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	CONSERVATION COMMISSION
PUBLIC MEETING
131 Pleasant Street
Nantucket, Massachusetts 02554
www.nantucket-ma.gov
Thursday, June 1, 2023 – 4:00 p.m.
 


This meeting was held via remote participation using ZOOM and YouTube.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8usJUVZhYwE 
	Commissioners: Ashley Erisman (Chair), Ian Golding (Vice Chair), Seth Engelbourg, Mark Beale, Linda Williams, Mike Misurelli, and Joe Plandowski


Called to order at 4:00 p.m. by Ms. Erisman
Staff in attendance:	Jeff Carlson, Natural Resources Director; Will Dell’Erba, Conservation Agent
[bookmark: _Hlk114818258]Attending Members:	Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Beale, Misurelli, Williams, and Plandowski
Public:	Paul Santos, Dan Mulloy, Rick Atherton
	
I. [bookmark: I._Public_Hearing_–_Discussion_of_Revisi][bookmark: II._Public_Meeting]Public Hearing – Discussion of Revision and Potential Adoption of the Town of Nantucket Wetland Protection Regulations (Chapter 390)

	Sitting:
	Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Plandowski, Williams

	Representative:
	Will Dell’Erba, Conservation Agent

	Documentation:
	Site and topographical plans, photos, requisite departmental reports, and correspondence.

	Public:
	None

	Discussion (0:3:55): 
Erisman – Provided an overview of the intention of the public hearing regarding the revision and potential adoption of the town of Nantucket Wetland Protection Regulations (Chapter 390) and informed the attendees that the edits had been submitted to Town Council and were subsequently returned with revisions. The purpose of the discussion was to go over these revisions and work towards finalizing regulations that could be adopted.
Erisman – Opened the Public Hearing for Commission’s questions.
Englebourg
Raised a specific concern about handling invasive species in the wetlands jurisdiction.
Town Council suggested including only the Massachusetts prohibited plant list.
Expressed disagreement; preferred retaining an amalgamation of three lists.
Three lists were included:
· Prohibitive plant list
· Mycophagist list
· Nantucket Biodiversity Initiative's Invasive Species Committee list.
Referenced previous public meeting discussions.
Emphasized the advocacy for the inclusion of all three lists in the revised regulations.
Erisman
Concurred.
Englebourg
Mentioned a discussion about incorporating the IPSC (Invasive Plant Species Committee) list for added local flexibility.
Suggested the possibility of providing a link to the IPSC website, which regularly updates its list.
Explained that the group, though volunteer-based, is tasked on Nantucket with determining invasive species and recommending best management practices.
Strongly recommended retaining the IPSC list as a crucial part of the regulations.
Williams
Expressed disappointment with the Town Council's review, suggesting it seemed insufficient.
Noted that there was minimal feedback received from Town Council.
Mentioned that the Council flagged the distinction between dwelling, secondary, and tertiary structures, agreeing with this observation.
Acknowledged a concern with the proposed regulations related to specific criteria, such as the 50, 75, and the prohibition of pools in flood zones.
Indicated unresolved issues with these aspects despite Town Council's input.
Expressed agreement with Engelbourg regarding the inclusion of newly added items to the list.
Advocated for incorporating the list directly into the regulations and providing relevant information.
Supported the idea of linking to another website for additional information.
Overall agreement with the proposal to include the list and facilitate access to supplementary details.
Misurelli
Addressed concerns about Performance Standard Update number four.
Questioned if all projects not water-dependent would now require a 50-foot undisturbed area next to a salt marsh.
Suggested clarification that the 50-foot rule applies unless it involves access to the marsh or a water-dependent use and stated that he has raised the issue in a previous meeting, expressing ongoing concerns.
Shifted focus to the format of public hearings, asking whether there would be only one Zoom session or if an in-person meeting is planned.
Pointed out the convenience of Zoom meetings but raised the question of the regulatory requirement for an in-person meeting.
Shared the opinion that, given the significant regulatory changes, having only one public hearing seems insufficient.
Erisman
Noted that the public had the option to attend virtually or in person.
Encouraged the hope that interested parties were following the discussion.
Acknowledged the points made in the discussion.
Appreciated the flexibility for the public to engage either virtually or in person.
Conveyed understanding of the importance of public awareness and participation in regulatory discussions.
Williams
Expressed discomfort with the idea of voting on the proposal during the current meeting.
Advocated for having a discussion, listen to public comments, and give more thought to the matter.
Voiced opposition to immediate adoption and called for another public hearing before reaching a decision.
Erisman
Acknowledged understanding of the concerns raised.
Expressed openness to see how the ongoing conversation unfolds.
Hoped that the updates provided were clear and concise for attendees.
Recognized the desire for increased public participation.
Engelbourg
Described the discussion about increasing the distance of buffer zones, moving them back linearly in specific resource areas.
Indicated a need for clarification on whether staff or Town Council provided any input on this matter.
Pointed out that the issue has not been conclusively addressed in prior discussions and sought further information for resolution.
Dell’Erba
Clarified that the Town Council's input on the questions was included in the body of an email, not in the regulation update.
Offered to forward the email to all meeting participants for their reference.
Engelbourg
Stated that if Town Council views the matter, regarding the distance of buffer zones, as legally acceptable, there hasn't been a substantial regulatory or policy discussion.
Acknowledged that individual Commissioners, including oneself, have voiced opinions but a consensus has not been reached.
Proposed a two-step approach:
· First, review the email to determine the legal perspective.
· Second, engage in a substantive discussion during the meeting to reach a consensus on whether adjusting buffer zones is the appropriate course of action.
Jeff Carlson
Read said email for the record. 
In summary:
The question was about the potential legal implications of holding structures to different standards based on their intended use (primary, secondary, tertiary).
The response highlighted that differentiating treatment based on the type of structure could be legally challenged.
The opinion suggested that the application of the no-build area should focus on adverse impacts caused by any alteration, rather than distinguishing between primary and secondary dwellings.
Proposed an alternative approach of allowing a certain total amount of square footage alteration within the no-disturb area if any alteration is permitted.

Provided additional questions related to the proposed change from additional emails received.
Engelbourg
Noted the historical context of Nantucket local regulations, mentioning that buffer zones were not initially present but were added later in one of the updates.
Acknowledged that there has been a history of regulatory changes, including the extension or addition of buffer zones.
Recognized that some lots could have been developed with certain uses under previous regulations, and changes might affect development possibilities in the future.
Highlighted the common occurrence of regulatory changes in various bodies like ConCom, Zoning, and HDC.
Emphasized the acknowledgment that it is not possible to retroactively change past conditions, and the focus is on future developments under new regulations.
Carlson
Affirmed Seth's historical context, stating that over time, buffer zones were introduced post-adoption of the original bylaws and regulations.
Pointed out that the original bylaw only required permits within a hundred units, with additional buffer zones added later through regulations.
Clarified that these changes occurred gradually over time, expanding the scope of buffer zones beyond the initial requirements.
Engelbourg
Proposed having a discussion about how individuals feel regarding changing some of the buffer zone lines.
Highlighted past concerns and impacts, such as wildlife impacts, flooding consequences, and cumulative development impacts.
Emphasized the need for a thorough examination of the impacts before moving forward with accepting updated regulations.
Acknowledged the effectiveness of the current regulations and suggested avoiding letting the pursuit of perfection hinder the acceptance of good regulations.
Recognized the importance of having a comprehensive conversation before making decisions on potential changes to buffer zones.
Erisman
Expressed the mindset that all resource areas could benefit from additional protection.
Cited existing concerns about development pressure negatively impacting the overall functioning of wetland systems.
Believed that more robust buffers would better safeguard the interests and performance standards of various resource areas.
Pointed out the significance of the functions served by bordering vegetated wetlands, isolated vegetated wetlands, and salt marshes, emphasizing the need for enhanced protection.
Acknowledged the potential challenges from a development perspective but argued that it is a necessary step for the long-term health of wetland systems on Nantucket.
Beale
Concurred with Erisman.
Noted the current restriction within the 25 to 50-foot zone, allowing certain non-structural elements that still disturb the wetland area.
Advocated for a more comprehensive protection strategy for wetlands, extending to the 50-foot buffer.
Plandowski
Recalled two or possibly three lengthy meetings dedicated to discussing the regulations in great detail.
Implicitly suggesting that the extensive deliberations have resulted in a well-considered and comprehensive set of regulations that should be adopted.
Golding
Concurs with the previous statements made by fellow Commissioners.
Williams
Expressed confusion about the previous discussions on the topic.
Mentioned that the matter hasn't been extensively discussed since that time until now.
Recalled Seth raising an interesting point during a past meeting about differentiating between the 50 and 75-foot zones for certain activities.
Sought clarification from Seth on the specifics of the suggestion made during the last meeting to gain a clearer understanding of the intended direction.
Erisman
Indicated that previous discussions involved considering the allowance of primary dwellings within buffers.
Shared the understanding that Town Council has expressed opposition to this idea.
Noted that this opposition has prompted a reconsideration of the regulations, leading to a potential reset or revision of the original plan.
Williams
Acknowledged a shift in the direction of the regulations, essentially reverting to an outright ban.
Expressed agreement with Town Council on the use issue.
Erisman
Discussed the concept of allowing applicants to request a waiver, even with the potential extension of buffer zones.
Highlighted that applicants can already request waivers for certain zones.
Indicated that this approach would maintain the flexibility for applicants to seek waivers, even if buffer zones were extended, allowing for case-by-case considerations.
Engelbourg
Acknowledged interest in allowing specific uses within buffer zones, but noted Town Council's recommendation against it.
Highlighted the absence of a 75-foot buffer zone line in the current regulations.
Described the current regulations, indicating no impacts allowed between 0 and 25 feet, no structures allowed between 25 and 50 feet, and activities subject to performance standards allowed between 50 and 100 feet.
Proposed changes to extend the "no disturb" zone from 0 to 50 feet, designate a "no structure" zone from 50 to 75 feet, and subject activities to performance standards from 75 to 100 feet for all resource areas, both Coastal and Inland, with associated buffer zones.
Confirmed that waivers will still be allowed.
Williams
Expressed concern about the 50 to 75-foot zone, emphasizing a general unease during that period.
Clarified the concern, indicating worry about potential issues arising from the prohibition of structures within that space.
Raised a question about the scientific rationale behind changing the buffer zone from 50 to 75 feet.
Engelbourg
Asserted that there is both scientific and policy support for changing the buffer zone from 50 to 75 feet.
Mentioned the submission of two or three peer-reviewed research articles focused on wetland wildlife species and their biological buffer zone requirements.
Cited specific examples of species like frogs, turtles, and snakes needing well beyond 100 feet for an adequate life cycle.
Indicated the submission of local regulations from different municipalities in the state that have already adopted extended buffer zones.
Misurelli
Expressed concern about the potential impracticality and limitations that might arise from the proposed change.
Emphasized the worry about certain activities becoming unworkable due to the extended buffer zone.
Voiced a general concern about the possibility of unintended consequences that may not be fully understood at the moment.
Acknowledged and respected the opinions of others on the matter.
Carlson
Proposed, based on the majority opinion, the idea of exploring the development of standards for buffer zone enhancement or mitigation.
Suggested collaborating with Will to compile standards, possibly drawing from practices in other communities.
Aiming to address scenarios where existing structures or projects extend beyond the proposed 75-foot buffer zone.
Proposed creating a clear design path for buffer zone enhancement or mitigation in situations where projects cannot avoid encroaching on the 75-foot zone.
Offered to work on developing these standards for consideration.
Engelbourg
Expressed hesitation about making regulations excessively strict, acknowledging potential issues.
Suggested a balanced approach, proposing a list of specific actions, such as compensatory flood storage, buffer zone plantings, etc., to fulfill a minimum requirement for long-term net benefit.
Williams
Expressed disagreement with the restriction on having pools in areas subject to coastal flooding.
Described the restriction as impractical and cited the existing limitations imposed by zoning regulations, ROHs and minimum lot size requirements.
Highlighted the impact of this regulation on properties in areas like Brant Point.
Voiced a strong disagreement with this aspect of the regulations and sought guidance on how to address it.
Expressed dissatisfaction with the regulation prohibiting pools in areas subject to coastal flooding.
Cited specific areas, such as Beachside and Brant Point, that would be adversely affected by this restriction.
Acknowledged the existing case-by-case approach in reviewing pool applications.
Voiced discomfort with a blanket restriction that disallows pools entirely in large areas affected by flood maps, emphasizing the need for a more nuanced evaluation on a case-by-case basis.
Erisman
Voiced support for banning pools in flood zones, citing flood zone standards that require flow-through and accommodate rising floodwaters.
Raised concerns about pools impeding floodwaters and the potential mixing of floodwater with pool chemicals.
Highlighted the proactive approach as a preventive measure, considering future projections and the Coastal Resiliency Plan that identifies expanding flood zones.
Expressed a belief that it would be wise to eliminate such structures proactively to avoid potential problems in the future as flooding events increase.
Williams
Expressed dissatisfaction with pools at grade, citing concerns about their threat in flood zones.
Acknowledged the irritation with a specific case on Eastern Street where the pool was at grade.
Emphasized the distinction that pools elevated above the first floor, beyond the flood zone requirements, may be considered differently.
Highlighted the importance of preventing wash over and expressed a willingness to evaluate elevated pool proposals on a case-by-case basis.
Struggled with the decision of outright banning pools and suggested a nuanced approach based on elevation and specific circumstances.
Proposed implementing a sunset date for the regulation changes.
Aimed to provide people with an opportunity to acclimate to the new regulations gradually.
Suggested this approach to ease the transition and allow stakeholders time to adjust to the changes.
Carlson
Discussed the minimum notice requirement, indicating the need to publicly advertise the effective date of the regulations.
Mentioned a three-week requirement for public notice.
Proposed good practice of setting an effective date, for example, on July 1st, to allow a full month for advertising.
Estimated a minimum of 30 days from the date of adoption to the effective date to ensure sufficient public awareness and compliance.
Engelbourg
Expressed openness to various types of pools, including underground, elevated on piers or piles, as long as the support structure is below grade.
Pointed out a potential ambiguity in the existing regulation, highlighting that it currently restricts all types of above-ground pools in flood zones.
Advocated for making the regulation more specific to allow certain types of above-ground pools that pose minimal impact, especially if elevated significantly above the flood zone elevation.
Golding
Raised a question about the inclusion of breakaway panels for elevated pools.
Highlighted the stipulation in flood zones that mandates breakaway panels for structures to allow free flow through during flood events.
Expressed concern about how this requirement would be addressed for pools elevated significantly above the flood zone.
Williams
Shared knowledge of an engineer plan that facilitates water flow underneath elevated pools.
Mentioned that the plan mimics the design of houses on piers, allowing water to flow freely without the need for a solid foundation all the way around.
Indicated that this design approach achieves the goal of maintaining free flow while accommodating elevated structures in flood zones.
Engelbourg
Expressed support for allowing above-ground standalone unit pools that are elevated above the flood zone.
Clarified the preference for pools that have no interaction with the ground, excluding those elevated on piers, piles, or any engineered solution.
Emphasized a specific scenario, such as pools placed on a porch, as an example of acceptable above-ground standalone unit pools.


Misurelli
Expressed a neutral stance and lack of strong opinion regarding pools.
Agreed that individuals willing to elevate a pool above the flood zone might be less likely on Nantucket.
Indicated a general perception that there isn't significant support for pools in flood zones.
Williams
Clarified the position on pools, mentioning that they would likely have support underneath to stabilize them.
Emphasized the need for the top edge of the pool to be above the floodplain, ensuring it doesn't pose a threat of washing over during flooding.
Indicated a preference for pools with elevated supports similar to the structure they are on, such as a pier or porch.
Erisman
Acknowledged the potential acceptability of a small hot tub but raised concerns about the appropriateness of a larger pool, citing noise pollution and size considerations.
Plandowski
Conducted research on residential swimming pools.
Provided specific criteria for pools, mentioning the need to exceed 150 square feet of water surface area or a thousand gallons.
Expressed concern about the cumulative impact of pools on Nantucket.
Noted the prevalence of pool installations in the area, especially in new developments.
Shared a viewpoint that, in the future, there might be regret for allowing unregulated pool installations island-wide.
Williams
Mentioned that definitions and regulations related to pools, including small, medium-sized, large pools, and spas, have undergone changes in the bylaws.
Highlighted that the town has tightened regulations in certain zones (e.g., Madaket and ROH) but acknowledged variations based on zoning.
Recognized that regulations are stricter in smaller lots but less stringent in larger lots, which can have varying impacts.
Golding
Supports denying pools within the flood zone entirely.
Views the current approach with exceptions as too complicated.
Carlson
Agreed to collaborate with Will to find a suitable way to encapsulate the conversations regarding the pool regulations.
Erisman – Opened the Public Hearing for Public Comments.
Dam Mulloy
Questioned if there would be another Public Hearing scheduled to continue this discussion.
Shared concerns and questions regarding the appointment issue.
Addressed the changes under consideration during the meeting.
Raised uncertainty about whether the current drafts acknowledge a comprehensive shift or modifications to all buffer zones.
Highlighted a potential awareness gap among the public regarding significant changes, specifically a 25% reduction in buffer zones.
Speculated on the likelihood of increased public commentary if there was greater awareness of the proposed shift.
Expressed uncertainty about the consideration status of a 30-day effective date mentioned by Jeff.
Urged the commission to contemplate a potential delay in implementing certain changes.
Emphasized experiences with zoning changes and the challenges faced by individuals who have recently purchased or are about to purchase property.
Advocated for an extended time frame, possibly six months, to allow people to digest regulations and file permits.
Emphasized the potential unfairness to individuals affected by sudden changes shortly after property acquisition.
Addressed concerns about unclear definitions and wordings, specifically related to impervious surfaces.
Posed questions about the commission's consideration of waivers for scenarios like pervious surfaces, such as brick pavers.
Pointed out the absence of a clear definition for "feasible" and requested thoughtful consideration on the matter.
Suggested a reevaluation of the proposed definition of swimming pools, particularly the limit of 100 gallons, and proposed a potential increase to 200 gallons.
Sought clarification on the basis for the two-foot separation of groundwater restriction, expressing a desire for more detailed information on its scientific or factual justification.
Encouraged the commission to review the detailed email containing various comments and questions.
Expressed interest in reading additional information provided by Seth regarding the scientific basis for certain bylaws and buffer zone changes.
Erisman
Acknowledged previous discussions on the two-foot separation of groundwater during meetings on regulations.
Suggested that recordings of those discussions are available, ensuring transparency for interested members of the public.
Encouraged making recordings accessible to the public for those interested in hearing or watching past discussions.
Proposed the possibility of staff posting supplemental documents online, providing comprehensive information on regulation updates.
Paul Santos
Expressed agreement with Dan's concerns about increasing setbacks, considering it a significant aspect of the proposed changes.
Noted the absence of this detail in the summary and Town Council's edits, suggesting another publication of the proposed regulations with these components for clarity.
Highlighted the Board's strict treatment of the 50-foot setback for new construction, emphasizing its non-waiverable nature for most cases.
Anticipated challenges for building within the 75-foot setback if the regulations are adopted.
Speculated that the Commission reviews a notable number of Notices of Intents, potentially impacting a larger number of properties compared to other commissions.
Sought clarification on the specific provision regarding pools in flood zones, particularly noting its non-waiverable status in salt marsh areas.
Proposed incorporating language in the flood zone section allowing for waiver consideration, providing more flexibility in the application of regulations.
Rachael Freeman
Asked for guidance on the most constructive way to submit comments on the proposed regulation changes, inquiring whether a letter to the Conservation Commission, an email, or verbal comments during the meeting would be appropriate.
Shared concerns about the perceived reflection of the Baxter Road Project in the proposed regulations.
Expressed uncertainty about the extent of consideration given to potential coastal resiliency projects in the Town's future.
Emphasized the importance of addressing and permitting such projects, foreseeing a need for thoughtful regulations over the next decade.
Raised concerns that the current regulations might not adequately account for future projects beneficial to the Town, particularly those related to coastal resiliency.
Carlson
Emphasized the importance of considering resiliency in planning for the future.
Acknowledged ongoing discussions about preparing for future challenges.
Shared insights into challenges faced during the compilation of staff comments.
Highlighted a limitation where local regulations cannot be less restrictive than the state Wetlands Protection Act.
Expressed frustration with this restriction, especially in cases where state regulations may lag behind in engineering, design, and considerations related to coastal resiliency.
Mentioned the need for updates to state regulations, particularly in areas like coastal resiliency.
Acknowledged the challenges caused by the current state regulations and expressed a desire for correction to allow more adaptive local regulations.
Williams
Recalled being the one to raise concerns about the two-foot separation requirement, noting that it was established many years ago without a clear basis.
Reminded the Commission that there were discussions about reviewing and potentially revising the requirement during meetings.
Proposed putting the matter in front of Jeff for further consideration, similar to ongoing efforts for other regulation changes.
Engelbourg
Clarified that the proposed regulations, except for the Great Pond area, don't extend buffer zones beyond 100 feet. Instead, they modify the types of activities permitted within the existing 100-foot buffer zone.
Speculated that the changes, especially regarding minor activities, might reduce workload for the commission and staff.
Expressed disagreement with closing the hearing on the proposed regulations, citing numerous outstanding questions.
Advocated for keeping the option open for another hearing before the deadline.
Acknowledged uncertainties about the history and specifics of the two-foot separation requirement.
Argued for the continued relevance of the separation requirement, particularly in the context of sea-level rise and its impact on groundwater levels.
Proposed a reassessment of the specific measurement but advocated against removing the requirement entirely.
Plandowski
Echoed Dan Mulloy's point about the potential inadequacy of a 30-day period before the proposed changes take effect.
Highlighted the concern that individuals in the process of designing a house might face challenges within the short timeframe.
Advocated for a more extended implementation period, suggesting 90 or 120 days as more appropriate and accommodating for ongoing projects.
Erisman
Expressed a desire to examine historical practices regarding the implementation period for regulatory changes.
Emphasized the importance of finding a balance to prevent a rush of designs just before regulations are enacted.
Personally suggested a 60-day implementation period as sufficient, considering the duration of the ongoing discussions.
Williams
Pointed out the need to consider the various permits required, such as building permits and permits related to HDC changes or zoning changes.
Highlighted potential delays in the production of approvable plans due to the multiple permits and various processes involved.
Emphasized the impact of external factors, as additional reasons for a longer timeframe.
Don Bracken
Suggested adopting the Title V definition or method for establishing high groundwater to ensure consistency.
Highlighted the familiarity of using the Title V method and its inclusion of criteria for establishing high groundwater, especially near coastal areas or within 300 feet of a tidally affected area.
Advocated for a well-defined and universally accepted method for establishing groundwater levels.
Dan Mulloy
Expressed concerns about sections in the regulations, particularly those related to ponds and setbacks from beaches and coastal banks, which incorporate multipliers based on erosion rates.
Pointed out the language that specifies the setback from coastal banks, indicating it must be the most restrictive, potentially pushing it beyond 100 feet.
Raised the issue that the Wetland bylaw doesn't grant jurisdiction beyond 100 feet and suggested a wording change such as "the greater of but no more than" to avoid exceeding the jurisdictional limits set by the bylaw.
Erisman
Announced that this Public Hearing will continue to the next regularly scheduled meeting of June 8, 2023.



II. Public Meeting
A. [bookmark: A._Discussion_of_Commission_Policies_and][bookmark: B._Enforcement_Update]Discussion of Commission Policies and Procedures
	Sitting:
	Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Plandowski, Williams

	Representative:
	Jeff Carlson

	Documentation:
	Site and topographical plans, photos, requisite departmental reports, and correspondence.

	Public:
	None

	Discussion (1:29:09): 
Carlson
Shared efforts within the office to keep policies up-to-date and ensure efficiency in operations.
Discussed the existence of a policy document adopted in the mid-2000s that hadn't been revisited until recently.
Emphasized the need for improved efficiency, considering the high volume of applications received, and the desire to streamline processes for staff, the commission, and the general public.
Noted the challenges of long meetings, averaging four to five hours, and the impact on productivity due to fatigue.
Introduced a draft document outlining general procedures and proposed updates.
Included a spreadsheet breakdown of meeting times by section for reference.
Shared considerations for breaking meetings into two sessions or exploring different time frames.
Proposed initiating a series of organizational meetings for the commission to discuss ways to enhance productivity, time management, and overall operations.
Encouraged input, suggestions, and a collaborative approach to find solutions and improve efficiency collectively.
Clarified that the document served as a starting point for discussion, welcoming additional ideas and feedback from the commission members.
Erisman
Noted the current arrangement with public hearings at 5 p.m on Thursdays and potential public meetings at 3 p.m the following Thursday.
Acknowledged the pros and cons of both options, highlighting the potential benefit of powering through a long meeting to allow for a week of mental rest.
Recognized the challenge posed by consistently long meetings and expressed the need for discussion on meeting times and the feasibility of an earlier schedule for the public meeting portion.
Misurelli
Shared a recent suggestion, not yet discussed with the entire commission, about the possibility of implementing a consent agenda for certain items.
Recognized that this approach might not be universally popular but emphasized the potential for streamlining meetings.
Highlighted the organized packets available for review and proposed that items could be placed on consent unless a commissioner specifically requested discussion.
Carlson
Clarified that under the current regulatory structure, it is possible to have items go through on consent.
Provided an example of how certain types of applications, like RDAs, could potentially be streamlined through a consent approach.
Discussed the need for a clear adopted policy by the board to implement a consent agenda system.
Expressed willingness to explore and discuss the details of how a consent agenda could be implemented based on the commission's preferences and operational needs.
Engelbourg
Acknowledged that the inclusion of minor activities language in the regulatory update could alleviate the burden, particularly for certain types of applications.
Suggested exploring a process where, for Notice of Intent applications, the chair opens the period for comments before the applicant's presentation to gauge if there are any questions or concerns based on the packet.
Raised the idea of potentially fast-tracking applications where there are no comments or concerns, moving them along more efficiently. 
Acknowledged the need to ensure legal and regulatory compliance in such a process.
Carlson
Emphasized that the discussed topics involve policy and procedural questions.
Encouraged exploring new ideas and procedures, with the flexibility to adjust as needed.
Stressed the importance of legality in implementing any changes and expressed willingness to investigate and consider different ideas.
Engelbourg
Highlighted the observation that a significant amount of time is spent on a few applications with numerous questions and comments.
Suggested a streamlined approach for applications with no issues, such as skipping presentations and moving directly to commissioner and public comments.
Pointed out that this approach could save considerable meeting time.
Williams
Shared personal experience with starting the consent agenda at the HDC (Historic District Commission) and highlighted its effectiveness.
Explained how a consent agenda allows for efficient voting on items without issues and enables quick progress to more critical matters.
Expressed trust in the staff to provide necessary advice and catch important points, allowing the commission to focus on essential topics.
Emphasized the importance of concentrating time and effort on crucial matters rather than spending excessive time on routine items.
Dan Mulloy
Shared experience working with the Dartmouth Conservation Commission, where applications are grouped together for efficiency.
Described how Dartmouth's commission streamlines the process by having the agent give quick rundowns on applications, and if there are no comments, they vote for approval.
Highlighted the potential time-saving benefits of adopting a similar approach in Nantucket.


Beale
Expressed support for the consent agenda idea, emphasizing its potential to save time on straightforward applications.
Carlson
Acknowledged the interest in exploring the consent agenda approach.
Planned to gather information and potentially share a link to Dartmouth's Conservation Commission meetings for reference.
Discussed the timeline for addressing the consent agenda concept, indicating it would follow the ongoing discussion on regulation updates.Top of Form



B. Enforcement Update
	Sitting:
	Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Plandowski, Williams

	Representative:
	Will Dell’Erba

	Documentation:
	Site and topographical plans, photos, requisite departmental reports, and correspondence.

	Public:
	None

	Discussion (1:45:47): 
Dell’Erba Top of Form
Presented a list of "Legacy enforcements" where responses have not been received.
Discussed the plan to start levying a daily fine of $50, assessed weekly ($350) for non-compliance.
Mentioned that more complex cases would require further investigation and meetings.
Williams
Emphasized the importance of addressing the issue with the viewing platform.
Carlson
Stated that there will need to have a coordinated response.
Williams
Mentioned a town bylaw that allows the town to take action and charge individuals if they fail to comply with town directives, such as removing foliage or addressing issues like fallen trees in the road. Asked if the Conservation Commission has a similar ability.
Dell’Erba
Agreed to discuss this option with Town Counsel. 
Engelbourg
Discussed enforcement alternatives, mentioning the typical enforcement process and the non-criminal disposition process. 
Noted that there are alternatives such as criminal complaints and civil penalties if needed, with Town Council having provided briefs on these options for different purposes in the past. 
Expressed hope that the cases can be resolved without resorting to more substantive action.
Carlson
Suggested the possibility of revoking permits for cases with outstanding open permits, highlighting the potential impact and challenges associated with having a revoked permit on record. 
Proposed exploring this avenue further as a potential means of addressing compliance issues.
Dell’ Erba
Provided an overview of the different pages on the main spreadsheet, including the Legacy enforcements, current list, and potential enforcements. 




III. [bookmark: III._Adjournment]Adjournment
	Motion:
	Motion to adjourn. (made by: Plandowski) (seconded by: Misurelli) (1:58:20)

	Vote:
	Carried 7:0 // Beale, Engelbourg, Erisman, Golding, Misurelli, Plandowski, Williams (Aye)
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