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 Present:  Michael Fee (Chairman), Lisa Eggleston, Christopher Morely, 
     Eric Poch, Joe Sziabowski (Associate), Jody Kablack 

   (Planning Director) 
 
 Absent:  Michael Hunter 
 
The meeting was called to order at 7:40 p.m. 
 
Discussion on Wood Fire Boilers 
 
Sudbury resident, Robert McDonald of 23 Aaron Road requested to speak with the Board 
on issues with wood fire boilers.  He is looking for support or any action the Board could 
provide to eliminate the use of these outdoor boilers.  He had provided a handout with 
information he researched regarding health issues affiliated with wood fire boilers. The 
boilers are typically used to burn wood to heat water.  Accessory buildings (typically 
located in back yards) can burn anything since they are not regulated.  This discussion 
focuses on wood burning which is more than 12 times more dangerous than cigarette 
smoke.  They are linked to asthma, lung issues and cancer; especially harmful to children 
and elders.  Westborough just banned them last week due to the harmful effects they 
cause, as did Tisbury. Other towns and cities are also planning on banning them (Auburn, 
Chicopee).  As of today, 45 towns have banned wood fire boilers.  He would like to see 
Sudbury do the same but needs the collaboration of Boards.  There is overwhelming 
evidence which ties them to health problems; he feels the Board of Health and the 
Planning Board should direct the Town as part of a town-wide issue. 
Mike Fee:  Agrees with what was said and plans to work on efforts with Mr. McDonald 
on behalf of the Board.  He appreciates the effort put into this discussion and asks for Mr. 
McDonald to submit copies of other towns’ regulations in order to consider a bylaw 
change. 
Robert McDonald:  Has given condensed versions in the handout provided this evening 
but can further research.   Currently, there are 3 boilers in Sudbury, but what is emitted 
from them travels.  Central Boiler is the largest producer of Wood Fire Boilers. 
Mike Fee:  Why doesn’t the Department of Environmental Protection or the 
Environmental Protection Agency regulate them? 
Robert McDonald:  Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection is not 
prepared to handle since it is a residential concern; they are more focused on industry.  
Therefore, either the Town regulates or affected citizens get involved.  The Fire Chief can 
shut down but Sudbury Town Counsel told him not to.   
Mike Fee:  What about retro-fitting? 
Robert McDonald:  There is nothing out there now.  The ones already in place emit 
greater than 65 grams of pollutants; 600-1500 micrograms of pollutants. 
Mike Fee:  Has no doubt about the health impact.  Needs a plan to proceed; how have 
other towns dealt with it? Is it banned entirely? 
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Robert McDonald:  Tolan, CT has put it in their zoning regulations forbidding outside 
boilers.  The ones in place were grandfathered.  Tinsbury has banned their installation 
within 900’ of any residence (which basically excludes it). 
Chris Morely:  Although he is in support of banning them, it is a Board of Health matter. 
Lisa Eggleston:  Does the Building Inspector have to sign off on them?  In actuality, they 
are accessory structures which are within the Building Inspector’s realm. 
Mike Fee:  He would like to pursue this.  Suggested to Mr. McDonald that he get zoning 
bylaws collected and discuss with him.  Mike Fee, in turn will bring it back to the 
Planning Board. 
Robert McDonald:  The Board of Health is reviewing this and doing its own research.  It 
would be supportive if the Planning Board encouraged them to continue and adopt a 
bylaw. 
Mike Fee:  He is not qualified to regulate this as a health issue, but can input as a 
nuisance issue. 
The Planning Director will speak with the Board of Health Director. 
Jody Kablack:  She spoke with the Fire Chief.  The Fire Department investigates and logs 
complaints.  As of yesterday, there were no complaints logged for this address. 
Robert McDonald:  Peter Glass receives most of the effects as he is “downwind” of the 
one on Hudson Road.  He has spoken with neighbors who are also bothered by them.   
Mr. McDonald said he was told by the Fire Chief that they don’t have the manpower to 
check on it and that the Assistant Fire Chief was told by Town Counsel not to shut down 
boilers.  Therefore, he stopped calling the Fire Department. 
Mr. Abrams:  If it is lawful to operate these currently, what happens to those people (3) 
who have them? 
Mike Fee:  We will need to research the challenges of regulated towns. 
Robert McDonald:  Tisbury shut down existing boilers with no recourse. 
Joe Sziabowski:  These are very dangerous; it surprises him that nobody currently 
regulates them. 
 
Ledgewood II Modification (Name Change) – Public Hearing 
 
Mike Fee disclosed for the record that he is representing the applicant, Mr. Campana, on 
an unrelated matter.  He will recuse from vote, but will monitor the hearing. 
He read the notice into record and listed file documents. 
 
Mr. Campana:  He has owned this land since 1963.  He named Mary Catherine Lane after 
his mother.  He would now like to change Fox Hill Drive to Campana Hill Drive to honor 
his family name.  He has sold two lots to Eligius Homes (Peter Karassik) and still owns 8 
lots.  Mr. Karassik has agreed to the name change; nobody else on the road is affected by 
it.  The Fire Chief has okayed the change and said it would prevent confusion with “Fox 
Run”.  Nobody lives on the street yet. 
There were no public comments other than letters submitted to file in opposition. 
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A motion was made to approve the draft modification as prepared by the Director  
of Planning but was not seconded.  The application, therefore was denied. 
 
Cail Farm Modification – Public Hearing 
 
Mike Fee read the notice into record and listed file documents. 
The application is to modify a condition of the Cail Farm Cluster Subdivision for 
allowance to bond the completion of drainage work within Concord Road due to a 3 year 
moratorium on street opening permits.   
Jody Kablack:  The application was submitted by the Planning Board office based on a 
discussion with Eligius Homes.  Condition #6d requires drainage work on Concord Road 
prior to the release of lots.  Concord Road was recently paved and there is a 3 year 
moratorium on cuts so the drainage cannot be done.  It would normally be bonded for a 3 
year period for the street opening moratorium. 
Mike Fee:  Does not feel it is prudent for the Planning Board to sponsor a modification 
request.  It appears the Board is advocating for the applicant, even though the Town 
inadvertently paved before the work was completed.  Eligius Homes is not even present. 
Joe Sziabowski:  The drainage problem will continue for three years; is there another way 
to get this done? 
Jody Kablack:  Both she and Bill Place discussed this.  The developer, Eligius Homes, 
could be required to create a basin on the property so it doesn’t drain onto the neighbors’ 
properties. 
Lisa Eggleston:  What about the culvert?  It needs to be repaired. 
William Geagan, 809 Concord Road: 
There is a broken culvert across the street which the Conservation Commission said 
would be fixed prior to 802 & 810 Concord Road receiving occupancy permits.  It did not 
happen and permits were issued.  He has had numerous discussions with the Planning 
Board about this whole project of which the culvert was the basis from a previous 
development.  This modification only exasperates the situation.  Mr. Vanaria was allowed 
not to fix the problem.  It runs to his mother’s property and Cail Farm property, then to 
the street, across the culvert and into the wetlands.   
Mrs. Geagan:  The Planning Board and the Department of Public Works held no 
discussion on this; it was paved without being fixed. 
William Geagan:  If this is not fixed, this project should not be permitted to go through.  
It will only become worse if the grading is raised and 3 homes are added. 
Mike Fee:  Does not disagree that the Town erred; we will try to get a resolution.  It was 
in our original decision for Cail farm to have the culvert issue addressed and was so in 
good faith. 
Chris Morely:  Can we fix it from underneath paving? 
Joe Sziabowski:  Fixing or putting in a new culvert underneath the street may be difficult. 
Chris Morely:  It is only an 8” pipe; it could be done. 
Jody Kablack:  We can ask the applicant to provide options to us. 
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Lisa Eggleston:  Would just like to remind the Board that the drainage analysis prohibited 
adding water to the culvert.  By raising grading, it doesn’t create more water. 
Mike Fee:  One of the trade-offs for the developer was to fix the culvert.  Granted, it is 
more difficult now, but it has to be fixed.   
The Board instructed the Director of Planning to send a letter of condition to the 
developer requiring the culvert be fixed. 
Eric Poch:  It has to be done.  Check when Cail Farm was initiated and when the Town 
noticed the paving.  The Town may need to alleviate. 
Mike Fee:  We need to know why it happened; he anticipates opposition in the Town in 
helping to cover expense. 
 
 On motion duly made and seconded, it was unanimously: 
 
 VOTED:  To deny the request for modification for Cail Farm Cluster Subdivision. 
 
With the vote, the Board instructed the Director to write a letter to the developer, Eligius 
Homes, with an explanation of the denial. 
 
 
Maillet Estates Definitive Subdivision – Continuation of Public Hearing 
 
Jody Kablack:  Reviewed new file materials submitted since the last hearing. 
Referring to her memo dated 9/27/06, most of it was from the outstanding items list of 
9/13.  The site walk was done yesterday.  Soil tests show it is well drained, but still have 
not provided the required number of tests per lot.  Bob Leupold has said it is uniform 
throughout.  It could be a condition of approval.  Regarding the water line easement; the 
Water District wants easements on all property lines.  She feels this is excessive and 
believes the Board should only pursue one. 
Mike Fee:  The Water District should put this in writing or be present at a meeting to 
discuss. 
Jody Kablack:  The walkway is not finalized and will need to be addressed. 
Mike Sullivan:  The applicant was asked for a contribution larger than $5,000, however, 
the applicant can build one for $5,000.  They will either do that or contribute $5,000 but 
not more. 
Mike Fee requested written documentation for the file showing the walkway cost to be 
$5,000. 
Jody Kablack:  Item #5; at the site visit, a lot of large trees (particularly on lot 2) were 
noted.  Lot one buffer is wooded, it needs preservation.  Horse Pond Road buffer is along 
the front.  The applicant agreed not to disturb approximately 40’.  The area will be 
flagged and it is asked for minimum disturbance.  The northern property line has a nice 
buffer and depending how the house is situated, may also be preserved.  The property has 
many unregulated vehicles/sheds, etc.  When will they get moved? 
The developer said prior to closing. 
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Jody Kablack:  We should require a 21E report. 
Mike Fee:  What about historical usage? 
Jody Kablack:  There is no evidence of that; it appears to be solely residential property.  
The vehicles are from 1970 era – Phase I recommendation.  There is no suspicious fill 
known.  Is it possible to chip logs (there are a lot) and berm?     
Chris Morely:  That could be a potential insect/termite problem where it is such a large 
amount.  We shouldn’t recommend chipping for berm with such a large quantity.  We 
should require removal. 
Jody Kablack:  To update the Horse Pond Road drainage issue, the DPW located and 
fixed the culvert.  It was determined there were no connections.  It still puddles, it is 
decreased but there is a low spot.  She has emailed the Conservation Commission about 
their decision on the pipe and Deb Dineen said they required the pipe between the two as 
an Order of Conditions.  Everything drains to the other side of the road.  Their Order of 
Conditions requires a pipe under the road to connect vernal pools. 
Mike Sullivan:  The analysis doesn’t have the same result.  His understanding was that 
Conservation wanted a pipe not to connect the two, but only to make sure it doesn’t dry 
up the area. 
Jody Kablack will finalize with the Conservation Commission. The Department of Public 
Works needs to address the pooling issue also. 
 Open to public. 
Mr. Abrams:  At the last hearing, it was discussed to disclose about the agricultural use to 
neighbors.  Has it been done? 
Jody Kablack:  It will be added to the Decision. 
 No further public input. 
 
Mike Fee:  There will be a water easement through the middle of the back lot? 
Mr. Maillet said he would do that. 
Mike Fee: What about the additional easements for the Water District? 
The Board was not in consensus to request the additional easements. 
Consensus for the walkway was to have the developer build it. 
The hearing will remain open to resolve the issue with Conservation. 
The Board instructed the Director to draft a decision for approval at the next meeting on 
October 11. 
Lisa Eggleston:  Is the culvert in the drainage analysis? 
Mike Sullivan:  No, it was assumed it wasn’t connected. 
Lisa Eggleston:  She is concerned with the detention pond build-up. 
Mike Sullivan:  Infiltration is limited, it will be of little difference in the calculations. 
Lisa Eggleston:  Is there sediment forebay? 
Mike Sullivan:  No, there is a low area at 164 which can flood at the 100 year storm up to 
166.  There is no pre-treatment.  It was not designated as a detention basin, but a wildlife 
habitat. 
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On motion duly made and seconded, it was unanimously: 

 
 VOTED:  To continue the public hearing to October 11 at the Goodnow Library  
       at 7:30 p.m. 
 
Grouse Hill Incentive Senior Development – Public Hearing 
 
Mike Fee:  Procedurally, Associate Member Joe Sziabowski was appointed to sit as a full 
member at the start of the preliminary hearing.  With the absence of Mike Hunter this 
evening, the Chairman appointed Joe Sziabowski (Associate) to vote on the definitive 
plan as a full member. 
The notice was read into record and file documents were listed. 
Bill Bent and Emily Knapp from McMahon Associates were present as the project traffic 
consultants. 
Bill Bent:  There is a one access drive along Old Framingham Road.  The study was 
based on three primary scenarios: 

1. What exists there today 
2. What will exist tomorrow with no build 
3. What will exist tomorrow with build 

The study area consists of Old Framingham Road, Nobscot Road and Dudley Road.  The 
traffic study done in December of 2005 was conducted during peak morning and 
afternoon rush hours. (MA Highway determined December to be a peak traffic month).  
Crash data from the RMV dated 2001-2003 (most recent available) reported one crash at 
Old Framingham Road with sleet conditions.  Three accidents were reported on Dudley 
Road under variable conditions; clear and rain.  Level of service shows everything works 
well (rated A-F).   
Future projections (2010) anticipate 1% growth per year over 5 years; includes the added 
traffic from Mahoney Farm.  Traffic operating analysis with no build works.  Traffic with 
build; estimate trip generation/trip assignment vehicles in and out were all part of the 
calculations.  They used the Institute of Traffic Engineers Guidelines.  For 52 units it 
approximates to 300 trips daily (6 entering and 10 leaving at the peak hour).  There is an 
estimated increase of 8% on Dudley Road, 43-48% on Nobscot Road and 1% on Old 
Framingham Road. 
For level of service they found no change between build and no build.  Old Framingham 
Road site drive level of service was okay.  No right turn onto Old Framingham Road; it 
will line up with Mahoney Farms.  Go through the development then go left or right on 
Nobscot Road.  Sight distance at the intersection of Dudley and Nobscot meets minimal 
AASHTO standards.  They determined the minimal impact from the development 
overall. 
The Board had a concern that sight distance measurements met only the minimum 
standards.  The Board also asked for additional data to be submitted showing trip 
generation from actual similar developments. 
 Discussion was open to the public. 
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Adam Miller:  Does the analysis take into account that there is no left turn from Dudley 
to Nobscot? 
Bill Bent:  Yes, it was done with the existing condition. 
Adam Miller:  The posted speed limit with turns should be included as well as some 
analysis with actual conditions. 
Jody Kablack:  The speed factor in the analysis is based on what is posted. 
Leigh Dunworth:  It is incorrect however, as it is based on 30 m.p.h. in the analysis but is 
posted at 35 m.p.h.  How will that impact the numbers? 
Mike Fee:  The report should be revised with the correct speeds. 
Leigh Dunworth:  She would also like to challenge the statement made by Mr. Bent that 
the sight distance looking left from Old Framingham Road onto Nobscot is better.  She 
concurs with Eric Poch.  She has concerns with the speed that is taken turning left onto 
Old Framingham Road from Nobscot Road, especially with the increased volume. 
Lisa Eggleston:  Speed is only factored into sight distance calculations, correct? 
Bill Bent:  Correct.  He thinks his report is factually correct, but he copied information 
wrong. 
Jody Kablack:  On page 5 of the study, the numbers look as if they were reversed. 
Lisa Eggleston:  Page 25 appears to be correct; looking south is 450’; the rest of the 
numbers show Old Framingham Road meeting requirements for up to 45 m.p.h. 
Bill Bent:  That was his error, he copied down the information incorrectly. 
Lisa Eggleston:  Can we do better with the new intersection? 
Eric Poch:  He shares Leigh’s concerns.  The intersection should be redesigned closer to a 
90° angle for better sight distance. 
Leigh Dunworth:  There is a “Horse Crossing – Caution” sign currently posted.  She is 
concerned with increasing speed and traffic that the sign will be less relevant. 
Eric Poch:  Discussion already shows concerns with traffic calming.  The change of 
pattern must be addressed (trip numbers/ home numbers). 
Lisa Eggleston:  Also, keep in mind it is adult population versus younger drivers. 
David Siegel, 101 Nobscot Road:      
He would also like to echo Eric Poch’s comments.  As a pedestrian and bicyclist, he finds 
it to be a scary left turn off Nobscot.  Is there any thought for a possible recreational area 
with parking?  It would extend traffic as well if that use is considered. 
Mike Fee:  That is Town land which has no impact with this developer.  The Town has 
not decided what may go there. 
David Siegel:  Was Old Framingham Road part of the analysis for safety? 
Bill Bent: Yes, it was considered in the safety data.  The future peak use was also 
included in general growth. 
David Siegel:  The width of Old Framingham Road was below standard? 
Given your engineering judgment and expertise, what is your advice for improvement? 
Bill Bent:  There are a host of things; enforcement, level of service works well, safety. 
The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has a book on traffic technique which includes 
recommendations such as: 
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- speed bumps 
- signage 
- cross walks 
Ray Bachand:  The sight distance on Old Framingham Road (intersection) at 45 m.p.h. is 
safe? 
Bill Bent:  Old Framingham Road looking onto Nobscot meets the minimal sight distance 
at 45’. 
Ray Bachand:  Disagrees.  He has one driveway on Old Framingham Road and Nobscot.  
There is a real issues with that intersection.  If you are headed down Nobscot onto Old 
Framingham Road, it’s straight, no left.  To stay on Nobscot you have to turn right.  He 
was at the site walk with Bill Place and Jody Kablack and cars were doing 60 m.p.h.  
This is a big safety problem; people need to slow down.  What if it weren’t straight 
coming off Nobscot; actually would have to turn? 
Jody Kablack:  It may require going onto private property though.  The Town Engineer 
did a plan of the intersection which we can look at. 
John Cook:  He is a potential resident of Grouse Hill, currently lives in Concord.  If you 
go south on Nobscot through Mahoney Farm, you can turn left off Nobscot.  However, he 
also agrees there is a need for traffic calming techniques there. 
Ray Bachand:  Did the study include the Harrington Road & Nobscot intersection? 
Bill Bent:  No. 
Ray Bachand:  Going south out of Mahoney Farms Development, people should take 
Harrington. 
Eric Poch:  Mr. Cook has a good point.  Initially, he was concerned with exiting from 
Nobscot to Mahoney but as Mr. Cook pointed out, there should also be concerns with 
traffic exiting Mahoney Farms. 
Leigh Dunworth:  There is much talk about calming advice for Nobscot onto Old 
Framingham Road but focus should also be on safety and preserving the present quality 
of the road.  She is obviously concerned for her property. 
Mike Fee:  How would you indulge the balance of safety and aesthetics, being cognate of 
the difficulty in obtaining this balance?  
Leigh Dunworth:  Aware of the difficulty, however, there needs to be more attention to 
private rights and quality of one’s life and property. 
Lisa Eggleston:  Harrington Road is not unjustified in addressing; it would be a good idea 
to study. 
Ray Bachand:  It is stated the road is okay, does that mean it doesn’t have to be widened? 
Bill Bent:  Not as part of the traffic study. 
Jody Kablack:  Is the requirement to widen Old Framingham Road to the standard width 
already there? (Believes the recommendation was 16’ width with 1’ shoulder on each 
side.) 
Bill Pezzoni:  Calming techniques need to be addressed with inclusion factors: 

- age population 
- by widening road, increase speed 
- signs; turn/exit on both sides of road for better effect 
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Mike Fee:  That will be continued for the next meeting.  We need to begin discussion on 
economics. 
Bill Pezzoni:  He and Jody have been discussing in great lengths and basically are in the 
same mode with the exception Jody used a resale price multiplier (based on DHCD 
income) and he used a discount rate. 
Jody Kablack:  (Referred to her memo of September 27, 2006).  The initial sale price and 
resale price are restricted in perpetuity.  Initial sale price is based on a 4 person household 
with 2 pricing calculations; one using the HUD income figures and the other using MA 
Housing.  She used the HUD figures initially and recommends basing pricing on those 
figures.  Interest rates will have a role; upon resale can use the same calculations. 
The Board discussed price restrictions, with Ms. Kablack and Mr. Pezzoni providing 
comments.  A base price will be calculated, as well as a resale price multiplier.  Some 
upgrades will be allowed, up to a maximum cap. 
Bill Pezzoni:  He can provide evidence of his prevailing interest rate. 
Mr. Cook:  Would like to address the quality of the buildings in terms of maintenance.  
Upgrades are amenities, luxuries; he would prefer to pay more for the building quality. 
Building specifications were discussed.   
Jody Kablack brought up the item of mirrors in the bathrooms as she has had many 
complaints about it.  Also the roof – 20 year shingle – should be included in building 
design. 
Bill Dipietri:  Gutters go into infiltrators, groundwater recharge. 
Lisa Eggleston:  All units have perimeter drains? 
Bill Dipietri:  Yes.  Roofs have permanent drains on the walk-outs; day light side. 
The Board further discussed upgrades to the units and capital improvements. 
Mike Fee reviewed and read the bylaw for Incentive Senior Developments.  No upgrade 
calculations are in the resale price.  Regulations would have to be adopted by the 
Planning Board under section 5490 to authorize resale calculations to incorporate 
upgrades. 
Bill Pezzoni:  There is nothing in the bylaw that says you can’t use the DHCD number to 
get a higher price, but it defeats the purpose.  Also, we want diversity in the units. 
Eric Poch:  Not opposed to additional values in the calculations at some level, but it 
cannot be done through the deed rider, it has to be in check with the bylaw. 
Mike Fee:  There is nothing explicit in the bylaw that allows it.  It makes sense to do it 
for affordability and marketability. 
Eric Poch:  The town is open to potential legal action if a policy is open to one ISD and 
not another; it has to be consistent.  Whatever we go with must be fully adopted and 
possibly retroactive. 
Jody Kablack:  Mahoney Farm documents say if the regulations change for an SRC, they 
are hereby adopted for Mahoney Farm.  That may also be the case with Frost Farm. 
Lisa Eggleston:  In the adoption of regulations and in the deed rider there should be a 
provision to allow to upgrade. 
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Mike Fee:  Trying to be consistent with Frost Farm is difficult.  We are looking now at 
general regulations which allow dealing with resale of units. 
Mike Fee:  Instructed the Planning Director to supply the developer with feedback on 
items for upgrades. 
Lisa Eggleston:  Focus should be on maintenance in longevity of the development. 
 
For discussion at the next meeting of October 11: 

- Architecture (landscaping/lighting) 
- Miscellaneous; waivers, site plan issues, water line issue, mitigation (traffic) and 

walkways 
 
 
 
Brookside Farm - Bond Reduction 
 
 On motion duly made and seconded, it was unanimously: 
 
 VOTED:  To reduce the performance bond for Brookside Farm to $58,000. 
 
 
 
 
ZBA Applications 
 
Mahoney Farms Height Variance Application 
 
The Planning Director was instructed to draft a recommendation in favor of the variance 
with attention to the applicant’s action regarding the height of the building. 
 
 
The meeting adjourned at 11:30 p.m. 
 


