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	CONSERVATION COMMISSION
MINUTES
131 Pleasant Street
Nantucket, Massachusetts 02554
www.nantucket-ma.gov
Thursday, June 8, 2023 – 5:00 p.m.
 


This meeting was held via remote participation using ZOOM and YouTube.
https://youtu.be/Uzwnqiax898
	Commissioners: Ashley Erisman (Chair), Ian Golding (Vice Chair), Seth Engelbourg, Mark Beale, Linda Williams, Mike Misurelli, and Joe Plandowski


Staff in attendance:  	Jeff Carlson, Natural Resources Director; Will Dell’Erba, Conservation Agent
[bookmark: _Hlk114818258]Attending Members: 	Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Misurelli, Williams, and Plandowski
Public:		Vince Murphy, Paul Santos, Burton Balkind, Dan Malloy, David Haines, Art Gasbarro, RJ Turcotte, Ellen Biegert

Called to order at 5:00 p.m. by Ms. Erisman
[bookmark: I._PUBLIC_MEETING]*Indicates items not previously opened/discussed
I. PUBLIC MEETING
A. Public Comment – There was no public comment.
II. PUBLIC HEARING
A. Notice of Intent
1. Nantucket Boathouse, LLC- 2 & 6 Easton Street (42.1-4.8; 4.9) SE48-3613(Bateman) 
(cont 06/22)
2. Local Buoy Properties, LLC- 15 Lauretta Lane (14-10.1) SE48-3620 (Rits) (cont 6/22)
3. The Trustees of Reservations- Coskata- Coatue Wildlife Refuge- (multiple) SE48- (Lang)
(cont 6/22)
4. Linda Loring Nature Foundation, Inc- 90 Eel Point Road (39-1 & 2) SE48- (Gasbarro) 
(cont 08/03)
5. Nantucket Conservation Foundation- West Hummock Pond (various) SE48-3646 (Shuster)
(cont 06/22)
6. Elnaggar- 30 Union Street (42.2.2-143) SE48- (Haines)
	Sitting:
	Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Plandowski, Misurelli

	Recused:
	Williams

	Representative:
	David Haines

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

	Public:
	None

	Discussion: (7:30)
Haines 
· Presented the project and proposed work description at 30 Union Street, which would include the construction of a garage, and minor landscaping in Land Subject to Coastal Storm Flowage.
· Explained that the work, as proposed, will not adversely impact the ability of the resource area to function as it currently does.
· Stated that the site is not within any endangered species habitats as mapped by the Massachusetts Natural Heritage and Endangered Species Program (NHESP) and that no waivers from the Nantucket Wetlands By-Law are required for this project.
Erisman
· Raised a concern about the flood zone realization, mentioning a property directly northeast with a backyard pond.
· Inquired about the inclusion of that pond in the considerations, specifically checking if it falls outside the 100 feet boundary.
· Acknowledged the likelihood of the pond connecting to groundwater and emphasized the need to confirm its distance from the proposed construction site.

Erisman – Opened public comment 
Burton Balkind 
· Sought clarification of the specific amount of impervious area that would be influenced by the proposed project.
Haines
· Explained that the footprint of the construction is 640 square feet.
· Emphasized the incorporation of floor drains that lead to a gravel surface, designed to slow down and facilitate water drainage during floods.
· Stressed that the water will pass through the drains and into the gravel area, replicating the infiltration process.
· Highlighted the provision made to ensure that the construction is effectively designed to be non-impervious during flooding events.
Burton Balkind
· Made a recommendation for the inclusion of an order of conditions, citing concerns about the area's limited ability to absorb additional impervious surfaces.
· Pointed out the historical impact of previous building constructions in the vicinity, noting their influence on the nature of flooding in the area.
· Expressed appreciation for David and his team's incorporation of measures to address and mitigate the potential effects on the flooding dynamics.


	Staff Rec:
	Dell’Erba confirmed they have everything needed to close.

	Motion:
	Motion to close. (made by: Misurelli) (seconded by: Plandowski) (0:16:48)

	Vote:
	Carried 5:0 // Engelbourg, Erisman, Golding, Misurelli, Plandowski (aye)









7. 46 West Miacomet, LLC- 46 West Miacomet Road (86-6) SE48-3649 (Santos)
	Sitting:
	Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Plandowski, Williams

	Representative:
	Paul Santos

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

	Public:
	None

	Discussion (0:17:13)
Santos
· Presented an update on a previously discussed Notice of Intent that required continuation for NH GSP determination, which has now been obtained along with the DEP file number.
· Reiterated the purpose of the proposal involving the relocation of a footpath within a coastal dune, installation of seasonal low aluminum beach stairs, and the after-the-fact installation of snow fencing on the "Peacock property" along West Miacomet Road.
· Acknowledged the need for the commission's decision to be conditioned, detailing standard conditions related to adverse effects, avoiding a prohibited take of state-listed species, time-of-year restrictions, state-listed species protection, and standard conditions for a five-year permit.
· Requested the incorporation of the presentation letter into any order of conditions to be issued.
· Addressed the remaining issue regarding a section of snow fencing installed by Mr. Peacock, proposing to leave it in place due to its deep embedding in the sand, with the provision that no additional fencing would be added and the remaining section would be left until it naturally resettles or further decisions are made.
Engelbourg
· Expressed a preference for the removal of the snow fencing, citing concerns about its suitability in the area and its contribution to marine debris, which is detrimental to wildlife and protected interests.
· Advocated for a proactive approach to address the potential environmental impact by eliminating the use of snow fencing.
· If the rest of the commission does not agree with removal, suggested the implementation of specific conditions focusing on monitoring and mandatory cleanup in case the fence gets dislodged.
Misurelli
· Provided input based on working at 52 West Miacomet, expressing caution about removing the entrenched snow fencing due to erosion that occurred during the winter.
· Stated concerns about the stability of the area and potential risks associated with removing the fencing.
· While cautious about removal, conveyed a desire to see the area cleaned up.
Erisman
· Asserted a personal preference for the removal of the snow fence, expressing concern that if left in place, rapid unburying could result in it becoming marine debris before proper removal.
Plandowski
· Advocated for a conditioned approach, suggesting the removal of the snow fence when it becomes more appropriate rather than immediately.
Erisman
· Proposed the implementation of storm reporting as a potential condition for the site, likening it to procedures followed for other coastal erosion structures.
Golding
· Expressed agreement with Seth's perspective.
· Stated that if the snow fence is nearly buried, the responsibility should lie with the property owner rather than relying on staff.
· Questioned why removing the snow fence now would be considered environmentally destructive.
Erisman – Opened public comment (None)

	Staff Rec.
	Dell’Erba confirmed they have everything needed to close.

	[bookmark: _Hlk154475336]Motion:
	Motion to close. (made by: Plandowski) (seconded by: Misurelli) (0:26:58)

	Vote:
	Carried 5:0 // Engelbourg, Erisman, Golding, Plandowski, Williams (aye)



8. *Somerset Nominee Trust- 14 Somerset Road (56-104) SE48- (Santos)
	Sitting:
	Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Plandowski, Williams

	Representative:
	Paul Santos

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

	Public:
	None

	Discussion (0:27:36)
Santos
· Presented a Notice of Intent for the construction of a gravel roadway within the buffer zone of a bordering vegetated wetland, part of an approved four-lot residential subdivision by the Nantucket Planning Board.
· Clarified that the area is not within a flood zone, with jurisdictional setbacks to the wetland highlighted in red on the plan.
· Discussed the general location of proposed dwellings based on the planning board's approval, noting that adjustments would be made to meet 50-foot setbacks based on wetland flagging by David Haines.
· Concluded by expressing the intention to return for the two lots with more detailed plans in the future.
Erisman
· Emphasized the need to clarify in the order of conditions that the building envelopes are not approved, despite one being shown within the 50-foot buffer zone.
Erisman – Opened public comment. None

	Staff Rec.
	Dell’Erba confirmed they have everything needed to close.

	Motion:
	Motion to close. (made by: Plandowski) (seconded by: Engelbourg) (0:35:47)

	Vote:
	Carried 5:0 // Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Plandowski, Williams (aye)






9. *Willett- Sachem Road & Hallowell Lane West (various) SE48- (Rits)
	Sitting:
	Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Plandowski, Williams

	Representative:
	Dan Mulloy

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

	Public:
	None

	Discussion (0:36:24)
Mulloy
· Presented a Notice of Intent (NOI) application seeking approval from the Nantucket Conservation Commission for work within the Bordering Vegetated Wetland (BVW) buffer zone along Sachem Road and Hallowell Lane West.
· Requested approval under the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act (WPA) and its regulations, as well as the Town of Nantucket Wetlands Protection Bylaw (Bylaw) and its implementing regulations (Local Regs).
· Described the proposed work, which involves the relocation and extension of an existing water main within an existing unpaved roadway.
Erisman – Opened public comment. None

	Staff Rec.
	Dell’Erba confirmed they have everything needed to close.

	Motion:
	Motion to close. (made by: Plandowski) (seconded by: Misurelli) (0:38:13)

	Vote:
	Carried 6:0 // Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Plandowski, Misurelli, Williams (aye)



10. * Breglio- 52 West Miacomet Road (86-2.1) SE48-3651 (Gasbarro)
	Sitting:
	Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Plandowski 

	Recused:
	Misurelli, Williams

	Representative:
	Arthur Gasbarro

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

	Public:
	None

	Discussion (0:38:55)
Gasbarro
· The applicant is seeking approval to install a set of beach access stairs within the coastal bank and beach resource areas.
· The proposed stairs will feature a configuration with a mid-way turn to keep them as close as possible to the coastal bank and away from the shoreline.
Golding
· Proposed a condition for consideration: When the property changes hands, the stairs should be removed, and favorably designed stairs should be applied for in their place.
Gasbarro
· Stated a willingness to consider such a condition, emphasizing the need for approval from the owners before committing to it.
· Mentioned the ongoing process, noting that while a file number has been obtained, a response from natural heritage is pending, leading to the need for a continuation.
Erisman – Opened public comment. None

	Continued until June 22, 2023



11. *Nantucket Islands Land Bank- 65 & 67 Easton Street (42.4.1-115 & 115.1) SE48-3650 (Freeman)
	Sitting:
	Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Plandowski, Williams

	Representative:
	Rachael Freeman, Ellen Biegert, Brian Kuchar, Lee Witten

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

	Public:
	None

	Discussion (0:42:03)
Freeman
· Reviewed the historical context of the site dating back to the 1930s, where it was managed as a lawn for over 60 years despite regular flooding, particularly in the Northeast Beech Street and Easton Street corner.
· Mentioned a 1998 request for determination of applicability when the property was slated for subdivision, revealing the presence of a jurisdictional isolated vegetated wetland in the western side.
· Noted that the wetland was not treated as such, with efforts made to alter its status, including the installation of a drainage pipe around its edge, which still exists and discharges into a neighboring catch basin.
· Highlighted the disturbed history of the site, involving wetland violations, pumping water into the street, and other activities aimed at making it non-wetland.
· Explained that due to its unbuildable status as two separate lots, the property was sold to the land bank in 2020 with the intention of creating a public park.
· Emphasized the current goal to restore the isolated vegetated wetland, allowing it to function as a wetland, and implementing stormwater management controls to address flooding issues.
· Expressed interest in incorporating educational components, such as signage, to inform the public about the wetland's purpose and potential for stormwater management.
· Stated the desire to establish an accessible downtown park as part of the land bank's broader vision for the property.
Top of Form
Kuchar
· Provided an overview of the submitted plan set for the project.
· Reiterated the description of the wetland mentioned earlier by Rachel, emphasizing the change in vegetation to a wet meadow appearance.
· Displayed the buffer lines on the plan, highlighting the 25-foot and 100-foot buffers, as well as the flood zone designation.
· Pointed out the existing gravel swale and explained the history of drainage and sewer infrastructure on the property.
· Introduced the proposed plan, stating the three main goals: addressing stormwater runoff, improving accessibility, and restoring the site.
· Illustrated the layout of the constructed wetland, ensuring it stays outside the isolated wetland area to maintain stormwater management.
· Emphasized the goal of treating water quality volume, especially during the first flush from Eastern Street.
· Conveyed the intention to create an accessible path, improve accessibility, and provide educational opportunities.
· Summarized the unique opportunities the project presents, including stormwater management, educational outreach, and wetland restoration.
· Highlighted the goal of lower maintenance through self-sustaining plant communities, provided invasives are kept out.
Biegert Top of Form
· Described the plan for the property with a focus on education and accessibility.
· Noted that the area closest to North Beach Street would be an open lawn space for public use and engagement.
· Emphasized the intention to draw people into the space, creating an active and inviting corner with an accessible path leading to a picnic table and additional seating.
· Highlighted the proposal for educational signage near the constructed wetland to showcase stormwater management and its aesthetic integration with the surroundings.
· Presented a loop around the constructed wetland, serving both as an interactive feature for visitors to observe the restored wetlands and as a berm to separate the two areas and prevent any impact on the restored wetland.
· Explained that the upper walkway would be an accessible route, with a specific treatment of the pavement to meet accessibility standards, including a turning point at the end of the loop.
· Indicated that the majority of the site would transition into more vegetated areas, providing a balance between natural settings and a pocket of open green space near the intersection for community enjoyment.Top of Form
Williams
· Acknowledged the historical flooding in the area and the current shielding of the site from view by privet and other vegetation.
· Raised a concern about the potential defeat of the purpose if the perimeter foliage, particularly privet, is not removed to allow visibility from Eastern Street and North Beach Street.
· Pointed out the importance of making the constructed wetland visible to passersby, even with the presence of signage, to enhance the educational and aesthetic aspects of the project.
Plandowski
· Shared personal familiarity with the property, having walked by the corner for three weeks each summer for 25 years.
· Acknowledged that the corner was previously considered an eyesore.
· Expressed a positive impression and appreciation for the rework and improvements observed in the packet before the meeting.
· Commended the efforts and outcomes of the project, describing it as a great job.
Engelbourg
· Expressed excitement about the implementation of green stormwater infrastructure on the site's east part.
· Commended the well-designed aspects of the project, especially on the east part of the site.
· Voiced concerns regarding the west part of the site, particularly the constructed wetland area, highlighting worries about placing granite benches and additional stonework within the 25-foot buffer zone.
· Stated regulatory concerns, suggesting that such features might contradict the site's intended protection.
· Acknowledged the educational benefits of the loop trail but recommended efforts to keep it outside the 25-foot buffer, aligning with regulatory considerations.
· Pointed out a technical issue in the regulations that advocates for elevated walkways in these areas rather than at-grade stone paths.
Erisman
· Shared excitement about the implementation of green stormwater infrastructure and the overall reworking of the site.
· Concurred with the sentiment that certain structural elements would be more suitable if placed farther away from the wetland restoration.
Kuchar
· Addressed the concerns raised about the entire loop, clarifying if the issue extends beyond the specific stone path inside the 25-foot buffer.
· Acknowledged the potential concerns regarding the upper loop and the size and placement of stones.
· Described the initial discussions about the pathway, highlighting its evolution from a more informal design to one considering ADA accessibility needs.
· Explained that the current design emerged from deliberations on accommodating individuals with disabilities and providing a sturdier, compact surface for accessibility.
· Indicated openness to exploring alternative options, including the possibility of an elevated boardwalk, which could address ADA accessibility compliance while minimizing impacts within the buffer zone.
Freeman
· Mentioned the project's review by the Historical District Commission (HDC) and the Commission on Disability.
· Noted that the Commission on Disability suggested changes to make the path more accessible, resulting in the current design.
· Recognized the inherent conflict between wetland regulations, accessibility needs, and other interests.
· Highlighted the extensive discussions that took place during the planning phase, acknowledging the complexity of the situation.
· Expressed a willingness to consider alternative options and engage in further discussions on the matter.
· Acknowledged potential challenges with an elevated walkway, citing concerns related to slope and grade limitations on a small site.
· Emphasized the importance of continuing the conversation to find a suitable solution that balances regulatory compliance, accessibility, and project goals.
Top of Form

Erisman
· Encouraged the submission of additional information that clearly outlines the dual function of the loop, serving both as an accessible path and a berm to prevent stormwater mixing with the restored wetland.
· Suggested that providing detailed information on how the loop fulfills both purposes could facilitate the permitting process.
· Indicated a potential positive reception to the proposal if it demonstrates a clear and effective integration of stormwater management measures within the project design.
· Emphasized the importance of clearly articulating the project's dual functions and benefits in any additional documentation submitted for review.
Williams
· Shared insights from past experiences on the Historical District Commission (HDC) regarding the construction of a boardwalk through wetlands for handicap access.
· Highlighted federal ADA regulations that mandate handicap accessibility for public properties, with specific slope and grade requirements.
· Acknowledged the potential challenges with an elevated boardwalk, considering the slope limitations.
· Emphasized the necessity of ensuring handicap accessibility, whether at grade or on a boardwalk, and expressed interest in seeing the proposed solution.
Engelbourg
· Proposed the idea of ending the brick path at a certain point to provide a viewing location across the entire constructed wetland, considering potential concerns and challenges.
· Appreciated the applicant's willingness to revisit the engineering and landscape designs, particularly in response to concerns raised during the discussion.
· Expressed concerns about the placement of granite benches along the northerly path, emphasizing the need to evaluate their location within the 25-foot buffer zone.
Freeman
· 
· Noted the suggestion of stopping the pathway at the brick pathway and acknowledged that it had been considered.
· Explained that they were informed about the need to provide accessibility throughout the site, and simply stopping at the brick pathway was deemed insufficient.
· Acknowledged the unique challenge of dealing with regulatory associations with different standards, recognizing the complexities involved in meeting various requirements.
· Reiterated the commitment to revisit and brainstorm alternative solutions, indicating a willingness to work towards a resolution that aligns with regulatory expectations.
· Demonstrated an understanding of the complexities and expressed a commitment to address the challenges posed by differing regulatory standards.
Williams
· Clarified the regulatory requirement that areas accessible to able-bodied individuals must also be accessible to individuals with disabilities.
· Emphasized that if the general public can access certain areas, those areas must also be made accessible for individuals with disabilities.
· Highlighted the distinction that the exit areas accessible to the general public must be made handicap accessible, but there is no requirement for able-bodied individuals to access areas that are beyond the brick path.
Kuchar
· Clarified the initial design intent of the informal path with stepping stones, emphasizing its child-friendly and interactive nature.
· Expressed concerns about the potential impact of a boardwalk on the natural feel of the space, especially given the limited size of the area.
· Acknowledged the need to balance wetland preservation, park goals, and accessibility requirements.
· Indicated openness to revisiting and reevaluating the design to address the concerns raised by the commission.
· Highlighted the challenge of maintaining a balance between various design goals and regulatory requirements.
Erisman
· Suggested the possibility of eliminating the loop around the constructed wetland to avoid impacts within the 25-foot buffer zone.
· Proposed focusing on the south side for both handicapped and public accessibility, potentially with a turnaround.
· Shared the intention to offer ideas to find a balance between wetland protection, park goals, and accessibility requirements.
Freeman
· Highlighted the understanding that children playing around the wetland, even without a formal path, could still be considered public access.
· Emphasized the challenge of potentially revisiting the design to eliminate the accessibility component.
· Expressed willingness to explore alternatives and revisit discussions with the chair of the disability commission.
Engelbourg
· Suggested the inclusion of more information, potentially in writing, from the disability commission in the packet.
· Proposed the idea of having a representative from the disability commission speak to provide a better understanding of their perspective.
Misurelli
· Agreed with Seth regarding consistency in not having a bench within the 25-foot buffer.
· Expressed openness to the idea of a boardwalk around the path, particularly for improved accessibility.
Golding
· Expressed curiosity about whether a boardwalk always requires a rail.
· Shared support for transforming the site into a pocket park.
· Acknowledged the potential need to address issues related to duck hunting in the area.
Kuchar
· Clarified that a railing is only required for a boardwalk if its height exceeds 30 inches.
· Mentioned that a small timber or bumper along the edge may be required for compliance to prevent wheelchairs from accidentally going off the path.
Erisman – Opened public comment. None

	Continued until June 22, 2023



B. Amended Order of Conditions
1. Stark Point, LLC-16 Easton Street (42.1.4-411) SE48-3566 (Madden)
	Sitting:
	Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Plandowski, Williams

	Representative:
	Paul Santos

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

	Public:
	None

	Discussion (1:20:26)
Santos
· Reviewed a landscaping plan for hardscape purposes, detailing a dry-laid irregular stone terrace, granite curbing in various areas (with a 2-2.5 inch reveal), and described the setup as pervious with grass infiltration areas. 
· Noted that the plan incorporates details requested during a previous meeting.

	Staff Rec.
	Dell’Erba confirmed they have everything needed to issue the amended order.

	Motion:
	Motion to issue the amended order. (made by: Golding) (seconded by: Plandowski) (1:26:30)

	Vote:
	Carried 6:0 // Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Plandowski, Misurelli, Williams (aye)



PUBLIC MEETING
A. Requests for Determination of Applicability-None

B. Minor Modifications-None

C. Certificate of Compliance
1. Lenhart- 25 Dukes Road (41-530.3) SE48-3496
	Sitting:
	Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Plandowski, Williams

	Representative:
	Chris Lenhart

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

	Public:
	None

	Discussion (1:20:26)
Lenhart
· Expressed original intent for approval on hardscaping elements only, specifically a retaining wall and patio outside the 50-foot buffer.
· Acknowledged the presence of knotweed on the property and mentioned efforts to manage it by cutting and mowing, but emphasized the extensive spread in the area.
· Stated concerns about a permanent requirement (item 20) in the Notice of Intent, involving annual reporting on knotweed management.
· Made it clear that chemicals are not being used for knotweed management due to personal reservations about their safety.
· Requested the removal of the knotweed management requirement from the Notice of Intent and expressed the intention to avoid interfering with knotweed growth, staying out of the buffer zone.
· Worried about potential debates or enforcement issues in the future, expressing a desire to avoid such oversight and liability.
· Stated the preference to let nature take its course in managing knotweed without active intervention.
Erisman
· Stated that the condition was included in the order because it wasn’t appealed.
· Discovered non-compliance with the condition during certificate of compliance issuance.
· Acknowledged understanding of reluctance to use chemical treatments.
· Emphasized that chemical treatments may be the optimal practice for knotweed management.
· Noted confusion due to the absence of annual reports during the permit period.
Williams
· Inquired whether the condition is tied to the permit's duration or extends indefinitely.
Erisman
· Suggested the possibility of requesting an amendment or modification for the condition.
· Pointed out that with annual reporting, such a condition might not have become ongoing.
· Described the current situation as a challenge, where the problematic nature of the condition wasn't initially recognized.
· Highlighted the issue emerging during the attempt to issue a compliance certificate.
Golding
· Expressed empathy and sympathy for Mr. Lenhart's situation.
· Hoped for the possibility of crafting a compromise to avoid a recurring burden in the coming years.
Engelbourg
· Disclosed personal involvement in bringing up the issue.
· Pointed out non-compliance with Condition 20 due to the absence of management plans for review and approval.
· Highlighted the impracticality of extending the condition indefinitely for any property owner.
· Emphasized the importance of reading and following orders of conditions.
· Stressed the duty to withhold certificate of compliance if not achieved.
· Suggested that Mr. Lenhart submits an after-the-fact monitoring report detailing the management activities over the past three years.
· Indicated a willingness to proceed with the certificate of compliance upon receiving more specific information.


Misurelli
· Proposed documenting the events of the past three years regarding the management plan.
· Suggested consulting with Jeff and Will to refine and finalize the information.
· Aimed to collaborate on crafting a comprehensive and conclusive version.
Engelbourg
· Suggested providing photos of the site, particularly those capturing management activities.
· Encouraged sharing maps detailing the managed area.
· Requested any written documentation describing the actions taken over the period.
Lenhart
· Explained that no management activities were undertaken last summer due to personal commitments.
· Mentioned the completion of home and project work during that time.
· Clarified that the order of conditions was recorded on the deed in February 2022
· Stated that the process to close the matter began in the fall, reaching the board at a later point.
· Emphasized that no management has occurred since the issuance of the order, resulting in zero impact during the last two growing seasons.
· Described past management practices involving hand-cutting or mowing around the plant.
· Explained that these practices were communicated during discussions with David
· Noted that last year, due to challenges with siltation fence and project work, no management activities were performed.
· Acknowledged that the issue emerged when attempting to close out the matter.
· Shared the perspective that, if compelled, the management plan for this year would be non-intervention, as no obligation was perceived to manage the plants.
· Emphasized the belief that the absence of recent management activities doesn't impose an obligation to perform them.
Erisman
· Reminded the applicant of the necessity to adhere to the last condition in the order of conditions.
· Emphasized the requirement for written documentation, even if it confirms no work was conducted on the property.
· Stressed the importance of having a documented record for the property file, regardless of the extent of the work done.
Engelbourg
· Expressed agreement on the need for documentation, especially if no work has been done on vegetation management.
· Raised a question to the staff regarding the possibility of issuing a partial certificate of compliance.
· Proposed the idea of separating the certificate for structural elements and vegetation management, issuing the former if applicable and the latter if no work has been performed.
Dell’Erba
· Acknowledged a lack of clarity regarding the potential drawbacks or benefits of issuing a partial certificate of compliance versus drafting a management document.

	Continued until June 22, 2023



2. Brass Lantern, LLC- 11 North Water Street (42.4.2-54.1) SE48-2914 (Santos)
	Sitting:
	Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Plandowski, Williams

	Representative:
	Paul Santos

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

	Public:
	None

	Discussion (1:44:17)
Santos
· Provided an overview of his request.
· Requesting a certificate of compliance for an order of conditions issued in 2016.
· Originally part of a larger project involving substantial renovation and additions
· Mentioned a minor modification for a brick patio and a pergola, both completed in accordance with the permit.
· Clarified that the larger project covered by the original order has lapsed, and no further requests are being made for it.
· Seeking the certificate for the completed elements—specifically, the pergola and patio.

	Staff Rec.
	Dell’Erba confirmed they have everything needed to issue the Certificate of Compliance.

	Motion:
	Motion to issue the Certificate of Compliance. (made by: Plandowski) (seconded by: Misurelli) (1:46:04)

	Vote:
	Carried 6:0 // Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Plandowski, Misurelli, Williams (aye)




















D. Orders of Conditions (If the public hearing is closed – for discussion and/or issuance)
1. Local Buoy Properties, LLC- 15 Lauretta Lane (14-10.1) SE48-3620 (Rits)	Comment by Elaina Cano: I'm not sure if they skipped this item or if it was continued but it wasn't mentioned by the Chair.

2. Elnaggar- 30 Union Street (42.2.2-143) SE48- (Haines)
	Sitting:
	Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Plandowski, Misurelli

	Recused:
	Williams

	Representative:
	Dell’Erba

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

	Public:
	None

	Discussion (1:47:21)
Dell’Erba
· Reviewed proposed conditions with the Commission from the draft.
Erisman
· Recommended adding a condition that no chemicals, etc. will be stored below the flood zone.

	Motion:
	Motion to issue as amended. (made by: Plandowski) (seconded by: Engelbourg) (1:49:39)

	Vote:
	Carried 5:0 // Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Plandowski, Misurelli (aye)



3. 46 West Miacomet, LLC- 46 West Miacomet Road (84-6) SE48- (Santos)
	Sitting:
	Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Plandowski, Misurelli, Williams

	Representative:
	Dell’Erba

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

	Public:
	None

	Discussion (1:50:18)
Dell’Erba
· Reviewed proposed conditions with the Commission from the draft.
Engelbourg
· Noted the need to address the fencing conditions before proceeding further.
· Mentioned that three commissioners voiced interest in immediate removal of the fences during the hearing.
· Highlighted the preference of three commissioners for either excluding or including the fencing conditions in the order.
· Pointed out that one commissioner has not provided a response yet.
· Emphasized the importance of reaching a decision on how to proceed with the fencing conditions.
Misurelli
· Raised a practical concern regarding the removal of the fencing.
· Expressing familiarity with the site and the entrenched nature of the fencing.
· Asked for clarification on the removal process, especially in terms of whether to stop at a certain point or continue.
· Described the current state of the fencing, with the top 12 inches exposed, and expressed concerns about potential damage during the removal process.
· Highlighted the need for guidance on the best approach to avoid unintended damage while removing the fencing.
Engelbourg
· Acknowledged the installation of the fencing without a permit and highlighted its impacts.
· Proposed a condition for removal and restoration if immediate removal isn't preferred.
· Suggested that if the fencing is required to be removed, the sand area should be restored to its original grade before inclusion of the fencing.
· Indicated a willingness to move forward with conditions for removal if restoration is not preferred.
· Expressed a stance against allowing the use of such material on the site, emphasizing its contradiction to established performance standards.
Misurelli
· Expressed agreement on the negative nature of the fencing material.
· Shared recent experiences with the same material washing up on the beach.
· Voiced concerns about potential collateral damage to other properties if the fencing is forcefully removed.
· Emphasized a preference for monitoring and gradual cleanup, suggesting cutting away what's exposed.
· Highlighted the need for a cautious approach to avoid unintended consequences and allow affected property owners a chance to weigh in on the decision.
Golding
· Acknowledged a lack of personal observation on-site.
· Noted information provided by Mike about the current state of the fencing.
· Expressed a leaning towards a monitoring approach, particularly before and after storm events.
· Acknowledged agreement with the viewpoint that the unpermitted fencing should not be allowed.
· Shared a sense of conflict due to the observed effectiveness of the fencing in trapping sand, leading to uncertainty about the best course of action.
Engelbourg
· Acknowledged the suggestion of cutting the fencing at grade, covering the exposed portion with sand, and implementing monitoring.
· Indicated support for this approach as a potential compromise if removal isn't favored.
· Recognized the practicality and feasibility of this suggestion in moving the matter forward.
Erisman
· Proposed a condition that, if the commission allows the fencing to stay for now, it must be removed by the time a Certificate of Compliance is sought.
· Expressed concern about the potential for the fencing to be forgotten about and become marine debris if not addressed before certification.
· Emphasized the importance of ensuring the removal is completed and documented to avoid future complications.

· Raised an additional concern about the potential for the fencing to deteriorate if left buried and become a rusty mess when eventually exposed.
· Reiterated a clear stance that the fencing needs to be removed at some point while the permit is active.
Plandowski
· Acknowledged the concern that if the closure process occurs 12 to 18 months from now, a storm might not have cleared out the buried fencing.
· Highlighted the issue of not having a time limit, which could potentially result in the fencing remaining on the site for an extended period, even up to 10 years.
· Expressed an understanding of the need to set a specific timeframe for addressing the removal to avoid prolonged presence on the site.
Rachael Freeman
· Noted that a section, if not all, of the snow fencing is on the main property.
· Acknowledged uncertainty about whether all the snow fencing is on the main property.
· Provided background on the application, explaining that it arose from the belief, initially communicated by a source, that the path was not an issue.
· Shared that further investigation revealed the path was erroneously on land bank property.
· Described the proactive approach taken to address the encroachment, treating it as such and working with the homeowner to rectify the situation.
Engelbourg
· Acknowledged the realization that permission would be needed from the Land Bank for the proposed removal from their property.
· Highlighted the limitation of the order's authority to compel activities only on the subject parcel, unless there's a joint application or agreement by the owner.
· Clarified that the order doesn't permit activities on the land bank property without their approval.
· Expressed agreement with the suggestion of restoration planting, emphasizing its reasonableness for any property where embedded snow fence removal and sand restoration occur.
Williams
· Expressed uncertainty about the necessity of removing buried snow fences, considering potential complications.
· Acknowledged the poor condition of exposed snow fences when sand is removed, describing them as rusty, broken, and split.
· Posed a question about the rationale for uncovering and removing buried snow fences instead of allowing a storm to naturally remove them.
· Expressed a sense of indecision on the matter, seeking further clarity or input to form a stance.

	Continued until June 22, 2023.






4. *Somerset Nominee Trust- 14 Somerset Road (56-104) SE48- (Santos)
	Sitting:
	Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Plandowski, Misurelli, Williams

	Representative:
	Dell’Erba

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

	Public:
	None

	Discussion: (2:12:33)
Dell’Erba
· Reviewed proposed conditions with the Commission from the draft.

	Motion:
	Motion to issue as drafted. (made by: Plandowski) (seconded by: Golding) (2:13:50)

	Vote:
	Carried 6:0 // Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Plandowski, Misurelli, Williams (aye)



5. *Willett- Sachem Road & Hallowell Lane West (various) SE48- (Rits)
	Sitting:
	Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Plandowski, Misurelli, Williams

	Representative:
	Dell’Erba

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

	Public:
	None

	Discussion: (2:14:18)
Dell’Erba
· Reviewed proposed conditions with the Commission from the draft.

	Motion:
	Motion to issue as drafted. (made by: Plandowski) (seconded by: Misurelli) (2:14:48)

	Vote:
	Carried 6:0 // Erisman, Golding, Engelbourg, Plandowski, Misurelli, Williams (aye)



E. Extension of Order-None
F. Other Business
1. Enforcement Actions/Potential Enforcement Actions
	[bookmark: _Hlk151883567]Discussion: (2:15:30)
Dell’Erba
· Stated that he has received no responses for the enforcement order at 110 Walnut Road
· The enforcement order pertains to a fence placed at the edge of the Coastal bank.
John Walker, Owner 
· Described the situation where a fence that originally ended at the 50-foot mark was extended by the neighbor to the north (Gail Arnold, Lilia Palmer) all the way to the end of the Coastal Bank.
· Indicated that, to the best of his knowledge, no permit was issued for this extension.
· Highlighted the concern that a six-foot fence is not allowed based.
· Emphasized the potential violation of regulations due to the unpermitted extension of the fence.

Dell’Erba
· Confirmed the issuance of correspondence to the property owner.
· Mentioned that the enforcement was voted on and issued.
· Stated that despite being sent on 5/12/23, the enforcement has been ignored so far.
Erisman
· Discussed the possibility of taking further action, such as fining them or sending a more forceful second letter.
· Expressed the need for a response from the property owner, emphasizing the lack of communication despite the initial enforcement order being issued.
Williams
· Shared familiarity with the family in question.
· Pointed out a potential communication gap between Lydia Denny and her mother, Gail Arnold, who controls the property.
· Recognized the possibility that Gail may not have informed Lydia about the enforcement order, leading to a lack of awareness.
· Mentioned that the HDC did not approve the situation, indicating a potential issue.
· Offered to provide Will with the correct contact information and ensure that both parties are informed about the matter.
Dell’Erba
· Expressed the intention to obtain contact information to facilitate communication.
· Outlined two potential courses of action: initiating a $50 a day fine assessed weekly or sending a strongly worded reminder letter.
· Indicated a preference for starting fines as soon as possible as a deterrent.
· Recognized the small fines as a tool for encouraging cooperation with the process.
· Emphasized the potential effectiveness of a weekly fine as a means to address non-compliance.
Engelbourg
· Voiced support for starting fines as soon as possible.
· Advocated for sending a second letter simultaneously.
· Acknowledged the limited ability to impose fines but highlighted their effectiveness as a deterrent.
· Emphasized that fines serve as a reminder of the seriousness of the matter and can accumulate over time.
· Discussed the potential for police involvement if fines accumulate without compliance.
· Proposed using the available tools and discussing additional steps if non-compliance persists.
Plandowski
· Raised a question about the contractor's responsibility in the situation.
· Inquired whether the contractor is aware of the issue and understands the situation.
Erisman
· Indicated a hesitancy to pursue action against the contractor without more information.
· Highlighted the general expectation that contractors should be aware of and adhere to regulations, avoiding activities like erecting fences in wetland resource areas.
Golding
· Expressed agreement with the suggestion to start taking action promptly.
· Raised the need for a regulation update regarding holding contractors responsible for unpermitted work within wetland resource areas.
· Proposed considering the addition of such a provision to enhance accountability in future cases involving contractors.
· Emphasized the importance of having clear regulations in place to address these situations.
Engelbourg
· Clarified that the authority to enforce extends to property owners, applicants, and contractors.
· Indicated that, as of now, no regulatory update is needed for enforcement on contractors.
· Emphasized the importance of verification and thorough investigation to confirm the contractor's involvement and work completion.
· Highlighted the necessity of concrete evidence before taking enforcement action against a contractor.

	Motion:
	Motion to send a second enforcement letter and begin the fining process. (made by: Plandowski) (seconded by: Golding)

	Vote:
	Carried 5:1 // Engelbourg, Erisman, Golding, Misurelli, Plandowski (Aye)// Williams (abstain)



	Discussion: (2:26:54)
Dell’Erba
·  Described the location in question as being on Hummock Pond.
· Mentioned a recent visit to inspect the situation.
· Noted the presence of a substantial length of snow fencing arranged in a zigzag pattern.
Erisman
· Shared historical information about the site, mentioning a previous large and robust structure that was impacted by the dynamic wave action.
· Described the area as being more dynamic in wave action compared to the North Shore.
Misurelli
· Expressed support about sending an enforcement action letter to address the issue.
· Indicated the intention to instruct the property owner that the structure needs to be removed.


	Motion:
	Motion to send a second enforcement letter. (made by: Plandowski) (seconded by: Misurelli) (2:29:41)

	Vote:
	Carried 6:0 // Engelbourg, Erisman, Golding, Misurelli, Plandowski, Williams (Aye)





	Discussion: (2:30:17)
Dell’Erba
·  Shared information about visiting the Straight Wharf Clam Shack restaurant.
· Recalled the raised porch with air conditioning condenser units and a 10 by 10 gravel patio that had been discussed previously.
· Described the porch or deck structure, which is holding the condenser units.
· Noted that the structure is approximately 10 by 20 feet, exceeding the approved dimensions of 10 by 10 feet.
· Expressing a lack of preparedness, mentioned using an eight-foot extension ladder for a rough measurement.
· Indicated ongoing efforts to gather more information and details.
Erisman
· Acknowledged the unfortunate situation regarding the unpermitted structure.
· Expressed a concern about the structure being almost double the size of what was initially planned.
· Proposed issuing an enforcement action to cease work until the property owner confirms and addresses the discrepancy.
· Suggested that taking such action might be necessary in this case to ensure compliance with the approved plan.
Williams
· Inquired about the height of the deck off the ground.
· Raised the possibility that the deck might be elevated, akin to the second-floor level, to keep utilities off the ground.
Dell’Erba
· Described the deck as a typical second-story structure with egress out to the porch.
· Mentioned the use of an eight-foot extension ladder for rough measurements.
· Emphasized the preliminary nature of the measurements and the need for more precise tools for accurate assessments.
Williams
· Proposed an easier approach to address the situation by checking the HDC-approved plans.
· Suggested retrieving the HDC plans from the office, which should contain information about the proposed size of the deck for utilities.
Erisman
· Indicated a missed opportunity for the property owner to seek an amended order during the basement redo.
· Acknowledged the acceptance of the basement work due to perceived lack of impacts.
· Stressed the importance of addressing any instances where the construction deviates from the submitted plan in a second instance.
Misurelli
· Inquired about the possibility of drafting and finalizing a decision before the next meeting.
· Explored the options for addressing the issue promptly, either by making a decision during the current discussion or determining the timeline for resolution
Erisman
· Noted the existence of enforcement actions that the Chair can sign.
· Mentioned the possibility of taking immediate action, especially if the situation is deemed egregious by Will and Jeff.
· Proposed the option of addressing the matter promptly without waiting for the next meeting.
· Emphasized the efficiency of this approach in preventing unnecessary delays.

	[bookmark: _Hlk154828447]Motion:
	Motion to issue a cease and desist. (made by: Engelbourg) (seconded by: Plandowski) (2:35:10)

	Vote:
	Carried 6:0 // Engelbourg, Erisman, Golding, Misurelli, Plandowski, Williams (Aye)



2. SBPF removal order
	Discussion: (2:37:29)
Erisman
· Provided background information about a previous motion made on April 6, 2023.
· Highlighted the request for Sconset Beach Preservation Fund (SBPF) to submit more concrete removal plans.
· Noted the extensive conversation about the submission deadline, which SBPF did not meet.
· Mentioned receiving correspondence from Meredith Moldenhauer earlier in the week.	Comment by Elaina Cano: Please confirm this is correct.
· Indicated the need to discuss the correspondence and any required actions.
· Acknowledged that the removal deadline was on the same day, prompting consideration of an extension for the deadline.
Dell”Erba
· Read a statement on behalf of Meredith Moldenhauer from SBPF.
· Mentioned the submission of a schedule outlining the 60/90/100% contract documents as requested.
· Noted the approval of the SBPF removal protocol during the April 27 Conservation Commission hearing.
· Emphasized the need for adjusting the removal orders to align with the approved process and timeline.
Golding
· Inquired about the current status of the sand deficit.
· Mentioned the possibility of an 80,000 cubic yard deficit.
Vince Murphy, Town Sustainability Programs Manager
· Confirmed the existence of a sand deficit.
· Indicated that the calculated deficit is not precisely 80,000 cubic yards but is in the ballpark of that number.
Golding
· Criticized the letter from Meredith Moldenhauer, expressing astonishment at its content.
· Highlighted the importance of adhering to orders of conditions and how non-compliance led to the current predicament.
· Disputed the claim that removal is not consistent with the law, asserting that it is a legal removal order.
· Expressed skepticism and frustration with the notion that three months is a reasonable timeframe for design submission.
· Characterized the perceived delaying tactics as a cause for concern.
· Stated a preference for ordering the removal to expedite the process.
Erisman
· Expressed disappointment with SBPF's failure to adhere to submission deadlines.
· Anticipated more substantial progress on the removal plan.
· Voiced concerns about consistent delays and emphasized the need for a plan for eventual geo tube removal.
· Highlighted worries about extending the removal deadline without concrete progress.
· Criticized SBPF's lack of representation at the meeting, deeming it inappropriate.
· Acknowledged events that led to the extension request and expressed concern over the situation.
Williams
· Expressed skepticism about the advisability of immediate removal of geo tubes.
· Mentioned concerns about safety reasons and indicated a preference for waiting.
· Not personally in favor of demanding immediate removal at the present time.
Engelbourg
· Supports the proposed timeline for the geo tube removal.
· Views the 60%, 90%, and 100% design submission as reasonable for complex engineering projects.
· Suggests checking in with SBPF at each percent goal during the timeline.
· Expresses full support for the proposed timeline.
Murphy
· Notes that there was a discussion on April 27 about it taking two to three months to get the contract parts in place.
· Expressed surprise that this aspect is not mentioned in the letter.
· Agreed with the importance of having SBPF present to explain these factors.
Williams
· Expressed support for the proposed timeline and extension of the removal deadline.
Misurelli
· Expressed concerns about the removal of geo tubes without a full plan.
· Supported the statements made by Seth and Linda.
Erisman
· Raised concerns about the current state of the geo tubes.
· Noted recent pictures indicating exposure of the bottom tier, suggesting the need for maintenance.
· Recognized that the maintenance permit has expired but emphasizes the importance of adhering to maintenance protocols while waiting for removal documents.
Murphy
· Stated that maintenance, per commission request, occurred a few months ago, pushing down sand.
· Acknowledged that the maintenance took place in April.
· Proposed considering additional maintenance to cover the base of the geo tubes after recent high winds.
· Mentioned being open to handling the request.
· Emphasized that the request would carry more weight if put forward by the commission.
Engelbourg
· Fully supported drafting a letter requiring maintenance during the process.
· Expressed concern about the timeline's endpoint in fall/winter, emphasizing the need for maintenance until removal.
· Highlighted the importance of conveying the need for ongoing maintenance for effective partnership and regulatory compliance.
Erisman
· Expressed concern about the timeline's impact on sand nourishment.
· Pointed out that delaying removal may lead to another year without sand nourishment, affecting resource areas and surrounding properties.
Plandowski
· Raised the question about the timing of town moving utilities and the removal of geo tubes, expressing uncertainty about whether they will occur simultaneously.
Erisman
· Expressed that the geo tubes are separate from the Town's plans to move Baxter Road and utilities, highlighting the possibility of a discrepancy in their timelines.
· Acknowledged that if SBPF had agreed to put nourishment sand on, the situation might have been different.
· Emphasized the need for maintenance of the geo tubes if they are to remain, citing SBPF's refusal to maintain them without expansion.
Murphy
· Provided a rough estimate that within the next year, there should be a shovel-ready plan with permits in place.
· Mentioned the need to overcome hurdles before achieving the shovel-ready status.
· Expressed uncertainty about the timeline for securing funding for construction after obtaining the permits.
· Indicated a commitment to work towards a shovel-ready plan within approximately 12 months.
· Explained the contract extension approved by the Select Board for additional work on alternative access planning for the northern end of Baxter Road.
· Mentioned unforeseen aspects such as archaeological surveys included in the additional work.
· Highlighted an emerging readiness plan in case the road breaches before a comprehensive plan or funding is in place.
· Expressed a proactive approach to having backup plans to prevent things from going wrong.
· Indicated the intention to provide progress reports to the commission as the alternative access planning develops.
Williams
· Highlighted a significant hurdle related to expired easements and agreements with property owners west of Baxter Road.
· Mentioned personal involvement at the Planning Board level in establishing the original agreements.
· Emphasized the time and effort it took to secure those agreements, which have now expired.
· Expressed the need to restart negotiations with new property owners and heirs to address access issues should complications arise.
· Suggested Vince may provide more information on the current status of the easements.
Erisman
· Emphasized the importance of understanding the Town's challenges while also asserting the commission's regulatory authority.
· Stressed the need for a conversation about the sand deficit if the decision is to leave the geo tubes in place.
· Expressed concern about potential delays impacting the resource areas and the need for mitigation.
· Balanced collaboration with the Town with the commission's responsibility to protect resource areas.
· Highlighted the importance of addressing the sand deficit to mitigate impacts effectively.
Golding
· Asserts that the current structure is causing environmental damage, emphasizing the commission's responsibility to protect the environment.
· Expresses frustration with the ongoing delays and advocates for a prompt decision to remove the structure.
· References the prior decision made by the regulatory body and its affirmation in the appeals court.
· Advocated for a decisive action to remove the structure and move forward accordingly.
Murphy
· Responds to comments made by Williams regarding the expiration of easements.
· Indicates that progress has been made in reestablishing the expired easements, with the golf club taking a leadership role.
· Expresses optimism that the resolution of easements is imminent and closer than other aspects of the project.
Erisman
· Recommended making a motion to set a specific date for the removal of the structure.
· Suggested issuing a letter to SBPF requesting maintenance of the structure based on their now expired permit until the execution of their 100% plan.
· Proposed selecting a fall date for the removal.



	Motion:
	Motion to accept the design timeline, as submitted by SBPF in their June 6, 2023, letter. (made by: Engelbourg) (seconded by: Williams) (3:00:55)

	Vote:
	Carried 5:1 // Engelbourg, Erisman, Misurelli, Plandowski, Williams (Aye) // Golding (nay)

	Motion:
	Motion to extend the deadline to October 11, 2023. (made by: Williams) (seconded by: Plandowski) (3:03:01)

	Vote:
	Carried 5:1 // Engelbourg, Erisman, Misurelli, Plandowski, Williams (Aye) // Golding (nay)

	Motion:
	Motion to extend the deadline to October 11, 2023, contingent upon maintenance of the geo tubes with adequate sand, as per their original permit. (made by: Williams) (seconded by: Plandowski) (3:07:08)

	Vote:
	Carried 6:0 // Engelbourg, Erisman, Golding, Misurelli, Plandowski, Williams (Aye) 



3. Discussion of potential special meeting dates for wetlands regulation update
	[bookmark: _Hlk154921931]Discussion: (3:09:06)
Dell’Erba
· Suggested considering July 13, 2023, as a potential special meeting date for wetlands regulation update.
Erisman
· Proposed considering Monday site visit dates in the next two weeks.
· Acknowledged the possibility of the presence of new commissioners and the need for flexibility.
· Recommended to continue discussing special meeting dates for the wetlands regulation update at the next meeting on June 22.



4. Reports: CRAC, CPC, NP, EDC, Harbor Plan, Offshore Wind Work Group, etc.
	Discussion: (3:13:39)
Golding – CRAC Update
· Informed the Commission about Chair Mary Longacre's request for statements by June 2 regarding erosion on the Sconset Bluff.
Williams – Harbor Plan
· Described a successful meeting attended by around 130 people at the Nantucket Hotel's ballroom.
· Noted a diverse representation of attendees, including charter fishing guides, scallopers, and various age groups.
· Highlighted the productivity of the meeting, where attendees discussed coastal resiliency and various topics like beach access and voting ramps.
· Emphasized the interest and engagement of the community in the discussions.
· Mentioned ongoing efforts to compile information for consideration at the next meeting.
· Expressed encouragement by the community's interest in addressing coastal issues.



Engelbourg
· Also, provided an update to the Harbor Plan meeting.
· Raised the public's concerns about Chapter 91 permitting and Chapter 91 licenses related to the harbor plan.
· Highlighted the significant community interest and engagement in this issue, with individuals expressing a deep level of concern.
· Mentioned people keeping printed copies of individual Chapter 91 licenses, emphasizing the seriousness of the matter.
· Acknowledged previous efforts, such as sending a letter to the State, but suggests the need to intensify efforts and make progress on addressing Chapter 91 concerns.
· Proposed revisiting the issue and determining the next steps to address the community's concerns.
Erisman
· Expresses the need for Town Council's opinion on matters related to Chapter 91, specifically in terms of the Town's regulatory authority within its regulations.
· Indicates a desire for clarification on how the Conservation Commission can address issues related to Chapter 91 permits and regulations.
Williams
· Highlighted the idea of inviting Town Council to a meeting specifically dedicated to an in-depth discussion on Chapter 91.
· Expressed the need for local oversight and enforcement measures, considering the challenges posed by the limited resources at the state level.
· Mentioned the possibility of proposing changes or seeking Town meeting support for local regulations related to Chapter 91 concerns.
· Acknowledged the significance of addressing these issues at the local level rather than solely relying on state actions.
Golding
· Mentioned the crafting of a letter intended to be sent to the Select Board, emphasizing the request for a legal opinion on the issues related to Chapter 91.
· Conveyed a sense of encouragement and appreciation for the efforts being made to address the concerns surrounding Chapter 91 regulations.
Dell’Erba
· Expressed happiness upon learning that others are also raising questions about Chapter 91.
· Confirmed that a letter was sent, and its receipt was acknowledged by Town Council.
· Highlighted that the letter was a request for legal services, not directed to the Select Board.
· Expressed anticipation for receiving answers to the questions posed in the letter and looks forward to gleaning information from the forthcoming response.
Golding – Offshore Wind Committee 
· Expressed surprise and disbelief about the lack of information or news coverage regarding the offshore wind project.
· Indicated an announcement was made on Monday and expresses frustration that no information has been disseminated.
· Conveyed a sense of disappointment or concern about the lack of public awareness on the topic.



5. Commissioner’s Comments
	Discussion: (3:21:31)
Erisman
· Raised the issue of the press release for the 2 Gully Road.
· Emphasized the importance of commissioners providing feedback to Will regarding any necessary changes to the draft.
· Expressed the desire to finalize the draft and release the press statement soon.
Dell’Erba
· Discussed the need for an agenda discussion on the press release for the 2 Gully Road.
· Mentioned contrasting opinions regarding the inclusion of names, with some suggesting excluding the contractor's name and others wanting all names included.
· Expressed readiness to proceed with the press release once there is agreement on the content.
· Suggested the possibility of adding it as an agenda item for further discussion and decision.
Erisman
· Suggested adding the discussion about the press release for the 2 Gully Roads as an agenda item for the next meeting.
· Mentioned the upcoming meeting with town committees and boards on Monday from 9 to 12.
· Expressed concern about the late announcement of the meeting, making it difficult to attend.
· Raised the possibility of not having enough members for a quorum due to the late notice.
Engelbourg
· Commits to attending the upcoming meeting with town committees and boards on Monday.
· Offers to represent both the Conservation Commission (ConCom) and NPDC at the meeting.
· Suggests providing an update or overview.
Erisman
· Provides background information on the upcoming meeting with Town committees and boards.
· Emphasizes the goal of getting different regulatory bodies on the same page and discussing relevant issues.
· Highlights the long-standing nature of this effort, suggesting a desire for better coordination and understanding among various boards and commissions.
· Mentions the intention to inform the Select Board about the activities of different regulatory bodies.

Engelbourg
· Clarified the purpose of the upcoming meeting with town committees and boards.
· Highlighted that the meeting aims to review the Select Board's updated strategic plan.
· Indicated the goal of assessing alignment or potential conflicts with the strategic plan.
· Emphasized a focus on the holistic scale of projects in relation to the strategic plan.
· Provided additional context for understanding the nature and objectives of the meeting.
Engelbourg, Golding, Williams and Plandowski confirmed their attendance.

Engelbourg
· Expressed satisfaction with the progress of the regulatory update process.
· Highlighted the importance of staying proactive in regulatory updates.
· Requested an official amendment to the annual meeting schedule.
· Proposed adding a dedicated meeting each year for regulatory updates.
· Emphasized the need for regular reviews and updates, suggesting a timeframe of every three to five years.
· Conveyed the intention to prevent extended gaps between regulatory updates.



6. Administrator/ Staff Report
	Discussion: (3:31:58)
Dell’Erba
· Expresses support for the idea of a dedicated annual meeting for regulatory updates.
· Recognizes the value of compiling ideas over time for future updates.
· Acknowledges the potential turnover in the commission and the importance of preserving institutional knowledge.



Adjournment
	[bookmark: _Hlk154732063]Motion:
	Motion to adjourn. (made by: Plandowski) (seconded by: Williams) (3:33:06)

	Vote:
	Carried 6:0 // Engelbourg, Erisman, Golding, Misurelli, Plandowski, Williams (Aye)
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