
SOUTH HADLEY PLANNING BOARD PUBLIC HEARING  
 

ON SPECIAL PERMIT REQUEST AND FORM H PLAN 
 

BY RIVERCREST CONDOMINIUMS LLS 
 

MINUTES OF JUNE 13, 2011 
 

(As Approved on August 29, 2011) 
 

Present:  Joan Rosner, Chair; Mark Cavanaugh, Member; Helen Fantini, Member; 
Jeff Squire, Member; Melissa O’Brien, Member; Jeremy King, Associate Member; 
and Richard Harris, Town Planner 

 
 
Ms. Rosner called the public hearing to order at 6:45p.m.  She introduced the members of 
the Board, the Town Planner and explained the procedures for conducting the hearing.  
She also emphasized the importance of the public to voice their comments and questions 
but given the number of persons present, she encouraged speakers to keep their 
comments short and precise and to state their name and address before speaking. 
 
Mr. Harris, noting that there had been articles and letters/emails regarding standards for 
review of this project, stated that the Board’s focus is on the Standards for Special 
Permits as specified in the Zoning Bylaw. 
 
Ms. Rosner commented that the Master Plan is a guide, a roadmap of sorts; but is not a 
regulation. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh read the notice of public hearing - the South Hadley Planning Board, in 
accordance with the provisions of Chapter 40-A, Section 11, Massachusetts General 
Laws, will hold a public hearing on Monday, June 13, 2011 at 6:45 p.m. in Room 204 of 
the Town Hall to discuss the application of Rivercrest Condominiums LLC, co Craig 
Authier; 1421 Granby Road; Chicopee, MA 01020 for a Special Permit under Section 
5(D) and Section 9 of the Town’s Zoning By-Law to develop a multi-family development 
consisting of thirty-one (31) residential dwelling units to be constructed in multiple 
buildings on the same parcel.  Other aspects of the project include drainage, utilities, and 
parking on the subject property.  The subject property is located on the southside of Ferry 
Street with the frontage located approximately 700 feet from Brockway Lane and 
identified on Assessor’s Map Number # 47 as Parcel #76.  
 
Concomitant with this Special Permit application and pursuant to Section 6.00 of the 
Town’s Subdivision Regulations, the applicant has also requested approval of plans For 
More Than One Building For Dwelling Purposes Per Lot. 
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Ms. Rosner noted that Mr. Jeremy King, Associate Member, will be participating in the 
public hearing since it involves a Special Permit; however, he will only participate in the 
voting if a member is unable to participate. 
 
Ed Ryan, 6 Sycamore Parc stated that he is appearing as a private citizen as he is one of 
the partners in this proposed development. He introduced the other partners: 
 

 Rich Marion 
 Lee Marion 
 Russell Marion 
 Ray Authier 
 Craig Authier 

 
He also introduced two of the consultants on this project including George Boyle, 
Planning Consultant and Mark Reed, Engineer 
 
George Boyle, 37 Dale Street, Planning Consultant, stated that he prepared the 
application for the Special Permit and will be speaking to the background materials for 
this application. He noted that planning for this project began over 1-1/2 years ago at a 
slow pace as the Planning Board was working towards completion of the Master Plan. 
Among the points, he noted were: 
 

 They have held 9 meetings with various departments over the past year – there 
has been a lot of consultation 

 They have reviewed and followed the new Special Permit filing instructions 
 The Master Plan is advisory, they are still working under the existing Zoning 

Bylaw 
 Extensive support documentation is included in the application submittal 

 
George Boyle addressed the various issues and comments that have been made in news 
articles, letters, and emails: 
 

1. Alleged inconsistency with the Master Plan 
 The Master Plan calls for a variety of housing alternatives and this 

proposed development will provide several types of housing at a price 
point that is affordable to more people 

 The proposed development is within an area which the Master Plan 
identifies as appropriate for multi-family 

 The proposed development is a form of “in-fill” development 
 The Master Plan calls for pedestrian connectivity – due to the 

development’s proximity to The Village Commons and existing 
sidewalks, the proposed development will provide pedestrian access for 
the residents 

 This proposed development will support the economic development 
objectives by increasing business opportunities for the residents of 
Rivercrest 
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 The proposed dwelling units will provide opportunities for existing 
homeowners to downsize their units while staying in South Hadley 

 The proposed development provides more open space than would be 
afforded if the property were developed as single-family homes 

 The proposed development is directly in support of the Recommended 
Action 2-2-4 of the Land Use chapter of the Master Plan as this falls 
within one of the “Potential Focus Areas” 

 
2. Is the development excessively dense? He noted that this development is 

proposed to be 2.9 dwellings per acre which is less than nearly all of the other 
multifamily developments in South Hadley and far less than the nearby Center 
Edge condominiums at 8.2 dwellings per acre. 

3. Excessive traffic. The proposed development will not adversely impact the traffic 
on Ferry Street. According to the data from the Institute for Traffic Engineers 
(ITE), the peak hour trip generation for this development is estimated at 0.52 trips 
per dwelling. This translates into 1 trip in/out of the development every 4 minutes 
during the peak periods of 7 a.m. to 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. to 6 p.m. 

4. Wetlands impacts. This issue is being reviewed by the Conservation Commission 
5. Ferry Street resembles the rural sections of Route 47. He expressed disagreement 

with this assertion and noted that within 300 yards of this site are: 
 The intersection of Route 47 which includes an area in the Business A 

zoning district 
 A school, church, professional business 
 2 and 3 family buildings 

6. Waiver? The application does not request a waiver from the Zoning Bylaw. It 
does request a waiver from some of the Subdivision Requirements including: 

 Sidewalks. He explained: 
o that they would like to reduce the impervious surface, 
o they recognize the concerns about the need for open space 
o the street is fairly short and not a through street 
o if a sidewalk is required, they would like to have it limited to one 

side 
 Length of dead-end roadway. He explained 

o This has been discussed with the police and fire chiefs and they 
have not expressed any concerns regarding public safety 

o Conservation of resources will be enhanced 
o Required configuration of the roadway limits their options 

7. Impact on owner of horses on adjacent property. This proposed development will 
have no impact unless the keeping of the horses is not in accordance with the 
Town requirements 

 
George Boyle reviewed the various departmental comments. He noted that most of the 
comments did not require any changes to the plans or had already been addressed in the 
plans. 
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Mark Reed, Heritage Engineers, using a copy of the plans which had been submitted with 
the application, reviewed the project site and project elements. Among the points, he 
noted were: 

 Locations of wetlands, streams, and topography and how they would be impacted 
by the project 

 The highpoint of the site is on Ferry Street (approximately 212 feet) and the site 
drops to 185 feet toward the southeast portion of the rear of the property 

 Locations of existing houses on adjoining properties 
 The access way is proposed to be 22 feet – this lessens the impervious surface 

from the 24 feet required of a typical subdivision 
 Locations of proposed stormwater management structures and the detention basin 
 While some work within the 50 foot “no disturbance zone” and the jurisdictional 

100 foot buffer is proposed, they are working with the Conservation Commission 
in the permitting process 

 Several different types of residential structures are proposed including some two-
story but predominately one-story structures 

 Details on paving (sheet 4 of the plans) 
 How the stormwater collection system and stormceptor will work to meet the 

stormwater management requirements 
 The dwellings will be served by underground utilities including the municipal 

sewer, district water, electric, and gas services 
 A force main is required; therefore, a sewer ejector system will be used 
 Nine visitor parking spaces along the access way are proposed – in addition to a 

garage and driveway parking spaces for each dwelling (some units will have one 
car garages with one space in the driveway while others units will have two car 
garages with space for two vehicles in the driveway) 

 A central mail kiosk is proposed 
 The site grading will be minimized 
 The Conservation Commission is having the stormwater management plan 

reviewed under a “peer review” process 
 Construction detail sheets 
 A landscaping plan was prepared by William A. Cannon (a registered landscape 

architect). Detailed unit landscaping plans will be developed including screening 
plans 

 While the applicant is proposing 31 dwellings, they considered alternatives 
including a 4 lot subdivision and more multi-family dwellings; however, this plan 
seemed to be the most feasible and appropriate 

 
Mr. Harris noted that the Town had also received comments from the Tree Warden and 
provided a copy to the applicants. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh queried as to how much of the open space is actually developable. Mark 
Reed commented that the previous plan had more units right off of Ferry Street including 
more “connecting units”. This plan has more single-level units than previous proposals. 
George Boyle stated that the single-family subdivision envisioned 5.9 developed acres 
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with less than 2 acres in open space and none of the open space would be held in 
common. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh questioned the impacts of the project and noted that the open space 
appears to be the undevelopable portion of the site. 
 
Ms. Fantini expressed caution about equating open space with undevelopable land. She 
noted that the Master Plan provides some guidance as to what is meant by “open space”. 
 
A question was raised about the peer review. Mark Reed indicated that Greg Newman 
was doing the peer review. Mr. Harris commented that the Town lacked a Town Engineer 
when the application was submitted, therefore, the Town needs to rely on the peer 
review. 
 
Mr. Squire inquired about the photometrics of the project. Mark Reed stated that the plan 
does not propose any street lights; rather, there will be only “house mounted” lights. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh asked about the retention of existing trees. Mark Reed responded that 
some large trees exist around the southside buildings. But, many of the trees are storm-
damaged. Therefore, the plan proposes many new plantings. Trees within the “limits of 
work” must come down. 
 
Ms. Fantini requested that the proposed grading and “buffers” be described. Mark Reed, 
referencing the project plans, reviewed the proposed cuts and noted that they are not 
proposing much fill. The grading will not “touch” the “ravines” on the southside of the 
site. Fill will be used to maintain a separation from the seasonal high water table in some 
cases. They plan to recharge all stormwater on-site. The detention basin will be a “dry 
bottom” basin with a 4:1 slope. With such a side slope, the basin requires a larger 
footprint. As they proceed through the Conservation Commission’s permitting process, 
the wetland boundaries may change from what is currently depicted on the plans. 
 
Ms. Rosner queried about the landscaping behind the dwellings. She specifically asked 
about areas of “existing” vegetation. Mark Reed distributed an orthophoto of the area and 
indicated there will be landscaping on both sides of the buildings. 
 
Mr. Harris inquired if the plans being used for the presentation are the same as the plans 
submitted with the application. Mark Reed responded in the affirmative and stated the 
plans used in the displays are “identical” to those submitted with the application. 
 
Mark Reed stated that they could change the driveway orientation for the structure 
abutting Ferry Street. 
 
Ms. Rosner noted that the proposed units have front facing garages. However, there is 
only one garage facing Ferry Street, the balance of the garages are side entry. 
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Mr. King inquired about snow removal plans. He noted the proximity of the access way 
to the property line. 
 
Mark Reed indicated there will be at least 10 feet between the access way and the 
property line. If the snow fall or accumulation is heavy, then the snow would have to be 
removed from the site. Typical snow falls would require storage of snow in front of the 
units and around the cul-de-sac – it cannot be deposited into the wetlands. 
 
Mr. King queried as to how children would access the school bus without any sidewalks 
and no street lights. Mark Reed stated that he is not familiar with the School 
Department’s policies regarding busing of students. 
 
Ray Authier, one of the partners Rivercrest Condominiums LLC, stated that he has built 6 
or 7 such developments and marketed others. The target is the elderly. Of the 300 or so 
units he has been involved with, there were children in only 1 or 2. The proposed units 
are designed as 2 bedrooms with prices ranging from $230,000 to $270,000 depending on 
the size of the units. He noted that he sold 36 units in a Chicopee development in 18 
months and at the Gardens of Wilbraham, they have had 11 units go “under deposit” in 7 
months. The developers did not propose a 55+ aged community because the Planning 
Board indicated they wanted some townhouse units which could serve Mount Holyoke 
College. 
 
Ms. Fantini inquired about the “affordable housing” option. Ray Authier stated that they 
did not choose to go Chapter 40B. He also commented that they could likely sell some of 
the townhouse units for less than $230,000. These units would not be near the price of the 
Pine Grove dwellings. 
 
Mr. King questioned the likelihood of seniors walking to the Village Commons. He 
suggested that they may have to drive. 
 
George Boyle reiterated that they requested a waiver of the sidewalk requirement. 
Alternatively, he suggested that the Board only require a sidewalk on one side of the 
access way. He also noted that anyone would be driving in winter and over the past 
several years, the Town has been reducing the installation and use of street lights. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh asked about the construction schedule, project time frames. Ray Authier 
responded that they anticipate building 12 to 18 dwellings per year, but that number 
could increase. 
 
Mr. Cavanaugh inquired about the time schedule for the site work. Lee Marion, one of 
the partners in Rivercrest Condominiums, LLC stated that they would plan to complete 
all of the site work in 12 to 18 months. 
 
Mr. Squire noted that there were only 4 test pits made to evaluate the soils on the site. 
However, the results appear quite favorable. He inquired why the applicant did not make 
use of Low Impact Development methods. 
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Mark Reed stated that they did look into LID methods. All of the down spots will flow 
into infiltration basins. Additional runoff will flow into streets/swales. To do a rain 
garden, with pre-treatment, etc. would require more area and grading. 
 
Mr. King asked about the lack of a pull off for the mail box kiosk. Mark Reed stated that 
the “visitor parking” is located in proximity to the mail boxes. While they had more 
visitor parking in previous drafts of the plan, they removed some of the parking in 
response to the Planning Board members’ earlier comments. He also noted that he does 
not have the Postal Service’ specifications for the kiosk at this time. 
 
Ms. Fantini queried about the “calculations” of adjoining properties and the setback for 
the first unit. Mr. Harris stated that the first dwelling appears to be approximately 50 feet 
from Ferry Street. There was discussion as to the lack of information on the “lot 
coverage” and other statistics regarding the adjoining properties. Ms. Fantini indicated 
that she felt that the lot coverage and setbacks of adjoining properties was important for 
the Board to have in making a determination as to compatibility. 
 
Joanne White, 36 Ferry Street, thanked the Board for the opportunity to speak on this 
matter. She indicated she had been chosen as a leader for “Friends of Ferry Street”. The 
“Friends” are aware of the proposed project and have come to an understanding of the 
Town’s Master Plan – they have fears that the Master Plan will be ignored. She described 
the area around this site as being “rural, single-family” and noted that the applicants have 
the option of developing the site as “single-family”. In regards to this development, the 
“Friends” have sent letters to the Master Plan Implementation Committee and the 
members of the Comprehensive Plan Advisory Committee. She commented that the 
Special Permit is a matter of discretion on the Board’s part. 
 
Joanne White, 36 Ferry Street, referencing an orthophoto, noted the adjoining horse farm 
and paddock. Using a photograph she stated that there are no trees adjoining the subject 
site. She suggested that the development will be in her backyard. 
 
Robert Lak, 31 Ferry Street, submitted a written statement (attached to the minutes) and 
noted a 25 foot area separating the proposed buildings from the abutters. He indicated 
that the applicants suggested that “with screening and buffer” only a few of the units will 
be visible; however, he will be able to view at least 35 feet into the property and will see 
a “wall of houses” which he stated would not be in character with the area. He also 
questioned who will be responsible for snow removal – the developers or the association.  
 
George Boyle, representing the applicants, stated that there will be some conditions 
which extend beyond the development period which will be the association’s 
responsibility. Ms. Rosner noted that during construction and development, the applicants 
(or developer) will be responsible for managing the property. 
 
Robert Lak, 31 Ferry Street, inquired as to the basis or need for the price range. George 
Boyle, representing the applicants, noted that the Master Plan identified a need for 



-  As Approved - Public Hearing Minutes 
SP –Rivercrest Condominiums LLC – Ferry Street 

June 13, 2011 
 

 8

housing in a variety of price ranges. However, he noted that the data used for the Master 
Plan’s housing needs was from 1990/2000 and needs to be updated. 
 
Ms. Rosner asked about any proposed buffers. Mark Reed, representing the applicant, 
stated that there will be “lawn” from the buildings to the property line on the west side of 
the property. 
 
Mary Purdy, 21 Ferry Street, stated that there are three persons (including herself) who 
would like to speak consecutively regarding this application. 
 
Robert Salthouse, 20 The Knolls submitted a written statement (copy attached to the 
minutes). He summarized his statement and noted that, as a Town, we need to adhere to 
the Master Plan. He suggested that the Town needs to keep nature unchanged. 
 
Mary Purdy, 21 Ferry Street, read and submitted a written statement (copy attached to the 
minutes). Among her comments, she noted that: 

 The Route 47 corridor is a single-family/rural in character 
 Development in this area needs to be subject to Design Review 
 The applicants are proposing “31 look alike condo units” 
 The Special Permit is, in effect, “spot zoning” 
 The proposed development is contrary to several of the standards required for 

Special Permits 
 
Judith Dyjach, 6 Ferry Street, stated that she observed the traffic on Ferry Street. Based 
on the numbers provided by the applicant in terms of how much traffic this development 
will generate, the proposed development would cause 67% increase in residential traffic. 
This increase in traffic will pose a direct risk and safety hazard to the community. 
Additionally, she suggested that, if the development were built, but the units not sold, the 
development would have a negative impact on the community. The proposed 
development is not compatible. 
 
Ms. Rosner stated that she appreciates all the work that was put into the presentations. 
She noted that the Master Plan is just a guide and not a regulation. 
 
Joe Dayall, 145 Pearl Street, submitted a written statement (copy attached to the minutes) 
and stated that he has 1 house on 3 acres. However, with 190 feet of frontage, he is not 
allowed to divide his property. Therefore, he suggested that with only 100 feet of 
frontage, the applicants should not be given approval for the number of units they are 
requesting. He pointed to the waivers being requested as examples of the benefits being 
given to the applicants and questioned how the community would benefit from such 
waivers – he suggested that the community would not benefit. He read from a prepared 
statement which was submitted for the record (a copy is attached to the minutes). In terms 
of traffic impacts, he noted that no study was undertaken of the vehicular access and its 
appropriateness. 
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Geri Brockway, 16 Jacobs Way, stated that it has become the “norm” for abutters to 
object to new developments but that the property owners should continue to pay taxes on 
their property. She suggested that the proposed development is the “preferable” plan for 
this property. 
 
George __________, 97 Ferry Street, inquired as to the required frontage. Mr. Harris 
responded that there is not a minimum frontage requirement for a multifamily 
development in this zoning district. 
 
George ___________, 97 Ferry Street, asked for a review of the project plan and a 
clarification of the plan’s rationale. He also queried as to the cul-de-sac design 
requirements and expressed disagreement about the suggestion that there is business 
zoning on Route 47. 
 
Marty Holms, 23 Ferry Street, submitted a written statement (copy attached to the 
minutes) and referred to photos (on a poster board) of structures in the area of the 
proposed development. He stated that abutters to the development are concerned about 
the development while persons, such as Geri Brockway, who do not live around it are 
supportive. He expressed opposition to the project plan. He noted that the applicants are 
requesting a Special Permit and requesting waivers, waivers, and waivers. Houses are 
close to the street. The proposed development is at least 0.2 miles from Route 47 and 
there is a sidewalk of sorts on Ferry Street. He indicated that he appreciates the 
developers will not make the sidewalk and walking along Ferry Street worse, he 
questioned why 31 dwellings and why any additional curb cut. In terms of traffic, he 
stated he made the following observations: 
 

 Friday, June 10, 2011 from 2-3 p.m., 81 vehicles traveling towards Route 47 with 
51 turning right; 87 vehicles entered Ferry Street from Route 47 with 53 coming 
from “the Center” 

 The development is at the narrowest point of Ferry Street – residents fear about 
safety 

 
Cheryl Lak, 31 Ferry Street, presented some photos of wetland vegetation which has been 
identified on the property. She noted that the Conservation Commission is reviewing the 
wetlands. She commented that the Town Tree Warden Mike Lamontagne has identified 
wetland vegetation at corner of adjoining property. There were 5 “indicator species” 
within a 25 foot radius of the property “where the proposed drive crosses”. Additionally, 
she noted there “skunk cabbage” in the area which is another indicator species. 
 
Martha Terry, 25 Brainerd Street, stated that she was speaking as a private citizen. She 
commented that this proposed development is not compatible with the neighborhood as 
there is no multifamily in the neighborhood. She questioned “what is a neighborhood”? 
She submitted a written statement including an excerpt of a Citizens Planner Training 
Collaborative handbook (attached to the minutes). 
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Norma Stiles, 2 Ferry Street submitted a written statement (copy attached to the minutes) 
and stated that Ferry Street has celebrated its 175th birthday. There are 45 homes plus 9 
on Brockway in this area. She commented that there are water table issues and the area 
cannot handle water from frozen ground, etc. The soils are “beach-like sand and clay”. 
This development would alter the character of the area and have adverse impacts on 
drainage and other systems. She asked the Board to “keep the Master Plan front and 
center”. 
 
Ellie Klepacki, 34 Leahy Drive, referenced Marty Holmes’ photos and explained the 
historical context of why houses are close to the street. 
 
Tricia Canavan, 3 Meadowood Drive, stated that she moved to the area from the 
Berkshires 6-1/2 years ago. She chose South Hadley because of its unique character and 
suggested that the Board should consider the cost and benefits of development. She 
commented that this development would change the community’s character. 
 
Norman Moreau, 72 Ferry Street, stated that he is one of the walkers in the area. He 
questioned as to who is going to plow the snow. He also noted that he has observed a 
large walnut tree on the corner of the property and wildlife (such as deer and turkey) on 
the property. Water is being pumped into the sewer system due to the drainage issues and 
he has large puddles on his property. 
 
Linda Brough, 34 Ferry Street, commented that when they were building their house, 
they hit water and had to raise the house. She stated that she has observed wildlife 
(including bear, fox, and turkey) on the property and expressed concern that the vista will 
be gone and replaced by houses. 
 
Scott Brough, 34 Ferry Street, stated, based on the project plan, the remaining woods in 
the buffer would be on his property. He expressed concern that the drainage will not work 
due to the groundwater freezing in winter and that the snowplowing will result in the 
snow being pushed onto his property due to the lack of adequate space on the project site. 
Due to the water table, they had to raise their house by 18 inches and have to pump water 
from their house to the corner of their property – 125 feet. He wondered why the 
applicant’s consultant did not find the wetland plants on the area adjoining their property. 
 
John Domian, Jr., 21 Ferry Street, submitted a written statement (copy attached to the 
minutes) and questioned the potential adverse impact of the property being developed but 
the units not being sold. He suggested that a market study should be provided to 
document the need for the project and noted that, as of June 12, 2011, there were 41 
unsold condominium dwellings in South Hadley. 
 
Kathleen King, 43 West Summit Street, noted that of the 17 dwellings at Center Edge, 5 
are rental because owners cannot sell their existing dwellings. 
 
Robert Lak, 31 Ferry Street, stated that he has lived in this location for 31 years and is a 
systems analyst. He expressed disappointment that Scott and Linda have ruined the view 
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he once had, but he expected the change in view as this was a single-family development. 
He inquired “what is the definition of neighborhood” and commented that it is “not the 
proposed condo development”. In terms of the Special Permit Standards stated in the 
Zoning Bylaw, he offered the following comments: 
 

 Under the first standard, the development must “mesh” with the adjacent 
properties 

 The neighborhood should be a walkable distance and noted that the walkable 
distance to the Center is 2,160 feet 

 The definition of neighborhood in this instance doesn’t match how it is defined in 
the Master Plan 

 This area is not part of the “Common Area” 
 The concept of “mixed use” means the residential and commercial uses on the 

same property, not in the same general area 
 Reviewed the density of development in the area and noted how the surrounding 

residential areas are at a much lower density than proposed for this development 
 At present, there are 19 dwellings in the surrounding area on 111 acres of land 
 Use of a buffer is of concern as it seems to keep things apart 
 There is a transition from the Commons to Ferry Street, but this proposal does not 

fit into that transition 
 Compared the concept of a subdivision versus the proposed development 
 Compared “mixed use” zoning district and “mixed use” area in the 2004 

Community Development Plan 
 
Ray Authier, one of the partners in the development, stated that this development helps 
meet the “affordability” objectives in the Master Plan. 
 
Ms. Rosner expressed disagreement with Mr. Authier’s comment in that the dwellings 
would not be “affordable” in terms of the moderate income levels. 
 
Rudy Ternbach, 118 Ferry Street, queried about the Board’s Rules and Regulations 
governing Special Permits. 
 
Mr. Harris suggested that this public hearing be continued. 
 
George Boyle, representing the applicants, inquired as to the reasons for the continuation. 
Mr. Harris suggested that the length of the public hearing and the statements that have 
been submitted require review by the Board members and discussion of potential issues 
at a subsequent public hearing. However, based on what has been discussed so far, he and 
Ms. Fantini suggested that the public hearing needs to be continued for, at least the 
following: 
 

 Status of stormwater management and peer review 
 Potential impacts of changes in the wetlands boundaries and the questions about 

potential additional wetlands raised at this public hearing 
 Need for lot coverage data for the surrounding properties 
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All members present indicated that they concurred with those items. 
 
Motion - Mr. Cavanaugh moved and Mr. Squire seconded the motion to continue the 
public hearing to July 25, 2010 at 6:45 p.m. The Board voted Five (5) out of Five (5) 
members present in favor of the motion. 
 
There being no further public comment, Ms. Rosner stated that the hearing will be 
continued. With concurrence from the other members, Ms. Rosner recessed the hearing at 
10:30 p.m.  
 
       Respectfully submitted, 

 
       As Approved 
 
       Richard Harris, Recorder 




































































































