08/2016 7:30 PM 
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ATM 2016 Articles 3/4/2016

# Article Title Sponsor Status Amount

Article 

Presenter

BOS 

Position

Report 

BOS 

Position at 

ATM

Required 

Vote

Consent 

Calendar

1 Hear Reports BOS submitted N/A Radoski Majority

2 FY16 Budget Adjustments BOS submitted Haarde Majority

3 Stabilization Fund BOS submitted Woodard Two‐thirds

4 FY17 Budget FinCom submitted Majority

5

FY17 Transfer Station Enterprise 

Fund Budget FinCom submitted Majority

6 FY17 Pool Enterprise Fund Budget FinCom submitted ‐‐ Majority

7

FY17 Recreation Field 

Maintenance Enterprise Fund 

Budget FinCom submitted ‐‐ Majority

8 Unpaid Bills

Town 

Acct submitted ‐‐ Four‐fifths

9 Chapter 90 Highway Funding

DPW 

Director submitted ‐‐ Majority

10 Town/School Revolving Funds

Finance 

Director submitted MMR? Majority

11

Establish Solar Energy Savings 

Revolving Fund

Energy 

Com 

mittee submitted

B Braun? 

Kelly? Majority

12

Rolling Stock Stabilization Fund ‐ 

Repurposing BOS submitted

Chuck 

Woodard

Two‐

thirds, if 

borrowed

13 FY17 Capital  Budget (generic)

Town 

Manager submitted MMR?

Two‐

thirds, if 

borrowed

14

A. Purchase of Fire Dept 

Ambulance;                                         

B. Purchase of Fire Dept Ladder 

Truck  Fire Chief submitted

Chief 

Miles/ 

Chuck 

Woodard

Two‐

thirds, if 

borrowed

15 DPW Rolling Stock Replacement

DPW 

Director submitted

Bill Place 

?

Two‐

thirds, if 

borrowed

16

School Rooftop HVAC Unit 

Replacement

Facilities 

Director submitted

Jim Kelly 

?

Two‐

thirds, if 

borrowed

17

Town and  Schools Parking Lots, 

and Sidewalks Improvements

Facilities 

Director submitted

Jim Kelly 

?

Two‐

thirds, if 

borrowed

18

Nixon School Crosswalk Traffic 

Signal

Facilities 

Director/

Police 

Chief submitted

Jim Kelly/ 

Scott Nix
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ATM 2016 Articles 3/4/2016

# Article Title Sponsor Status Amount

Article 

Presenter

BOS 

Position

Report 

BOS 

Position at 

ATM

Required 

Vote

Consent 

Calendar

19

Town and School Security and 

Access Controls

Facilities 

Director/

Police 

Chief submitted

Jim Kelly/ 

Scott Nix

20 LSRHS Security Improvement

LSRHS 

Committ

ee submitted LS rep?

21 Schools Maintenance Garage

Facilities 

Director submitted Jim Kelly

22 DPW Cold Storage Garage Addition

Facilities 

Director/

DPW submitted

Jim Kelly/ 

Bill Place

Two‐

thirds, if 

borrowed

23

DPW Underground Fuel Storage 

Replacement

Facilities 

Director/

DPW submitted

Jim Kelly/ 

Bill Place

Two‐

thirds, if 

borrowed

24 Walkways Planning   submitted

Jody 

Kablack?

25 Featherland Tennis Courts

Park & 

Rec submitted

26 Street Acceptances BOS submitted

Pat 

Brown Two thirds

27

Amend Town Bylaws, Art. III.11 

Town Forum BOS submitted

Susan 

Iuliano Majority

28

Rescind Civil Service Laws and 

Regulations Acceptance ‐ Sudbury 

Police Department BOS

with‐

drawal 

requested

29

Disposition of Existing Police 

Station, 415 Boston Post Road BOS

with‐

drawal 

requested

30

Demolition of Former Police 

Station

Facilities 

Director

with‐

drawal 

requested

31

Bylaw Change: October Town 

Meeting

Town 

Manager submitted

Melissa 

Rodrigues

32

Purchase Development 

Rights/Grant Conservation 

Restriction ‐ Wayside Inn Land BOS submitted

Chuck 

Woodard
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ATM 2016 Articles 3/4/2016

# Article Title Sponsor Status Amount

Article 

Presenter

BOS 

Position

Report 

BOS 

Position at 

ATM

Required 

Vote

Consent 

Calendar

33

Fairbank Community Center 

Design

Fairbank 

Task 

Force submitted

Jim Kelly/ 

Fairbank 

member?

34 Fairbank Roof Replacement

Facilities 

Director

with‐

drawal 

requested

35

Minuteman High School Debt 

Bonding MMHS submitted

36

Amend Zoning Bylaw, Art. IX, 

section 7000 ‐Definition of Dog 

Kennel

Planning 

Board submitted Two Thirds

37

Amend Zoning Bylaw, Art. IX, 

section 4345 ‐Wireless Services 

Overlay, Uses Available as of Right

Planning 

Board submitted Two Thirds

CPC Articles:

38 Sudbury Housing Trust Allocation CPC submitted

39 Goodnow Library Archives CPC submitted

40 Town Center Landscaping CPC submitted

41

Sudbury Historical Center and 

Museum at the Loring Parsonage CPC submitted

42

Bruce Freeman Rail Trail Partial 

75% Design CPC submitted

43 FY17 CPC Budget CPC submitted

Petition Articles:

44 Walkways

De 

Pompeii submitted

45

Remote Participation at Town 

Meeting Gentile submitted
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SUDBURY BOARD OF SELECTMEN 
Tuesday, March 8, 2016 

MISCELLANEOUS (UNTIMED) 

9: Discussion on setting time to discuss goal-setting 
 

REQUESTOR SECTION 
Date of request:   
 

Requested by:  Patty Golden 

 
Formal Title:  Discussion on setting time on a future agenda to discuss goal-setting 
 
Recommendations/Suggested Motion/Vote: Discussion on setting time on a future agenda to discuss goal-
setting 
 
Background Information:   
 
Financial impact expected:   
 
Approximate agenda time requested:   
 
Representative(s) expected to attend meeting:   
 

Review: 
Patty Golden Pending  
Melissa Murphy-Rodrigues Pending  
Barbara Saint Andre Pending  
Patricia A. Brown Pending  
Board of Selectmen Pending 03/08/2016 7:30 PM 
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SUDBURY BOARD OF SELECTMEN 
Tuesday, March 8, 2016 

MISCELLANEOUS (UNTIMED) 

10: Citizens' Comments continuation 
 

REQUESTOR SECTION 
Date of request:   
 

Requested by:  Patty Golden 

 
Formal Title:  Citizens' Comments continuation (if needed) 
 
Recommendations/Suggested Motion/Vote: Citizens' Comments continuation (if needed) 
 
Background Information:   
none 
 
Financial impact expected:n/a 
 
Approximate agenda time requested:   
 
Representative(s) expected to attend meeting:   
 

Review: 
Patty Golden Pending  
Melissa Murphy-Rodrigues Pending  
Barbara Saint Andre Pending  
Patricia A. Brown Pending  
Board of Selectmen Pending 03/08/2016 7:30 PM 
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SUDBURY BOARD OF SELECTMEN 
Tuesday, March 8, 2016 

MISCELLANEOUS (UNTIMED) 

11: Discuss upcoming agenda items 
 

REQUESTOR SECTION 
Date of request:   
 

Requested by:  Patty Golden 

 
Formal Title:  Discuss upcoming agenda items 
 
Recommendations/Suggested Motion/Vote:  
 
Background Information:   
 
Financial impact expected:   
 
Approximate agenda time requested:   
 
Representative(s) expected to attend meeting:   
 

Review: 
Patty Golden Pending  
Melissa Murphy-Rodrigues Pending  
Barbara Saint Andre Pending  
Patricia A. Brown Pending  
Board of Selectmen Pending 03/08/2016 7:30 PM 
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SUDBURY BOARD OF SELECTMEN 
Tuesday, March 8, 2016 

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 

12: Minutes approval 
 

REQUESTOR SECTION 
Date of request:   
 

Requested by:  Patty Golden 

 
Formal Title:  Vote to approve the regular session minutes of February 23, 2016. 
 
Recommendations/Suggested Motion/Vote: Vote to approve the regular session minutes of February 23, 
2016. 
 
Background Information:   
Attached draft minutes 
 
Financial impact expected:   
 
Approximate agenda time requested:   
 
Representative(s) expected to attend meeting:   
 

Review: 
Patty Golden Pending  
Melissa Murphy-Rodrigues Pending  
Barbara Saint Andre Pending  
Patricia A. Brown Pending  
Board of Selectmen Pending 03/08/2016 7:30 PM 
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SUDBURY BOARD OF SELECTMEN 
Tuesday, March 8, 2016 

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 

13: MOA Dispatchers Union 
 

REQUESTOR SECTION 
Date of request:   
 

Requested by:  Patty Golden 

 
Formal Title:  Discussion and vote on whether to approve the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
between the Town of Sudbury and the Sudbury Civilian Dispatchers Teamsters Local 25, and to ratify the 
vote taken in Executive Session between the Town of Sudbury and the Civilian Dispatchers Teamsters 
Local 25; and further to authorize the Town Manager to sign the said MOA. 
 
Recommendations/Suggested Motion/Vote: Discussion and vote on whether to approve the 

Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the Town of Sudbury and the Sudbury Civilian Dispatchers 

Teamsters Local 25, and to ratify the vote taken in Executive Session between the Town of Sudbury and 

the Civilian Dispatchers Teamsters Local 25; and further to authorize the Town Manager to sign the said 

MOA. 
 
Background Information:   
attached 
 
Financial impact expected:   
 
Approximate agenda time requested:   
 
Representative(s) expected to attend meeting:   
 

Review: 
Patty Golden Pending  
Melissa Murphy-Rodrigues Pending  
Barbara Saint Andre Pending  
Patricia A. Brown Pending  
Board of Selectmen Pending 03/08/2016 7:30 PM 
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