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CITY OF HAVERHILL 

CONSERVATION COMMISSION 

MEETING MINUTES  
 

 

Meeting Date: Thursday, August 1, 2019, at 7:00 P.M. in City Hall Room 301 

 

Chairperson Harmony Wilson called the meeting to order:  “I hereby call this meeting of the HCC to order 

under the M.G.L. Chapter 131, Section 40 and City of Haverhill Municipal Ordinance Chapter 253 on this 1
st
 

day of August, 2019. Will the clerk please call the roll for attendance?” 

 

Clerk established as Brittney Ellis for roll call. 

 

Present:  Chairperson Harmony Wilson (HW), Madeleine Howard-Morrissey, Esq. (MHM), Thomas 

Wylie, Ed.D. (TW), Phillip LaCroix (PL) – late arrival, Joseph DiPietro (JD) 

Absent: Ralph Basiliere (RB). 

Also Absent: Robert E. Moore, Jr., Environmental Health Technician (RM) 

 

Chairperson (HW) announces:  “At this time the commission wishes to inform those in attendance that should 

an item of business be acted upon this evening and you wish to be notified in writing that an appeal has been 

filed, you must give your name and address to the Conservation Commission department staff immediately 

following the action on that particular item of business so that you may follow the appeals process as you wish. 

Thank you for your cooperation. Please note that this meeting is being audio recorded.” 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

 

1.  REQUEST FOR DETERMINATION OF APPLICABILITY 

None Scheduled 

 

2. NOTICE OF INTENT 

 

2.1  #33-1470 Gedemino Club, Inc for Montvale St (Parcel ID: 778-797-17) Construction of four single-

family houses 

Plans and Documents: 

 Staff Meeting Notes, 6.20.19, 7.11.19 

 NOI Application, received 6.11.19 (RAM) 

 “Proposed Site Plan”, 6.4.19, rev 7.9.19, rev 7.15.19 (RAM) 

 “Rivers Act Alternatives”, 6.24.19, 7.9.19 (RAM) 

 “Wildlife Habitat Report”, 7.26.19 (Zodiac) 

Summary: Robert (Bob) Masys (BM) of RAM Engineering representing the applicant. Also makes known that 

he is a member of the club for 52 years. States that since the last meeting he added the easement that was 

requested by RM. All houses have been positioned because of the grading. The first house and the last house, 

because of the grading, will have garages under. The middle two will have straight in garages on the first level. 
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Added into the plans the grading showing the roof top run off and perimeter drain drywells. The grading on the 

driveways are all away from the road which will allow recharging into the ground water and no runoff into the 

road. Does not have the calculations for runoff on the plans as RM requested, but states he will have 

calculations on each individual final site plan for the houses as it’s submitted to the City for final approval. BM 

asks if anyone has any questions. 

HW – opens it up to the public asking if anyone is present that is for or against this project. 

Brent Baeslack (BB) of 20 Montvale Street introduces himself as a direct abutter, a former Commissioner to the 

City of Haverhill and currently serves as the Conservation Agent to the Town of Rowley and is here tonight to 

register input into the project for purposes of establishing the ability to possibly appeal the project. BB states 

that he feels the presentation before the Commission, in its current form, does not meet all the criteria under 

310CMR10.58. Specifically not in compliance with some parts of the Riverfront regulations. The plans also 

have details that are lacking, which include erosion control; sub-surface drywells; foundation drain outlets; and 

the surface infiltration trenches along the perimeters of the driveways lack detail for their construction 

methodology. He feels that these need to be submitted now to the Commission, not later on the final plans. He 

states that being an abutter he has been actively communicating for over year to be an active conservation 

buyer. He left multiple messages for BM at his place of business and has not had the calls returned until 

recently. BB introduces another member of the Gedemino Club, Mr. Ron LaPlume (RL) as one of the people 

who returned his phone call along with BM’s brother Kevin, but not BM. He defines a conservation buyer as 

being a person who wants to purchase a potential non-buildable lot. Hands out a rough handwritten sketch 

depiction that shows a strip of land directly adjacent to his lot that would be proposed to remain 

wooded/undisturbed (50’-60’ strip of land). This strip would buffer the effects of development and would also 

provide a corridor for wildlife travel to access the undisturbed woods. He doesn’t want to prohibit the Club’s 

development of the 200’ riverfront area, but would give the Club another party who is willing to buy or discuss 

the potential purchase of some of their acreage. He is hoping the Commission would see this potential 

preservation of the 200’ riverfront and the 100’Riparian Zone as a viable alternative for consideration of this 

project.  

His concern for this project is preserving the wildlife habitat that can be frequently found in his yard and this 

area (hands out pictures): pileated woodpecker explains that they only inhabit largely undisturbed tracks of 

woodlands. There are also coopers hawks and deer (mentions another abutter Noreen Carifio-NC) who can 

attest to this, NC doesn’t speak.  

BB hands out more pictures of the wooded area that this proposed easement would disturb which show the 

difference between the proposed plan by BM and the 50’-60’ area that could remain undisturbed and preserved 

as a realistic corridor for wildlife to travel through. 

BB states he is not adverse against this project, acknowledges the property has every right to develop their 

property, he is not against the proposed development, but would like to see it modified to take into 

consideration what he has mentioned. 

BB has another concern and that is the proposed nature trail. With the wetlands on this property, there is not 

really dry access for this trail to come into existence unless there is some kind of endowment for a dry walk or 

bog bridge.  

BB final concern is protecting the riverfront, especially the 100’ Riparian area which is the most important for 

wildlife and with the development of the property and future homeowners wanting to clear their land, it could 

infringe upon that area unless there is signage stating what the area is. 

HW asks if there is anyone else who would like to speak. 

Joe Callahan (JC) of 14 Montvale Street introduces himself. He is here to support BB and his main concern is 

protecting and maintaining the wildlife in the area.  
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Christine Kwitchoff (CW) of 14 Colby’s Lane in the Rock’s Village section of Haverhill introduces herself and 

states she has been a resident for 23 years and is very concerned about what is going on here in Haverhill. That 

BB’s proposal is what she wants to see happen in instances like these and a collaboration of involved parties to 

communicate with each other and work with each other to make things works so that all parties involved or 

affected are happy with the outcome. She hopes that BB’s ideas are taken into consideration by the 

Commission. 

BM responds to BB’s proposals, he can put the information on the plans regarding the dry wells and the 

trenches, he can put them on. They are just on a standard sheet, but again it will be on the final plan reviewed by 

the city departments (engineer, conservation (RM), the building inspector). He is very attune with 

maintaining/retaining the integrity of property with aspects to the wildlife. He has provided approx. 225’ open 

space for the animals to go across the road. The houses have all been designed according to how the original 

land currently is and the grading of it, so there is no digging up or filling in of anything to build a house. They 

have been separated so that there is wooded area in between them as to provide privacy for the homeowners and 

travel for wildlife. 

BM responds to the comment of having a non-buildable lot – is not allowed in the City of Haverhill. Zoning 

does not allow for non-buildable lots to be created without going to board of appeals for a non-conforming lot, 

it cannot be done. 

BM explains siltation on the first house has been adjusted so that it is not going straight down. So there will be a 

20’ strip there from where the siltation will be and property line. included in that is the 10’ strip that was asked 

to be provided to the City so that the City can create a trail from the school, along the back of lots 2 and 3, down 

to Brookside Ave and come out to Montvale.  

TW – asks what the footage? BM answers “proposed, is going to be 20’.” 

HW – asks BB what his proposal was…50’. 

BM – explains to do that (50’), lots would be squished together and you wouldn’t necessarily be able to do that 

with the zoning requirements. 

BB – states his frontage is not 200’. BM states that they are 150’. 

HW – discloses that she took a ride down there today to get familiar with that part of Haverhill, and it seems 

that these lots that these folks currently live at are closer together than what is shown on the plan. “Were they 

built and then the zoning changed?” BM and BB respond yes that zoning has changed. 

BM – goes on to explain that across the street that is currently wooded is going to be the area that will be 

expanded as part of the cemetery. TW states, that’s a different project. BM explains that this will be phase 2 and 

that area would be cleared. 

BM – shows on the plans where the trail would be if the land were to be donated to the City, states that RM 

asked that he put it on the plans. JD asks about the trail and how it came about. BM explains how the Club 

talked about donating this area to the City for conservation use and a possible trail but their needs to be access 

out to Montvale, so that explains the easement depicted on the plans on the back of some lots and along-side 

another. 

HW – requests the property be brought up on GIS screen for a visual understanding of extending the cemetery, 

even though that’s not happening now.  

Sue Baeslack (SB) of 20 Montvale Street introduces herself, and is concerned about the coopers hawks that 

reside and nest in the area of the possible cemetery expansion and believes there should be some protection for 

them and if there would be any consideration for that when they start this cemetery expansion. HW assures her 

that that project will come before the Commission before anything starts. 

SB states her concern about the proposed trail and how it goes right along the edge of her property and she 

doesn’t want a trail between her property and the first house. She doesn’t want people walking down through 

and coming out in or along my property to access the land behind these houses. 
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BB – states his point still has not been overcome by the applicant’s representative. “The area (for the trail), that 

BM even circled himself is all extensive bordering vegetative wetlands, that’s partially nourished by the outflow 

of the detention pond, which has become a permanent pond, with its own population of wildlife. So unless this 

proposal comes with a good recognizance or an actual endowment to pay for a bog bridge or a boardwalk, there 

is no dry access to get from Bradford Elementary School to come out down here at this point in time. It would 

have to be constructed and financed in order for it to actually be implemented”. BM replies “that is true, but we 

are not proposing to put a trail in. Rob asked if we would provide access for the City to be able to do it at a 

future date.” 

JD – replies “we have no control over that, right?” TW – “right.” 

BM – “I have no problem taking the easement off there and not granting the City access to do it, but Rob asked 

for it and that’s why we are providing it.” 

TW – “It’s in there, it doesn’t mean it’s going to happen.” 

BB – one further point, since I have been trying to facilitate a discussion with Mr. Masys and the Gedimino 

Club for a long time. I am also willing to discuss about going to the zoning board of appeals since my lot and 

the potential of buying this strip of land could potentially put my lot so that it would actually conform to what 

current zoning is. And again until you actually go before the zoning board of appeals, I don’t believe either I or 

Mr. Masys can tell what the decision would be until one actually fronts an application to them.” 

BM – again states that the houses the way they are now, allow for privacy and wooded area in between them. 

Sliding them over and basically moving them closer together, the grading wouldn’t necessarily work and you 

would eliminate/lessen the wooded area in between them. They are already limited to 30’ out in back of the 

houses and then there would be the signage saying that they can’t go past. 

HW – “Closing out my thought on this easement (is what we are calling it), I did read the habitat evaluation 

from Zodiac and the fact that he talks about this urban setting with little habitat connectivity, I feel like for as 

small as this is, regardless of whether it’s a City easement, I’d like to protect that space, and it seems that the 

Baeslack’s want to protect it too. I don’t know the ins and outs of how the City won’t let you create a non-

buildable lot but is there a way to expand it a little bit more and still have it be the City easement but not be an 

official trail.” BM replies, “the only reason it’s a trail is because Rob asked it to be.” BB – “If I may Madam 

Chair, it’s regulated riverfront area, the Commission has every right to request a modification to the proposal. 

That modification can include vegetation management restrictions or whatever for whatever the Commission 

feels is an appropriate size width ban.” HW – “Lets table that for a second, I know you guys (Commissioners) 

have questions.” 

MHM – asks a few questions to BB regarding his reference to non-compliance with 310CMR10.58 and what 

specifically he was referring to? Alternatives Analysis? BB – “The Alternative Analysis is woefully lacking of 

various alternatives that are being analyzed in regards to the presented to the Commission.” MHM asks “what 

would you consider sufficient alternative analysis? What is that going to look like?” BB – “2 single family 

homes, 1 single family home…just because you stick in the maximum allowable by zoning, is not a criteria that 

meets the Riverfront regulations for an analysis of what various proposals would be.” “Maximum profitability 

of this proposal is not meeting the criteria of the Riverfront regulations. On the other hand, the Commission 

needs to be cognizant of not doing a taking. Of not being so restrictive, that they deny the property owner a 

viable economic gain from this project. It doesn’t necessarily mean you need 4 single family lots for this 

project, but again I am commenting on the regulated area of what’s within the Commission which are these 3 

lots. I was trying to be respectful and cognizant of the property owner and their representative’s proposal by 

suggesting a re-configuration with that preserved strip of woods that would act as wildlife habitat enhancement 

and connectivity to the other side of the street.” BM – replies to BB’s comments that this doesn’t have anything 

to do with the Riverfront Act, this protects his personal interest.  

Everyone starts speaking, HW asks for everyone to sit down and that we will get to everyone. 
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MHM – asks BM if anything that he heard BB say or any of his suggestions would be something that he could 

consider? BM – states they could leave a wider strip on the left side, but if Rob wants that to be a trail…HW – 

asks BM to leave Rob out of it because he is not here to speak. BM – I can take it off and just leave it as a 25’ 

wooded area. HW – states that the best thing is to come to some sort of compromise. 

JC – states he is here for the animals. The natural trail that the animals use is beside NC’s house and BB’s house 

and this is what they are advocating for, a wider trail for the animals. This is not for my personal gain and not 

for his (BB) personal gain, we care about the animals. 

CW – states that she would agree that it is not about personal gain (referring to the abutters), this needs to be 

about the collective whole, it’s not about one person’s gain or another’s. So we need to think about the 

collective good. 

Ron LaPlume (RL) of 109 Lawrence Street introduces himself and states he sits on the zoning board and he 

(referring to BM) is doing everything that he is supposed to be doing and that states that “if I were you, I would 

probably pass it.” States he is also a member of the Gedemino Club along with other family member. He states 

both sides are right, but the animals (deer) are resilient and will move on. You’re not going to lose deer and 

turkeys, they are everywhere. 

JC – questions as to why the driveway on the first lot can’t be a straight in driveway. BM – has a garage under 

because of the contours of the land rather than filling in the area. Might be able to slide it over a little more to 

maybe pick up another 20’. TW – highly recommends him to explore that idea. 

HW – “It could be City easement, so we could restrict it, so it could be wooded. It wouldn’t be a cut trail, so it 

would be 10’ less than what you (BB) had originally proposed. TW – “double what it is now.” TW addresses 

BB references the geologist report and reads portion of it to BB regarding the wildlife. TW goes on to say he 

would like to see the applicant to work in an amicable way with BB to see if they can get another 10’-15’ on 

that side without substantially reducing the fact that there are going to be 4 houses. 

TW – we are going to continue until you can come back with a reconfiguration of the plan. 

HW – tells BM that he needs to keep potential buyers out of the Riparian Zone. BM states that they will have a 

fence there and signage. 

MHM – asks BM if he has read RM’s meeting notes. BM – yes and does feel like he has addressed all of the 

points, except one about delineation and needs clarification. 

MHM – asks BB if he has a copy of the meeting notes, and gives him one. 

      Comments from Staff Meeting Notes prepared by RM dated 8/1/19: 

 The adequacy of the alternatives analysis must be determined by the Commission.  Previous comment to 

the applicant’s rep: The Alternatives Analysis should provide additional information to “prove by a 

preponderance of the evidence that there are no practicable and substantially equivalent economic 

alternatives” [310CMR10.58(4)].  Please note the Alternatives Analysis “may reduce the scale of the 

activity or the number of lots available for development, consistent with the project purpose and 

proposed use” [310CMR10.58(4)(c)1].  When factoring cost, “cost does not include anticipated profits” 

[310CMR10.58(4)(c)1.a].  As we discussed by phone, the Scope of Alternatives should cover the 

adjacent lots formerly or presently owned by the applicant [310CMR10.58(4)(c)2.b], as the project 

includes the creation of a residential subdivision [310CMR10.58(4)(c)2.b.iii].  Note the qualifier under 

this section “the applicant will implement the project purpose”.  As we discussed, the applicant’s plans 

for cemetery expansion and mausoleum construction are supportive of the current project’s location.  

These should be discussed in the AA.  It is the future cemetery usage and open space donation that may 

best support your proposed design.  This item was discussed in greater detail at the 7.11 meeting.  The 

Commission did not raise any particular objections to the information provided and generally appeared 

satisfied with the proposed land use.  This comment is retained for accessibility in your deliberations. 
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 I did note that not all delineation comments were addressed.  A number of delineation items remain 

from my 6.27.19 email to the applicant; however, they are more pertinent to boundary clarity than they 

are to the proposed project layout. 

 I previously requested the submittal of the wildlife habitat evaluation, as impacts far exceed the 5,000sf 

riverfront area threshold.  The Applicant submitted the requested evaluation. 

 Related details should also be added to the plan. Construction details should be added to the plan for the 

infiltration trenches and the roof drain drywells.  Recharge systems should be calculated to capture ½” 

of rain across their respective watershed. 

 If the school were to receive the open space parcel and use it for nature study, a trail along the brook 

would be likely.  Is it possible to reconfigure Lots 2, 3, 4 in a manner consistent with the sketch below?  

Adding some of the rear of Lots 2 & 3 to the open space lot 17 to accommodate a trail over consistent 

terrain & grade.  Also, adding an exit strip from Brookside Av to the Montvale sidewalk, between Lot 4 

and the Baeslack parcel.  This item was discussed at the 7.11 meeting.  The Applicant shows 

“access/trail” easements on the plans in an effort to address this point.  Is the HCC satisfied with this 

provision?   

 I understand the direct abutter (Baeslack) has had communications with the Applicant about increasing 

the undisturbed buffer between the two properties.  As this strip is within the Outer Riparian Zone, it is 

subject to the oversight of the Commission.  I am unaware of any final conclusions in this matter.  The 

Commission would be correct to inquire about the status of this item, as it may result in the additional 

protection of Riverfront Area.  For instance, a front-load garage, similar to that proposed on Lots 2 & 3, 

appears to allow for the protection of an additional 20’±-wide strip.  To go further, it would appear the 

house on Lot 2 could be slid against the 50’-NBZ, allowing the Lot 3 side lot line angle to be inverted.  

This would then allow for the Lot 3 house to be slide to the SW and for the addition of a sideline angle 

along Lot 4 to further move the Lot 4 house to the SW.  These change would not impact lot frontage, but 

would appear to allow for a greater strip of undisturbed land. 

Recommendations from Staff Meeting Notes:  To this point, it hasn’t appeared the HCC has any objections 

to the proposed extent of development in this riverfront area.  The disturbance does meet the 10% threshold; 

and there does not appear to be any unique habitat within the impact area.  Some habitat connectivity is 

maintained between the east and west sides of the road via the open space parcel.  My comments pertaining 

to delineations and details are typical plan revisions.  The focus of discussion will likely be my final two 

comments.  Is the Commission satisfied with the easement provisions?  Are there any options available for 

protecting additional riverfront area along the Baeslack sideline.  Should these final comments be resolved 

at the meeting, it would appear an OOC approving the project with typical conditions could be moved.  An 

OOC approval scenario should include the deeding of the open space lot and easements to the City.  OOC 

issuance should be contingent upon a final site plan submittal. 

Actions: TW:   Motions to continue for 3 weeks, next meeting will be 8/22/19. 

  MHM: Seconded 

  Yea:  JD, PL, & HW 

  Nay:  0 

  Motion Passed:  5-0-0 

 

3. REQUEST TO AMEND A FINAL ORDER OF CONDITIONS 

None Scheduled 
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OTHER BUSINESS (NON-HEARING ITEMS) 

 

4. EXTENSIONS AND CERTIFICATES 

4.1. Certificate - #33-1447 Robert Ahern for 19 Goodale Street 

Staff Meeting Notes Recommendation: Issue a Complete Certification with the inclusion of Ongoing 

Conditions #62-74. A copy shall be sent to the current owner. 

Actions: MHM:  So moved 

 TW:  Seconded 

 Yea:  JD, PL, & HW 

 Nay:  0 

 Motion Passed:  5-0-0 

 

4.2. Certificate - #33-1444 RKACO, LLC for 8 Tamarac Drive 

Staff Meeting Notes Recommendation: Issue a Complete Certification with the inclusion of Ongoing 

Conditions #62-74. A copy shall be sent to the current owner. 

Actions: MHM:  So moved 

 PL:  Seconded 

 Yea:  JD, TW & HW 

 Nay:  0 

 Motion Passed:  5-0-0 

 

5. ENFORCEMENT 

5.1. Enforcement Order – Riley Land Trust for Fondi Road (Parcel ID: 585-430-2G) 

 Plans and Documents: 

 Staff Meeting Notes, 7.11.19, 8.1.19 

 “Wetland – Buffer Zone Restoration” Document, revised 7.19.19 (Seekamp) 

 “Wetland Mitigation Plan” Site Plan (6 Sheets), 7.22.19 (RJOC) 

Summary: Tyler Glode (TG) from R.J. O’Connell Assoc. introduces himself as representing Kevin Cassidy 

and Cassidy Corporation on this enforcement order. Kevin Cassidy is not present. Michael Seekamp (MS) 

from Seekamp Environmental Consulting is also present. The new planting plan is depicted on a board that 

shows the general spacing of plantings and the density. Currently the numbers that have been calculated are  

6,000square feet over the actual 21,000 square feet of planting area within the wetland area. So it will be  

very densely planted. They are actually 500 square feet of density over the 22,000 /25’ no-build buffer as  

well. They did increase the seeding requirements to l pound for every 5,000 square feet in addition to the 

plantings. Also provided a number of trees, specifically 40 Eastern White Pines (in the upland of the  

wetland area to avoid tree loss) located in the 25’ no-build. Also supplemented the Eastern White Pines with  

Red Oaks. Explains, referencing the board where everything is going to go. MS addressed RM’s concern  

about wetlands grading and wants a wetland scientist on-site. MS explains that he has experience with this  

and will be on-site when it’s being graded. Asks if there are any questions. 

MHM asks MS if he will be the environmental person in an ongoing manner. MS replies he would assume 

so, although it’s not required and it’s up to the applicant/owner to decide who he hires to do that, but it has 

to be someone qualified. MHM asks that there has to be someone in place over the long-term. MS states that 

there will be a wetland scientists on-site when it’s being graded and then also a yearly monitoring. TG 

corrects him stating bi-annually monitoring. JD asks to make sure that it all grows back in. MS – yes. 
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TW – ask if they will be able to complete this by October 15
th

? TG answers they are ready to get going and 

that Kevin Cassidy is more than ready to start on this as soon as they get the approval from the Commission. 

They have no problem at all with the sizing requirements of the trees. 

     Comments from Staff Meeting Notes: 

 The latest restoration proposal is more in line with the Commission typical expectations.  The tree 

stock is propose in the 2-3’ size class.  The Commission has required 1”-2” diameter class trees for 

recent violations of comparable size (Driscoll/South Main St & City of Haverhill/Water St).   

 The grading on the proposed site plan doesn’t necessarily look conducive to maintaining hydrology 

within the restoration area.  However, the grading is noted in the report to be overseen by the 

wetlands consultant.  Field oversight is most critical to establish the proper grading. 

 Recommendations from Staff Meeting Notes: 

 Issue an updated Enforcement Order, based on the Commission’s discussion of the restoration plan, 

with the inclusion of special conditions consistent with those applied to the Driscoll/South Main 

Street site (#33-1424).  The following additions and modifications to those conditions are also 

recommended: 

o Resource area and buffer zone alterations resulting from said activity shall be corrected; the 

resource area and buffer zone areas shall be returned to their original condition, as proposed, 

regulated, and conditioned within this Enforcement Order. 

o By no later than October 15, 2019, resource area and buffer zone restoration work shall be 

completed. 

o By no later than September 14, 2024, a final monitoring report and as-built plan accurately 

describing all restoration activities shall be submitted to the HCC.  The final monitoring 

report shall serve as a final completion report and shall be submitted to the HCC with a 

request for a “return to compliance” letter from the HCC. 

o In light of the magnitude of the impacts, a seasonal monitoring duration of five years shall be 

applied. 

o Proposed restoration tree plantings shall be a minimum size of 1”-2” in diameter. 

o Buffer Zone Protections: Unless otherwise required by the HCC, the Ongoing Condition 

shall reflect the Owner’s maintenance of the proposed concrete block/boulder barrier along 

the outer, north-side edge of the 25’-No Disturbance Zone.  Blocks/barriers shall be of 

sufficient size and spacing to prevent future trucks/equipment from passing through this 

barrier. 

o HW added:  because it was such a large disturbed area, we would like to see a wetland 

delineation done after the completion. In the spring of 2025 to make sure it’s thriving and 

still a wetland. 

JD asks who is responsible to a wash out or something happening to the restoration area. MS answers that 

ordinarily it would be someone who is on-site every day, so it could be the contractor or you could make 

other arrangements. JD specifies I am talking over the 5 year time…say 2 years from now we get heavy 

rains and things get washed out. HW – answers that Rob will get a monitoring report submitted to him. TG 

adds that if anything dies off or something happens we (Cassidy Corp) will be replacing it and be 

responsible for it.  TG states he has a question about the as-built requirement and what it exactly entails. JD 

and HW explain if any changes occur from the plan, if things needed to be re-planted…TW states the most 

important thing is the square footage. 

Actions: TW:  “Madam Chair I recommend/move to issue an updated Enforcement Order based on the 

notes dated 8/1/19 and the bulleted items as discussed and recommendations (MHM and 

additionally the Chair’s final comment to be included – HW in the final monitoring report.) 
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 MHM:  Seconded 

 Yea:  JD, PL & HW 

 Nay:  0 

 Motion Passed:  5-0-0 

 

6. PLANNING DEPARTMENT BUSINESS 

6.1. Request for Comment – Definitive Plan – Princeton Properties, 28 Forest Acres Drive 

Plans and Documents: 

 Staff Meeting Notes, 8.1.19 

 Request for Comment materials forwarded by and on file with the Planning Board 

Staff Meeting Notes Comments: 

 Applicant proposes the disturbance of greater than one acre of land.  A Stormwater Management Permit 

is required under Haverhill City Ordinance Chapter 219. 

 There do not appear to be any wetland-related concerns associated with this project. 

Staff Meeting Notes Recommendations: 

 Issue a communication to the Planning Board noting the aforementioned comments and requesting the 

Board conduct a peer review of the stormwater management design to determine compliance with 

Chapter 219.   

      Actions: MHM:  “So moved” 

  TW:  Seconded 

  Yea:  JD, PL & HW 

  Nay:  0 

  Motion Passed:  5-0-0 

 

6.2. Request for Comment – Repetitive Petition – Michael Cassell, 19 Observatory Avenue 

Plans and Documents: 

 Staff Meeting Notes, 8.1.19 

 Request for Comment materials forwarded by and on file with the Planning Board 

Staff Meeting Notes Comments: 

 Application involves the development of a residential house lot.  No wetland resource areas are affected. 

Staff Meeting Notes Recommendations: 

 Issue a communication to the Planning Board offering no objection to the proposed petition. 

     Actions: MHM:  “So moved” 

  TW:  Seconded 

  Yea:  JD, PL & HW 

  Nay:  0 

  Motion Passed:  5-0-0 

 

6.3. Request for Comment – Definitive Plan – MED Properties, Lot 8 Curtis Street 

Plans and Documents: 

 Staff Meeting Notes, 8.1.19 

 Request for Comment materials forwarded by and on file with the Planning Board 

Staff Meeting Notes Comments: 

 Application involves the development of a residential house lot with the extension of an existing street.  

No wetland resource areas are affected. 
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 Development would impact less than one acre of land.  Therefore, the City’s stormwater management 

ordinance does not apply. 

Staff Meeting Notes Recommendations: 

 Issue a communication to the Planning Board offering no objection to the proposed project. 

Actions: TW:  “So moved” 

  MHM:  Seconded 

  Yea:  JD, PL & HW 

  Nay:  0 

  Motion Passed:  5-0-0 

 

7. MISCELLANEOUS 

7.1. Request from CC. Wilson to discuss MRWC Clean Up tentatively scheduled for Sunday, September 15 

Summary:  HW has been working with a volunteer (Lara Matack) at the MRWC, one suggested area is the  

Buttonwoods trail. Things are still in the works. It will be from 10 am to 12:30. HW will share more details  

as they come in. Goal is to have as many community groups as possible. HW is going to go walk the trails 

and see what it looks like right now. 

 

8. ACCEPTANCE OF MINUTES: 7.11.19  

Recommendation:  Staff revisions have been made to the submitted draft.  Vote to approve the draft minutes for 

7.11.19 with the staff revisions and any Commissioner changes that may be discussed. 

Actions: MHM:  “So moved” 

  TW:  Seconded 

  Yea:  JD, PL & HW 

  Nay:  0 

  Motion Passed:  5-0-0 

 

9.  ADJOURN:  HW: “MEETING ADJOURNED”  APPROX. 8:35 PM 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


