Minutes

Planning Board
Wednesday, June 28, 2006
Town Hall

Page 1 of 8

Present: Michael Fee (Chairman), Lisa Eggleston, Christopher Morely,
Michael Hunter, Eric Poch, Joe Sziabowski (Associate, left at 9 p.m.),
Jody Kablack (Planner)

The meeting was called to order at 7:45 p.m.
Scenic Road Public Hearing; 326 Concord Road and 1 Briant Drive

The chairman read the notice into record.

Jody Kablack: One tree for the Grange Site Plan is in the right of way. The maples are on
private property and the mulberry is not healthy (based on the Grange Site Plan). The
other portion of this scenic road hearing is for the last section of walkway between Briant
and Kendra. One easement was needed (from the Goldsteins) and has been granted but 5
trees will have to come down. For the record, the hearing notice lists 8 poplar trees for
removal at 1 Briant Drive. That was overestimated, the amount to be removed is 5.
Removal is necessary to make the transition for the walkway. The existing stone wall is
in the right of way. The walkway will go behind it (the Town owns 8’of that area behind
the wall). They will be punching through 6’ of the wall then staying behind it.

Lyn MacLean (Historical Commission): The Historical Commission agrees for safety
purposes, the trees will have to come down.

Lee Swanson: He is attending this hearing for the mulberry tree at the Grange site. Is it
necessary for it to come down?

Scott Taylor (Tree Warden): The tree is compromised and has to keep getting cut back.
It does not look good aesthetically.

Lee Swanson: He is okay with the removal but members on the Historical Society
request another mulberry be planted elsewhere on the site. Mulberry trees are a historic
species in the state of Massachusetts. In addition, some members did not know about this
hearing.

Jody Kablack: The Planning Board can make a recommendation for the Sudbury
Foundation to replant.

Mike Fee: Inquired about the historic aspect of mulberry trees.

Lee Swanson: It was a fad in which Massachusetts residents earned money selling
saplings in 1870. They encouraged people to buy silk worms as a means of income since
silk worms feed on mulberry trees.

On motion duly made and seconded, it was unanimously:

VOTED: To approve the removal of 5 poplar trees and approximately 6 feet of
stone wall within the Willis Road right of way at 1 Briant Drive, for
walkway construction; and removal of one mulberry tree at 326
Concord Road.
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The Planning Board advises the Sudbury Foundation to replant a mulberry tree on the
site.

Northwoods/142 North Road- Request for Bond Release
Jody Kablack: All the work has been completed, she recommends release.
On motion duly made and seconded, it was unanimously:

VOTED: To release the bond for 142 North Road in the amount of $42,000 and
interest.

Willis Hill 11 Subdivision (Kendra Lane)

Jody Kablack: The deadline for all work completion is July 20, 2006 with half of the
work to have been done by November 15, 2005. That was not met; the only thing Bob
Quirk did was stabilize the driveways. He has stated in writing the paving work will be
completed by July 20, 2006. The bond being held is for $280,000.

The Planning Board instructed the Town Planner to send a certified letter to Bob Quirk
stating the Board’s intention to call the bond in an amount sufficient to complete the
work required at 46 & 56 Cudworth Drive if the work is not completed within 45 days
from receipt of letter (with a reminder of the July 20" deadline).

On motion duly made and seconded, it was unanimously:

VOTED: To send a statutory letter to Robert Quirk demanding completion of
Willis Hill 1 Subdivision work in 45 days or the bond will be taken.

Maillet Estates Definitive Subdivision — Public Hearing
Mike Fee read the notice into record and reviewed file documents.

Jody Kablack: This proposal was discussed informally last fall with town staff and the
applicant. The big issue was the alignment of the road with Robbins Road (a paper street
across Horse Pond Road).

The applicant aligned the new subdivision road so no waiver will be needed. There is
still an issue with the wetland designation however.

Mike Sullivan; Sullivan, Connors & Associates:

Earl Meader is the current owner. The applicants are Al and Marcel Maillet.
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The property is approximately 400’ north of Boston Post Road on Horse Pond Road. It is
5 acres, the topography gradually slopes north to south. The two existing houses would
both be raised. Zoning regulations are met; the 4 lots all have 40,000 square feet. The
proposed road to service the houses is 400° long in a 50’ right of way with 24’ of
pavement. The sidewalk is on the northern side; 120’ cul-de-sac with a landscape island
in the middle. No cut or fill until the end of the cul-de-sac and then it will only require
about 4’ of fill. There is a proposed series of catch basins to a sub-surface infiltration
system (concrete chambers). No discharge from the site; each lot will have a sub-surface
drainage system as well for roof run-off. The Board of Health has confirmed it has good
perc rates; groundwater is at 6-7” at its highest point. There is Town water on the
southern side of the road and a fire hydrant at the end. They are proposing enlarging the
wetland area at the development entrance and extensive plantings around a new basin.
There will be new habitat which will attenuate pollutants. This is a much improved
scenario from the existing conditions.

Referring to Jody Kablack’s memo of 6-23 he would like to address the items she has
listed. Starting on page 3; they have filed a Notice of Resource Area Delineation
(NRAD) with the Conservation Commission. The wetlands are confirmed on the
subdivision side and the other side. Soil tests have been done as well as septic testing.
Jody Kablack: What about lot 4?

Mike Sullivan: They have to do additional testing, but the preliminary tests indicate
sandy soil. Item 5 of Jody’s memo requires an easement from affected abutters to loop
the water main to Route 20. The applicant would prefer a dead end system for 4 lots not
looped to Route 20 due to the expense. The Water District wanted that easement from
the abutter. The house behind lot 2 has a water line; this service has no legal rights but is
not a reflection of any easement that they could find on a title search.

Chris Morely: If there is an easement, it should be considered.

Mike Fee: How far back did your title search go?

Mike Sullivan: Uncertain how far back they went but will provide that information.

The road has been shown to full specifications. They prefer not doing surface infiltration
as it is in a conspicuous place and will impact the lots considerably. They cannot do it on
lot 1 as it would make it less than 40,000 square feet.

There is a deep sump manhole in the street which will not require much maintenance.
They would rather keep the sub-surface level for aesthetics.

Jody Kablack: Her recommendation was made based on maintenance; surface drainage
is easier for the town to maintain.

Lisa Eggleston: Have you discussed stormwater management with Conservation yet?
Mike Sullivan: Not yet. They are proposing a concrete structure with 20 units on one
side and 16 on the other.

Jody Kablack: This should be discussed further with Bill Place.

Chris Morely: Have you talked to Conservation on the wetland expansion?

Mike Sullivan: Only to Deb Dineen. Continuing with item 7b on Jody’s memo, the road
width can be reduced if the Planning Board wants that. Calculations will be submitted
for the next meeting.
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Irrigation wells; they will either have one common well or two. That will also be
submitted for the next meeting.

They will notify the Historic Districts Commission of the demolition.

Lyn MacLean (Historic Districts): If it is deemed historic, there could be a demolition
delay.

Jody Kablack: The age of the homes must be checked and filing for demolition delay
must be done.

Mike Sullivan: Item 11, walkway contribution. The applicant would prefer to construct
a walkway (on the other side).

The road width will be added to the plan as well as a survey note.

The sight distance is 560’ looking north and 532’ looking south (after clearing). He
suggests meeting out there with the Board to determine what needs to be removed.
Mike Fee: The wetland issue; is it a vernal pool or other?

Mike Sullivan: Deb Dineen has certified it as a vernal pool. He met with her prior to see
if it needed protection or if it could be worked with.

Mike Fee: It is a highly disturbed site with compromised value. In essence it is being
recreated. Has this been done previously with Conservation?

Mike Sullivan: Yes, with Mahoney Farm and Grouse Hill. Mahoney Farm site was a
more valuable wetland than this.

Mike Fee: Does the scope of the wildlife enhancement affect lot 4?

Mike Sullivan: No. Under the bylaw 25% of the lot area can be wetlands. Even with the
exclusion of the new wetland, they still satisfy that zoning requirement.

Mike Fee: How does the new wetland area interact with the adjacent property? What
wetland

provision shows the integrated flow over the lot line?

Mike Sullivan: The parking lot for the medical center is beyond it. They are not
reconstructing over the property line.

Mike Fee: Your strong point for this subdivision proposal is the value added design.
Therefore, a full thought process is crucial; the Conservation Commission will be vital
and integral for the Planning Board’s aspects. Whatever the Conservation Commission
says will affect lot 4.

Lisa Eggleston: The wetland elevation is currently 166.3? Is it perched wetland?
Mike Sullivan: Yes. We hit water at 7°, existing grade of 170. If it was ground water
they would see it at 162 or 163.

Lisa Eggleston: We need test hole data in the vicinity of the drainage areas and
stormwater report.

Joe Sziabowski: Is there a landscape architect involved with the wetland re-creation?
Mike Sullivan: They do not anticipate having one.

The hearing was opened to the public.

Brad Schuler, 31 Horse Pond Road: Drainage on Horse Pond Road is a problem now.
Can this project do something to alleviate it?
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Mike Sullivan: The existing catch basin has no outlet. The Town DPW just recently
found the outlet pipe. Bill Place will fix and reconnect the pipe and outlet to the other
side of the road. That does not impact this proposal.
Members of the public inquired about the sales prices of the new homes and the
developer replied in the $1.2 million range.
Brad Schuler: He has drainage concerns, however he likes the pond idea.
Laura Abrams: She went to the Conservation Department and Maillet’s people were
there. At that point she was told there would be 3 houses, not 4. She has concerns for the
agricultural farm located next to this development; can envision new homebuyers not
wanting to be next door to an agricultural farm. She foresees issues occurring.
Mike Fee: The Planning Board can require the developer to give notice of the
agricultural use proximity in the Decision.
Mrs. Sifferlen; 22 Washington Drive:
She also has water and drainage concerns.
Jody Kablack: The applicant meets with Conservation on July 10™. We will meet again
on July 12"
Mike Fee: Can the applicant extend the deadline into September (9-13)?
Mike Sullivan: No objections here, but may have objection statutorily.
The applicant agreed to extend the hearing to September 13, 2006.
Mike Sullivan: What direction does the Board recommend for the road width?
Mike Fee: He likes the lazy bend, not straight. For wildlife reasons, less road makes
sense.
Jody Kablack: Any width below 24" must be discussed with the Fire Chief.
The Board took a straw vote on the road waiver and unanimously approved it pending
approval of the Fire Chief.
The Board also directed the developer to present a plan showing conventional drainage.
Lisa Eggleston: The applicant is required to address drainage on the proposed property.
They are not increasing the volume with this project. Regulations deal with treating run-
off on an area. This project is not causing flooding — Horsepond Road is the issue.
Independent projects are reviewed to be certain they are not exasperating issues. Town
drainage is a separate project. Is there a connection between this property and the
wetland across the street?
Mike Sullivan: There is groundwater connection between wetlands but there is not an
outlet connection.

On motion duly made and seconded, it was unanimously:

VOTED: To continue the public hearing on Maillet Estates Definitive
Subdivision to September 13, 2006 at 7:30 p.m.
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52 Horse Pond Road - Discussion

Mike Sullivan: The applicant would like to divide the property into 2 lots. The proposed
right of way would require a waiver as it is less than 50’ to the property line. At the last
discussion with the Board the need for a public benefit in order to entertain a waiver was
requested. The public benefit for the waiver request is the benefit of a single family
home versus the other option of additional employee housing (agricultural). A variety of
multi housing units exempt from zoning could be built. This would mean more drainage
issues, traffic, etc. With a single family home it would be much less of an impact to the
area.

Lisa Eggleston: If your justification for a waiver is one additional home, there is still
nothing excluding the other lot to be used for multiple/agricultural housing. Granting this
waiver does not prevent it.

Laura Abrams: They only want to build one house on the front lot for themselves. Her
daughter would be on the back lot and they would be less apt to build employee housing.
Board members stated they are looking for something more permanent.

Mike Fee: You have conveyed your message well that this could be used for agricultural
purposes, but it is not a public rationale benefit if there is a possibility of reservation
rights in the future. Is this immediately to the north of Maillet Estates?

Jody Kablack: It doesn’t abut it, there is a 10 strip between the 2 properties.

Eric Poch: Is there any difference on maximizing agricultural housing on one lot versus
on two lots? If it is all used as agricultural; what is the difference between 1 lot versus 2?
Jody Kablack: Greater density.

Lisa Eggleston: Does the argument work if we can get 10 bedrooms either way? (same
septic) It would be one type of bedroom versus another.

Mike Fee: Understands the issue of overburdening the neighborhood with more
agricultural housing. However, the Planning Board cannot grant a waiver without a
guarantee.

Bob Abrams: Nothing is permanent, particularly in farming. They have agreed with the
Board of Selectmen that if the houses on the abutting lot were to stop being used as an
agricultural use, they would have to be removed.

Eric Poch: The Site Plan review for agricultural housing use is very different from the
creation of two lots through zoning.

Bob Abrams: Not comfortable with the guarantee in perpetuity; does not want to subject
the land to that restriction.

Eric Poch: The Planning Board can’t grant a waiver with conditions on public benefit.
Jody Kablack: If they improve the property with larger homes, it is in their interest not to
have agricultural housing. We cannot take away their agricultural use potential.

Mike Fee: They could propose a language which the Board could evaluate.

Mike Hunter: If it is approved, once the cul-de-sac is created, can they create more lots?
Bob Abrams: They are proposing going around all the way to the abutting property.
They would need another waiver for additional lots and they would lose too much square
footage.



Minutes

Planning Board
Wednesday, June 28, 2006
Town Hall

Page 7 of 8

Mike Fee: Show language to the Board for a plan of subdivision. The Board is not
saying it’s opposed to a waiver.

Jody Kablack: There is still an issue of encroachment by the greenhouses. If 2 lots are
created, the existing greenhouses cannot stay; residential and agricultural uses cannot be
merged.

Lisa Eggleston: The intended use of each lot has to be shown on a plan.

Mahoney Farms - Review Architectural Plans

Michael Cremin (Rosewood Construction):

As requested by the Board, they have put shading on the building closest to Nobscot
Road to break up the wallpaper effect. It is a walk-out basement scenario; railings on the
units are shown on the plans. The Board had expressed concerns that the backs of the
buildings would be one straight plane and that it lacked detail.

Pictures of current construction were shown and Mr. Cremin opined to the Board that it is
not a straight line and it shows a lot of detail.

Chris Morely: Board member Joe Sziabowski, who had to leave early, was concerned
with what the roof looks like to the public. Can it be something that is not such a
horizontal line?

Michael Cremin: The first two buildings are at a 10 pitch now and it is too high. They
will be going to a 9 pitch to drop the roof height; less shingle for better visual. The
dormers also break it up.

Ray Bachand: He didn’t realize they would be so big. Height is an issue for him. He
can see the buildings over his 1 % story barn. Unit C concerns him; why is it higher?
Mike Cremin: The roof line is forward on that side. They need it higher in a middle unit
for the drainage to work properly. The elevation on the second building closer to Old
Framingham Road goes up and is more imposing than the 2 closest to Nobscot Road.
Jody Kablack: Four buildings have been released for building permits already. A copy
of the plan presented tonight still must be submitted to the Planning office before the last
two units get released.

Michael Cremin: Building 12 is a 2 unit; has an elevation (shown). It is not a walk-out
and has no patio.

Eric Poch: We wanted a vertical roof break on building 12; unit to the right.

Lisa Eggleston: Have the aesthetics the Board requested been incorporated on the 2
buildings?

Michael Cremin: Yes.

Michael Fee: It seems the applicant has responded to the techniques/methods the Board
suggested previously. It needs to be formalized.
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On motion duly made and seconded, it was unanimously:

VOTED: To approve the revised architectural plans for Mahoney Farms on
buildings 12 & 13 subject to receipt of the necessary documents from
the applicant at which point the remainder of the units will be released
for building purposes.

ANRs

On motion duly made and seconded, it was unanimously:

VOTED: To endorse the ANR for Oakwood Development for property on
Harvey Farm Lane.

On motion duly made and seconded, it was unanimously:

VOTED: To endorse the ANR for property at 770 Boston Post Road submitted
by Michael J. Coutu.

Jody Kablack: The Water Resources Special Permit granted for 740 Boston Post Road
states the property cannot be further subdivided without the consent of the Planning
Board.
On motion duly made and seconded, it was unanimously:
VOTED: To grant permission for the further subdivision for property at 740
Boston Post Road.

On motion duly made and seconded, it was unanimously:

VOTED: To endorse the ANR Plan of Land for 24 Pelham Island Road.

Meeting Schedule

The Planning Board will meet on 7/12/06. The next meeting will be September 13, 2006.

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



