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Chairman McEwan called the regular meeting of the Westfield Planning Board to order at 7:00 pm in the City Council Chambers, 59 Court Street, Westfield, MA. 


X   PB MEMBERS PRESENT                STAFF
X   MEMBERS ABSENT

X   Philip McEwan, Chair 	     	X		Jay Vinskey, Principal Planner  
X	Peter Fiordalice, Vice Chair		X		Christine Fedora, Secretary 
X 	William Carellas		       
X	Jane Magarian
X 	Carl Vincent 
X  	Raymond St. Hilaire (Associate) 
X 	Cheryl Crowe (Associate) 



A.	PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
Chairman McEwan asked if there was anyone in the room who would like to address the Board during the public participation portion of the meeting regarding items not currently before the Board?   

There being no one heard the Board proceeded to their next item on the agenda.

B.	REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES
Upon a motion by Fiordalice, the March 15, 2016 minutes were unanimously approved. 
C.	Review of “Approval Not Required” Plans
McEwan noted there were no ANRs pending before the Board.

D.	POSTED PUBLIC HEARINGS
Prior to opening the public hearings Chairman McEwan informed the room that there are only 5 members attending the meeting tonight which means a 5 out of 5 vote is needed to approve special permit applications tonight, or applicants could request a continuance when more members might be present. 

124 Elm Street –Special Permit – Liquor Establishment
Lisa Pac confirmed she would like to proceed tonight.  She is seeking a special permit for craft beer and wine and a brewery within the next year.  Magarian asked if this was an established business.  Yes, from Chuck’s Steakhouse location.
There would be 5-6 taps and serving of flights (samples), 6 or 12 ounces. Hours would start at 7am for bakery products, beer sales after noon, closing at 9:00 per landlord. At this point, 6 days a week.  Fiordalice – will it be made on the premises? Yes.  Beer and wine only, no other alcohol. Serving?  Counter service.
McEwan noted the reason for the special permit is the proximity of the church, but there are already other alcohol establishments nearby. Questions from the Board or public?
In favor? Ralph Figy, 53 Brookline Ave. was in favor and thought it is a nice addition to Westfield.
Opposed?  No one presented.
Fiordalice motioned, seconded by Carellas, to close the public hearing.  AIF.

McEwan read draft findings.  

(1) the specific downtown site is an appropriate location for such alcohol sales and service as a component of the proposed use. (2)  The use as developed will not adversely affect the neighborhood, including the nearby church use. (3) Adequate and appropriate facilities will be provided for its proper operation. (4) The plan, as approved, conforms to all other rules, regulations and requirements; further, the License Commission will provide additional oversight. (5) An ordinance change eliminating the subject special permit requirement, and endorsed 5-2 by this Board, is pending before the City Council.

Any conditions?  Magarian suggested limitation on hours.  McEwan- License Commission will do that, but the Board can also. The Board agreed to no alcohol being served before 11am.
Fiordalice motioned, seconded by Magarian, to approve the special permit with the findings and condition.  Roll call vote:  
McEwan – yes
St. Hilaire– yes
Carellas– yes
Magarian– yes
Fiordalice– yes

403 West Rd – Special Permit – Open Space Community
11 Allen Ave. – Subdivision Frontage Waiver
410 Southampton Rd –Special Permit/Site Plan – Auto Service

McEwan noted correspondence was received on each of the above 3 applications requesting continuances.  Upon separate motions of Magarian, Fiordalice and Carellas, respectively, the Board voted to continue each hearing to the April 19th meeting.

70 Moseley Ave. –Special Permit – Lot Size Averaging

Applicant Steve Aube confirmed he would like to proceed tonight.  He explained his request to construct 2 two-family dwellings, each on a lot divided from 70 Moseley.  He bought the property with this intent, but lots are just under the 15,000 square feet required.  He explained some differences in his calculations vs. the city planner’s, stating the assessor list included some properties outside the 300’ distance.  Regardless, his proposed density is much less than the average.  Did the Board have his building designs? Vinskey stated he would copy it to their computers and projected the design and photos of his other buildings of this design.  Aube proceeded to show a site plan sketch to some members as to how the duplexes would be sited.
Aube also mentioned how he doesn’t have problems with his tenants.  
McEwan proceeded to explain to the room how the infill ordinance works.  He stated the applicant takes the amount of the average areas in the surrounding area, if it meets the dimensional averages of the area then they are allowed to build.  Vinskey had run the numbers to make sure it falls within that requirement.    

Members questions?  Mr. Aube informed the Board he has strict leases with his renters and he maintains the units.   He presented photos of the properties he owns in Chicopee, adding they are the nicest houses in the neighborhood. 
 
Vinskey informed the Board these are already building lots, the density of the lots are shy of 15,000 s.f. requirement.

McEwan asked if there were any questions from the room?  

Kimberly Koske ~ 60 Moseley Avenue
Voiced concerns about the closeness of the house adding she has a son with autism adding it would not be fun listening to the construction going on.     She felt a fence would make her and her neighbors happy.  

Morice Valois ~ 97 Woodmont
Asked if there would be basements?   Aube replied yes there would be basements; Mr. Valois noted the water table is high adding the land below Notre Dame Street is like a lake many months of the year.

Kimberly  Koske 
Inquired  if they spoke to the police department adding people have gotten killed going around the corner because of the visibility issues,  its  crowded already,  voiced concerns about blocking the site around the corner as well.

Valois inquired how they can make 2 lots at 13,955 s.f. each when they are starting at 22,800 feet?  Vinskey noted it is a private way, plan shows as abutter he owns to the middle of it.  

Mary Murphy ~  103 Woodmont  
Not in favor of this  voiced concerns regarding the water issue as well, adding that part of the property is useless, she felt it was not fair that people can come in and take the paper street when she wanted to buy it she was told no.

Rick Becket 
Inquired how this would affect single family homes?   Aube felt it would increase their value.    How many units?  2 – 2 family houses adding they’re not as big as Notre Dame across the street.  
Bill Carellas asked about Notre Dame Street and the newer homes?    What type of homes are they?    He was informed they are single family attached units.  Carellas felt they physically resemble duplexes.  Carellas inquired about the size of the buildings?  Aube informed the Board   the units are  typically rented to a couple with maybe one child.  Carellas inquired how many bedrooms?  Aube replied each unit would have 3 bedrooms.  Carellas felt that could be an additional 24 people in that neighborhood. 

Questions board?  Carellas inquired about the private way, where is it on the map?    Vinskey informed him it’s a strip, the neighbors have essentially claimed it, this does not need to be included in this calculation.   Phil strip of land doesn’t have to be used in the density calculations.  Go in 300 foot circle and take number of housing units divided by area and come up with density area, this proposal is less than 60% of the neighborhood, meets the ordinance, and determining whether meets ordinance.

In favor?
Opposed?

Valois 
Addressed the Board regarding page one of the application.    He noted the application states this parcel is much larger than the other ones in the area, he felt this is not true, adding he felt it is much smaller.    Jay noted the ordinance refers to 60% surrounding lots and then throw out 40% of the biggest ones.  Valois felt if you take that out it leaves nothing.  McEwan explained the way it’s   written the reasoning was if one lot  is 10 acres than nothing would happen if figured that 10 acres nothing would come out.  Further discussion regarding the  in fill ordinance and the method of calculations.   Mr. Aube reviewed other parcels in the area which were included and not included in the calculations. 

Valois proceeded to review page 2 of the application noting it states that most of the property is multifamily, not true. Excluding all single family houses to say most multifamily?  Tour neighborhood.  Statement untrue most single family houses.  Aube informed the Board 17 out of 20 are multifamily.  Maurice reviewed single families for the room.    

Page 4 regarding multifamily projects, he answered no; increased by 25% said no. Vinskey clarified that question on the zoning permit refers to multifamily; multifamily is defined as 3+ units, so wouldn’t apply in this situation.Two- families not considered multifamily.  The question is a Site Plan Approval trigger, which is not required for single and two families.  

Valois further added his concerns regarding traffic problems and the fact the truck exclusion was only enforced for one day only, this will add more traffic as well as add to the water issues.

McEwan informed the room those 2 lots are existing lots they can be built upon, only thing determining is whether 2 family lots will be allowed based on the density not like nothing will be built there, already approved building lots. 

Aube mentioned how people used to cut through on Sunflower but no one does any more.  

Magarian MOTIONED, seconded by St. Hilaire to close the hearing.  All in favor.  
McEwan read the draft findings and conditions into the record:
                            
Draft Findings 
(1) The specific site is an appropriate location for higher density of development (smaller lots than the 15,000 square feet currently prescribed for two-family use). (2) The use, site and structure as developed will not adversely affect the existing residential neighborhood, similarly developed (3) Adequate and appropriate facilities will be provided for the proper operation of the use. (4) The plan, as approved, conforms to all other rules and regulations.  

Further, (5) The lot’s density will be equal to or greater than the average of those of at least sixty (60) percent of the lots located within that same Zoning District within a 300 foot radius of the lots’ property lines.  A list of all of the lot sizes and densities corresponding to the properties required above derived from the city’s Assessor’s Maps, as well as the mathematical equations determining the averages of at least 60%, was filed as part of the Special Permit Application, and verified by the Board.

(6) The subject lots are not located within a Water Resource Protection Area. (7) The ordinance requires the lots be serviced by both Westfield public water and public sanitary sewer. (8) On-site parking will be provided in accordance with the zoning parking requirements as there is adequate space available for such. (9) No traffic congestion, health or safety limitations would be created by the addition of two two-family dwellings, replacing an existing house. (10) The proposed building design submitted will be significantly consistent with the architectural style, scale, setbacks and character of the immediate neighborhood. (11) The Board previously endorsed an ANR plan dividing the subject lot. 

Draft Conditions

1. To compensate for the loss of green space, at least one shade tree (2.5” caliper at planting) selected from the Planning Board’s tree list shall be installed and maintained in the front yard of each lot. (Trees planted in the public street right-of way, with City approval, may satisfy this requirement.)

2. This Special Permit shall have been deemed to be exercised upon the application for a building permit for at least one of the two-family dwellings proposed.

Fiordalice asked if it would be possible for additional landscaping   on the sides if possible.  Vinskey asked if they would like an evergreen screen on the back or side?  Fiordalice said he would like to have 2.5 inch caliper trees.  After further discussion the Board felt there should be a minimum of 3 trees per lot.  Drainage was also discussed.

Vinskey suggested the roof runoff could put toward a rain garden.    Further discussion regarding the placement of the trees.  The Board felt 3 trees, with at least 1 in the front. 
Magarian MOTIONED to approve 709 Moseley Avenue with findings and conditions as read and amended.  

Roll
McEwan	Yes 
Fiordalice	Yes 
Carellas	No
Magarian	Yes 
St. Hilaire	No

The Motion failed to get the required supermajority vote. 
The Special permit was not approved. 

Carellas felt this structure would adversely affect the existing residential neighborhood; resale value of the property, traffic, safety of the neighborhood.  St. Hilaire concurred. Vinskey noted that these reasons would be included in the decision.

Special Permit ~ East Mountain Road.  

The Board has a letter requesting an extension until April 19th.  Fiordalice MOTIONED, seconded by Magarian to continue to April 19th. 

Special permit lot size averaging Roosevelt Avenue.

McEwan informed the applicant that normally there are 7 voting members, 5 affirmative votes are required to approve a special permit, he asked the applicant is they wished to continue or ask for a continuance?    The applicant requested to continue to the 19th.  Carellas MOTIONED, to allow them to continue to the 19th.  All in favor.

E. 	OTHER BUSINESS.    

Discontinuance of Princeton Street.  

Referred from City Council, Vinskey informed the members this needs to be discontinued for the title work that has to be competed for the Moseley Property, as discussed at the site plan hearing. 
Carellas MOTIONED, to allow for the discontinuance of Princeton Street.  All in favor.

F. 	ANOUNCEMENTS  & FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS
No discussion.


Magarian MOTIONED to adjourn at 8:20.  AIF.
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