TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING

May 9, 2006
10:00 AM
Master Plan - 14 Ball Avenue - P 36, Lot 89,  
Revised plans were presented for the development of a six (6) unit condominium complex resulting in three duplex structures.  The developer’s attorney and engineer indicated that all TRC comments from past reviews have been incorporated in the present plans.  
Both the Town Engineer and the Public Works Director discussed the proposed drainage plan and requested that the catch basin in the turn-around be located to the outer edge rather that the inner edge of the pavement.  The Waste Water Superintendent asked where they were proposing to connect the sewer line to the existing system.  They indicated that an existing manhole on Ball Avenue was proposed.  The Superintendent requested that they contact his office to seek final approval of the location.

The Fire Chief asked for the proposed dimension of the outside radius of the turn-around. The engineer responded that it was a 45 foot radius.  The Chief indicated that it should be acceptable for his largest vehicle.
The Town Planner questioned the status of the encroachment by the abutter at the entrance area.  The attorney indicated that they plan to deed the land to the abutter without compensation if the abutter pays all legal and surveying costs for the subdivision.
The Building Official asked if dumpster(s) would be used and where they were proposed to be located.  The developer responded that one would be located at the rear of the site adjacent to the turn-around. 
The Town Engineer reminded them of the requirement for a landscaping plan and proposed site lighting on the plan.  They indicated that there plans show both landscaping and low level lighting off new utility poles along the new access drive
The Police Chief requested a stop sign at the exit from the site and one near the Ball Avenue intersection.
There were no other comments by the TRC, and the project was recommended to move to the Planning Board with the noted changes/additions, for their approval.

Minor Subdivision – 100 Prospect Avenue – P 37, Lots 45, 48, 49, 50, 53

The members had no concerns or comments regarding this subdivision proposal.  The Town Planner indicated that the proposed re-subdivision of existing parcels created a new buildable lot and could not be approved as an administrative subdivision.

There were no other comments by the TRC, and the project was recommended to move to the Planning Board with the noted changes/additions, for their approval.
Application 2006-16 – 11 Quinlan Street – P 14, Lot 45 
There was no one present to represent the application.

The TRC members indicated no real concerns with the proposal.  The lot was rather large and there was sufficient land area to meet dimensional requirements and adequate off-street parking.  The second story addition to the garage for an accessory family unit would not crowd the site. 
The TRC recommended that the Town Planner consider making a positive recommendation on behalf of the Planning Board.
Application 2006-17 – 39 Arthur Street – P 8, Lots 114 & 115 
The TRC had minimal comments on the four unit townhouse style condominium proposal on a 20,000 SF parcel where an existing home will be razed to make way for the development.
The Town Planner indicated that this applicant was requesting a special use permit for multi-family housing and reminded the applicant that, if approved, they will need to prepare a final site plan that shows topography, drainage, and landscaping for the Planning Board’s site plan review process.
The Police Chief requested stop signs at both access and egress drives for the front parking lot.

The TRC recommended that the special use permit request move forward to the Planning Board for review and recommendation.

Application 2006-18 – 10 Pine Hollow Drive – P 11, Lot 770 
The TRC members had no concerns related to this request for a side yard variance for an in-ground pool at this location.
The TRC recommended that the Town Planner send a positive recommendation to Zoning Board on behalf of the Planning Board.

Application 2006-19 – 12 Patrick Quinn Drive – P 3, Lot 357 
The TRC members had no concerns related to this request for a rear yard variance for an above-ground pool at this location.

The TRC recommended that the Town Planner send a positive recommendation to Zoning Board on behalf of the Planning Board.

Application 2006-20 – 31 Riverdale Avenue – P 16, Lot 92 
The applicant indicated that they wish to convert their single family house to a two-family structure with less that the required land area and a variance to provide only three parking spaces on site.
The Town Planner indicated that two-family structures are allowed in the R-6 zone and the land area is deficient by only 350 square feet.  The applicant indicated that the second unit will be less than 400 SF in living area and he felt that only one parking space would satisfy the parking need for the new unit.  There are two parking spaces currently; one in the garage and the other in the driveway to the garage.
The Town Engineer and the Police Chief expressed concern about the parking backing out into the narrow street.  The Town Engineer indicated that the parking has to be a minimum of 6 feet from any property, five feet from any building, and have a maximum opening to the street of 25 feet.  The Town Planner indicated that single family dwellings are exempt from those restrictions. and also allows the use of the garage and driveway for parking.
The Town Engineer recommended that the parking be located in the rear yard if a driveway can fit along either side of the house.  The applicant indicated that there were retaining walls on both sides and it may be an issue.

The TRC recommended that the parking be put in the rear yard, if feasible, and that the Town Planner recommend approval of the request to the Zoning Board on behalf of the Planning Board.

Major Land Development – Preliminary Approval – Flat Top Condominiums - Esmond Street - P 10, Lots 68, 73, 74, 79, 80, 85 & 392
There was no one present to explain the development.

The TRC took no action.

Minor Subdivision – Preliminary Approval – Industrial Drive – P 18, Lot 246
The applicant was not able to attend but the members reviewed the minor subdivision.

The proposal calls for the subdivision of one smaller parcel fronting on Industrial Ave to be cut out of the larger lot to allow for a new building on the smaller lot.

 The TRC members expressed no concerns and recommended that the application be forwarded to the Planning Board for their approval.
Modification/Major Development Plan – 149 Legris Avenue – P 15, Lots 6 & 7.
The applicant’s attorney, William Landry, stated that the Major Development Plan had been approved by the Planning Board in the past and some minor adjustment had been made to the plan.  He indicated that the ZBR had also approved the special use permit.
The revised plan has reduced the number of parking spaces, reduces the amount of impervious pavement, which reduces the amount of drainage runoff on the site.  The sewer connection has been move to a tie-in on Lexington Avenue.

The modification is being proposed to satisfy any legal concerns that may affect the proposed condominium development.
The Town Engineer indicated that there was a drainage problem to the rear of the site as it abuts Edge and Edith Streets. There is currently no drainage in the streets at that location and the storm water appeared to be absorbed by the vacant site in its natural state. He added that the drainage problem still exists and the Town has no current plans to put drainage in Edge and Edith Streets at this location.  He did ask if the developer would be willing to grant a drainage easement along the rear of the site to allow the Town to install catch basins at the end of Edge and Edith Streets and connect them to the drainage system on Lexington Avenue.

Attorney Landry thought that his client would consider such an easement to correct the drainage problem to the rear of the site and indicated that he would be in contact with the Town Engineer.

Finally Attorney Landry asked if there was a need for a new notice to abutters and new public hearing for the proposed modification.  The Town Planner indicated that he would check with the Planning Board’s legal counsel on the matter but suggested that it made sense to have a public hearing anyway.

The TRC recommended that the matter move forward for action by the Planning Board.

.
