ANDOVER PLANNING BOARD MINUTES April 8, 2008 &P[P)R@ME@

Call to Order:

The meeting was called to order at 7:05 pm. Present were Chairman, Paul Salafia (arrived at
7:10), and members, Selena Goldberg, Linn Anderson, Vincent Chiozzi, John McDonnell
(arrived at 7:10 pm) and associate member Joan Duff; also present were Director of Planning,
Paul Materazzo, Lisa Schwarz, and Planner, Jacki Byerley.

Warrant Articles:

Discontinue/Abandon Portions of Dwight Street & School Street:

The Board re-opened the discussion on the proposed private warrant article on a request by the
Trustees of Phillips Academy to discontinue and to abandon unused portions of two existing
public ways (Dwight St. & School St.) and to transfer the care, custody, management and control
of the same and another certain parcel of land to Phillips Academy, in exchange for the
conveyance of a certain parcel of land owned by Phillips Academy to the Town to be held under
the care, custody, management and control of the conservation commission identified as
Assessors’ Map 26 lot 6. Michael Williams of 61 Chestnut Street representing Phillips
Academy, discussed the letter from David Billard, Andover’s Chief Assessor regarding the value
of the properties which assumes the properties are buildable. Mr. Williams noted that Phillips
Academy has hired a team for wetland delineation and to determine the value of each property
on School and Salem Street. Mr. Williams reviewed the history of the property and noted that
the school gave the property to the Town in 1910 and the deed, which was recorded in 1930 had
a restriction that it would not be buildable. Mr. Williams noted that the central triangle is less
then 30,000 sq. ft. and, if all the roads comprising the triangle were to be discontinued and
become school property, it would not be buildable. The Board questioned if the roadways were
accepted by the town, and also asked and if the land is conveyed back to the school what the
school intends to do with the property. Mr. Williams noted that the school does not intend to
build. He also noted that the streets have been accepted by the town, but he did not know when
it occurred. Mr. Materazzo questioned how the properties are assessed today with the roadways.
Mr. Williams noted they both properties are considered unbuildable. The Board was in
consensus to continue the discussion on the proposed private warrant article on a request by the
Trustees of Phillips Academy to discontinue and to abandon unused portions of two existing
public ways (Dwight St. & School St.) until their next meeting.

Addison Gallery:

The Board the opened the public hearing that was continued from the March 11" meeting on an
application by Trustees of Phillips Academy for a Special Permit for a Major Non-Residential
Project to allow for the restoration, renovation and expansion of 11,811 s.f. to the Addison
Gallery located at 180 Main Street. Mr. Materazzo noted that revised plans were submitted on
Monday for review and that DPW has stated they are satisfied with the revised plans but are
waiting for a written communication stating the same. Sandra Brock of Nitch Engineering
reviewed comments from DPW and the revisions to the plans per DPW’s comments. On a
motion by Ms. Anderson seconded by Ms. Goldberg the Board voted to close the public hearing
for a Special Permit for a Major Non-Residential Project to allow for the restoration, renovation
and expansion of 11,811 s.f. to the Addison Gallery located at 180 Main Street. Vote
Unanimous (5-0)
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10 Connector Road:

The Board opened the public hearings on an application by Standard Duplicating for a Special
Permit for a Major Non-Residential Project and a Special Permit a Change in Parking Space
Requirements at 10 Connector Road that was continued from the March 11 meeting. Ms.
Byerley reviewed her memo to the Board dated April 3, 2008. On a motion by Ms. Anderson
seconded by Mr. McDonnell the Board voted to close the public hearings on an application by
Standard Duplicating for a Special Permit for a Major Non-Residential Project and a Special
Permit a Change in Parking Space Requirements at 10 Connector Rd. Vete Unanimous (5-0)

The Board took up the deliberations on an application by Standard Duplicating for a Special
Permit for a Major Non-Residential Project and a Special Permit a Change in Parking Space
Requirements at 10 Connector Road. The Board reviewed Ms. Byerley memo to the Board
dated April 4, 2008 which included comments from Ms. Anderson.

On a motion by Ms. Anderson seconded by Ms. Goldberg the Board voted to approved the
Special Permit for a Major Non-Residential Project and a Special Permit for a Change in Parking
Space Requirements subject to the conditions outlined in Ms. Byerley memo to the Board dated
April 8, 2008 including the revision by Ms. Anderson and the following changes:

Condition # 8 begin the second sentence with “At the pre-construction meeting”

Condition # 12 delete the words in (with the exception of the demolition of the existing structure)
and add to the last sentence after the word “including” “but not limited to”

Condition # 13 delete the words “consider the final plans”.

Condition # 16 change the word “maintaining” to “maintained”

Vote Unanimous (5-0)

Residential Anti-Blight Bylaw:
The Board opened the discussion that was continued from the March 11™ meeting the on the

proposed private warrant article to amend the General bylaw by adding a new bylaw entitled
“Residential Anti-Blight By-law”. Mr. Materazzo reviewed his memo to the Board dated April
1, 2008 including Town Counsel’s memo dated March 18, 2008 which reviewed the existing
statutes outlining the powers of the Board of Health to regulate a “nuisance”. Also reviewed was
Town Counsel’s opinion dated March 19, 2008, which explained s a private remedy for
homeowners against a private landowner whose property is creating a nuisance. Mr. Materazzo
also reviewed an e-mail from the Director of Public Health stating the Board of Health at their
last meeting revisited the proposed “Residential Anti-Blight By-law” and voted not to
recommend approval at Town Meeting. The Board discussed Town Counsel’s memo and
opinion of a landowners recourse. John Kennedy of 31 Kirkland Drive noted they just want the
junk cleaned up and that his property value has decreased. Chairman Salafia noted that a
niunicipality would step in if it rises to a public health issue, however absent a public health
issue, the only recourse would be for civil action. Cornelius McLamey of 23 Kirkland noted
that this 1s not the only property in town that has a problem, and stated that there are § or 9 more
stteswhich pose a problem. Mr. McLamey felt this is a safety hazard. Chairman Salafia
reviewed Town Counsel’s opinion and noted that if Mr. Kennedy and Mr. McLarney felt their
property value has decreased they should apply for abatement on their property taxes. Mr.
Mcl.aney noted that in 1960 he brought suit against a property but civil suits take to long and
they just want it cleaned up.
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Eisai:

The Board opened the public hearing on an application by Eisai Research Institute of Boston,
Inc. for a Special Permit for a Non-Residential Project to allow for the construction of a 2,663
s.f. addition to the existing research and office facility located at 4 Corporate Drive (off Shattuck
Road). Richard Cutts of John Crowe Associate, Inc. representing the applicant gave an overview
of the proposed location, access, Zoning Board of Appeals relief, reserve parking spaces and
noted the proposed addition is not for additional people just a relocation of the scientists’ office
space. Mr. Cutts also reviewed the comments from the IDR conducted on March 11, 2008 and
noted the revised plans have addressed all DPW’s comments from the IDR. He also reviewed
the screening, drainage and requested that Saturday construction hours be allowed. Mr.
Materazzo reviewed his memo to the Board dated April 8, 2008 including the IDR which was
conducted on March 11™ and noted the revised plans that were submitted have addressed all
DPW ‘s comments. Following a brief discussion by the Board and hearing no comments from
the audience Ms. Anderson made a motion, which was seconded by Mr. McDonnell to close the
public hearing on an application by Eisai Research Institute of Boston, Inc. for a Special Permit
for a Non-Residential Project to allow for the construction of a 2,663 s.f. addition to the existing
research and office facility located at 4 Corporate Drive (off Shattuck Road) Vote Unanimous
(5-0)

The Board took up the deliberations on an application by Eisai Research Institute of Boston, Inc.
for a Special Permit for Non-Residential Project to allow for the construction of a 2,663 s.f.
addition to the existing research and office facility located at 4 Corporate Drive (off Shattuck
Road). The Board reviewed Mr. Materazzo memo to the Board dated April 8, 2008 which
included comments from Ms. Anderson.

On a motion by Ms. Anderson seconded nu Ms. Goldberg the Board voted to approve the Special
Permit for a Major Non-Residential Project subject to the 23 conditions outlined in Mr.
Materazzo memo to the Board subject to the following changes:

Condition # 7 is to be deleted and subsequent renumbering totaling 22 conditions

Condition # 8 delete “considered the final plan” and change condition 2 in sentence to condition
5

Condition # 9 add in the last sentence after including “but not limited to”

Condition # 9 delete “(with the exception of the demolition of the existing structure)’

Condition # 13 add “Eisai” as developer

Condition # 21 change the word “building” to “addition”

Vote Unanimous (5-0)

Merrimack Estates:

The Board opened the public hearing on an application by Wiled Realty Trust pursuant to
Section 9.7. Repetitive Petitions of the Zoning By-law associated with the Board’s disapproval
of an 8-lot definitive subdivision plan and a Special Permit for Earth Movement entitled
Merrimack Estates. Ms. Byerley reviewed her memo to the Board dated March 31, 2008
including the procedures for a repetitive petition. She noted that the Board is only reviewing the
specific and material changes in the conditions upon which their denial was based. The Board
reviewed the procedures for a repetitive petition including the words “material change”.







