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MEETING POSTING 

TOWN OF NANTUCKET 

Pursuant to MGL Chapter 30A, § 18-25 

All meeting notices and agenda must be filed and time 

stamped with the Town Clerk’s Office and posted at 

least 48 hours prior to the meeting (excluding Saturdays, 

Sundays and Holidays) 

Committee/Board/s Zoning Board of Appeals 

Day, Date, and Time Thursday, May 12, 2022 at 1:00 PM 

Location / Address  4 Fairgrounds Road, Nantucket, MA 

 PSF COMMUNITY ROOM 

Signature of Chair or 

Authorized Person  

Leslie Woodson Snell, Deputy Director of Planning and Zoning Administrator

WARNING: IF THERE IS NOT A QUORUM OF MEMBERS OR IF THE MEETING 

POSTING IS NOT IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE OPEN MEETING 

LAW, NO DELIBERATIONS MAY TAKE PLACE-BUT THE MEMBERS 

MAY APPEAR AND ANNOUNCE A NEW SCHEDULE. 

AGENDA 

(Subject to Change) 

The meeting will be recorded and archived at www.nantucket-ma.gov 

To view the LIVE broadcast of the meeting, see YouTube Link at 
https://youtu.be/pLxDlPWE1fA 
BELOW ARE THE TOPICS THE CHAIR REASONABLY ANTICIPATES WILL BE DISCUSSED AT THE MEETING. 

I. CALL TO ORDER:

II. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA:

III. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES:

▪ April 14,2022

IV. OLD BUSINESS (CONTINUED PUBLIC HEARINGS AND VOTES MAY TAKEN)

37-21 Kristina & Nicholas Amendolare           8 Bank Street                                                    Williams

Applicants are seeking a Special Permit pursuant to Zoning Bylaw Sections 139-30 and 139-33A to make

renovations, including an addition, to a single-family dwelling that is pre-existing non-conforming to the

setbacks.  Locus is situated at 8 Bank Street, shown on Assessor’s Map 73 and Parcel 69. Evidence of

owner’s title is recorded in Book 1770, Page 216 on file at the Nantucket County Registry of Deeds. The

site is zoned Sconset Old Historic (SOH).
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22-21 Adam Delaney-Winn, Trustee of Warren’s Landing Nominee Trust                                       Reade 

Continued to June 09,2022 

Applicant is appealing the determination of the Zoning Enforcement Officer that the driveway accessing the locus 

from Blue Heron Way is in violation of Zoning Bylaw Section 139-20.1B (1) because there is an additional 

driveway access from Warren’s Landing Road.  Locus is situated at 40 Warren’s Landing Road, shown on 

Assessor’s Map 38 as Parcel 45, and as Lot 10 upon Land Court Plan 16956-E. Evidence of owner’s title is 

registered on Certificate of Title No. 27280 with the Nantucket County District of the Land Court. The site is zoned 

Limited Use General 2 (LUG-2). 

       

 
V. NEW BUSINESS (INITIAL PUBLIC HEARINGS AND VOTES MAY BE TAKEN): 

 

06-22 1010WINS, LLC                              10 Lincoln Avenue                                                  Reade                              

Applicant is seeking a Variance Relief pursuant to the Zoning Bylaw Section 139-33 for preexisting 

nonconforming structures. Specifically, applicant proposes to lift and add new foundation and move the 

existing building, which has an existing roof peak that exceeds 30’ in addition to altering the existing 

dormers. Locus is situated at 10 Lincoln Avenue, shown on Assessor’s Map 30 as Parcel 184 and upon 

Plan Book No. 15 Page 28. Evidence of owner’s title is recorded in Book 516, Page 139 on file at the 

Nantucket County Registry of Deeds. The site is zoned Residential 1 (R-1). 

 

265 Madaket Road LLC                                                                               File No. 07-22        Ewing 

Applicant is seeking a Special Permit pursuant to Zoning Bylaw Section 139-2A and Section 139-7A to 

construct a residential swimming pool on the locus. Locus is situated at 265 Madaket Road, shown on 

Assessor’s Map 59.4 as Parcel 319 and as Lots 118-123 upon Land Court Plan 3092-S. Evidence of 

owner’s title is registered on Certificate of Title No. 27365 with the Nantucket County District of the 

Land Court. The site is zoned Village Residential (VR). 

 

VI. OTHER (VOTES MAY BE TAKEN) 

 

VII. ADJOURNMENT (VOTE WILL BE TAKEN) 
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ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
2 Fairgrounds Road 

Nantucket, Massachusetts 02554 
www.nantucket-ma.gov 

Commissioners: Susan McCarthy (Chair), Lisa Botticelli (Vice chair), Ed Toole (Clerk), Michael J. O’Mara, Elisa Allen 
Alternates: Mark Poor, Geoff Thayer, Jim Mondani 

~~ MINUTES ~~ 
Thursday, April 14, 2022 

Public Safety Facility, 4 Fairgrounds Road, Community Room –1:00 p.m.  

This meeting was held via remote participation using ZOOM and YouTube. 
Called to order at 1:00 pm and Announcements made by Ms. McCarthy 
  

Staff in attendance:  Nikesha Sheriff, Administrative Specialist 
Attending Members: McCarthy, Botticelli, O’Mara, Allen, Poor, Thayer, Mondani 
Absent: Toole 
 

Agenda adopted by unanimous consent 
Motion Motion to Approve as drafted. (made by: O’Mara) (seconded) 
Roll-call vote Carried 5-0//McCarthy, Poor, Botticelli, O’Mara, and Allen-aye 
I. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
1. March 10, 2022 
Motion Motion to Approve as drafted. (made by: Botticelli) (seconded) 
Roll-call vote Carried 5-0//McCarthy, Botticelli, Allen, O’Mara, and Mondani-aye 

  

II. OLD BUSINESS 
1. 37-21  Kristina & Nicholas Amendolare      8 Bank Street   Williams 

Continued to May 12, 2022  
2. 22-21  Adam Delaney-Winn, Trustee of Warren’s Landing Nominee Trust Reade  

Continued to May 12, 2022 
Motion Motion to Allow the Continuances. (made by: Botticelli) (seconded) 
Roll-call vote Carried 5-0//McCarthy, Botticelli, Allen, O’Mara, and Thayer-aye 

 

III. NEW BUSINESS 
1. 06-22  1010WINS, LLC        10 Lincoln Avenue  Reade 

Continued to May 12, 2022  
Motion Motion to Allow the Continuance. (made by: Botticelli) (seconded) 
Roll-call vote Carried 5-0//McCarthy, Botticelli, O’Mara, Poor, and Thayer-aye; Allen recused 
 

IV. OTHER BUSINESS 
1. Next month’s meetings will be in-person at 4 Fairgrounds Road Community Room. 

 
V. ADJOURNMENT 
Motion Motion to Adjourn at 1:09. (made by: Botticelli) (seconded) 
Roll-call vote Carried 5-0//McCarthy, Botticelli, Allen, O’Mara, and Poor-aye 

 

Sources used during the meeting not found in the files or on the Town website:  
1. None 

 

Submitted by: 
Terry L. Norton 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING REPORT 
 
 

PROPOSED RENOVATION 
8 BANK STREET 

 NANTUCKET, MASSACHUSETTS 
 
 

Prepared for: 
 

Kristina & Nicholas Amendolare 
8 Bank Street 

Nantucket, Massachusetts 
 

Prepared by: 
 

McArdle Gannon Associates, Inc. 
300 Oak Street, Suite 460 
Pembroke, Massachusetts 

 
 

 
 

________________________________ 
Sherry L. Holmes, P.E. 

 
 
 

  
________________________________ 

Wayne A. McArdle, P.E. 
Massachusetts Professional Engineer License No: 41835 

 
 

May 5, 2022 
MGA File No: W0903 

 
 
 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
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May 4, 2022 
MGA File No. W0903 
 
Kristina & Nicholas Amendolare 
8 Bank Street 
Nantucket, Massachusetts 02554 
 
RE:   Geotechnical Engineering Report – Proposed Renovation – 8 Bank Street, Nantucket, 

Massachusetts 
 
Kristina & Nicholas:  
  
McArdle Gannon Associates, Inc. (MGA) is pleased to present the results of our geotechnical 
engineering studies performed for the referenced project.  The purpose of our studies was to 
assess subsurface conditions within/near the footprint of the existing residence and new addition 
and provide recommendations for site development as they relate to new foundation and 
basement slab support, underdrainage, and related earthwork construction considerations.  
 
Our geotechnical engineering studies have been performed in accordance with our proposal to 
you dated February 8, 2022 and are subject to the Statement of Limitations attached as Appendix 
A. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Our understanding of the current project design is based on our discussions with you, our site 
visits, and a review of the following documents: 
 

• A plan entitled “Site Plan of Land,” dated January 20, 2021, by Blackwell & Associates, 
Inc. (Blackwell), 

• A plan entitled “Proposed Conditions Site Plan,” dated November 15, 2021, by 
Blackwell, 

• An AutoCAD file “EMAIL_carlson_SP 2021” provided by Balckwell, 
• A plan entitled “As-Built Subsurface Sewage Treatment & Disposal System,” dated 

August 14, 2020, by Site Design Engineering, LLC, 
• An undated plan entitled “Topographic Section,” by Angus Macleod Designs, 
• A plan set “8 Bank St Revised 10-26.pdf” by Angus Macleod Designs, 
• A soil evaluator test pit log dated January 3, 2018, and 
• A plan entitled “Surficial Materials Map of the Siasconset Quadrangle, Massachusetts,” 

by the United States Geological Survey (USGS), dated 2018. 
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The site is located at 8 Bank Street in the Siasconset area of Nantucket, Massachusetts.  A Site 
Locus is attached as Figure 1.  The site is bordered by Bank Street to the east, Beach Street to the 
south, Middle Gully Road to the west, and a residential property to the north.   
 
The site is developed with an existing 390± square foot (s.f.) 1-story residence.  Existing grades 
within most of the site range from about Elevation 18± to 20± feet, sloping up to the north and 
west to a high point at Elevation 31± feet at the northwestern corner of the property.  An existing 
rubble retaining wall about 2± to 3± feet high borders the western property line and is the 
demarcation for the edge of Beach Street and Middle Gully Road. 
 
We understand that the existing residence will razed and a new foundation with a full basement 
constructed in its place.  In addition, a 170± s.f. addition (with basement) will be added to the 
northern side of the residence.  The basement will have a finished floor at Elevation 9± feet, with 
the bottom of footings at about Elevation 7.7± feet. 
 
The structure will be located about 1.2± to 11± feet from the existing property lines.  Due to the 
proximity of the new basement to the property lines, temporary excavation support will be 
required for the excavation. 
 
 
SUBSURFACE EXPLORATIONS 
 
A subsurface exploration program consisting of 2 soil test borings was completed as part of our 
studies to assess subsurface soil and groundwater conditions at the site with particular emphasis 
on assessing the quality and thickness of existing fills, the density and drainage characteristics of 
the natural soils, and depth to groundwater.  
 
Geosearch, Inc. of Sterling, Massachusetts performed two borings (MGA-1 and MGA-2) at the 
site on April 5, 2022 using an all-terrain vehicle mounted drill rig.  The borings were advanced 
using 4-inch flush jointed casing and drilling mud to a depth of 31± feet below existing ground 
surface elevations terminating in natural granular soils.  
 
Standard penetration testing (SPT) and split spoon samples were generally obtained continuously 
in the upper 11± feet and at 5-foot intervals thereafter during advancement of the borings.  The 
testing was performed by driving a standard 2-inch outside diameter split spoon sampler up to 24 
inches using a standard 140-pound automatic trip hammer falling 30 inches.  The number of 
hammer blows required to drive the sampler in 6-inch increments (or to refusal) are recorded on 
the boring logs attached in Appendix B.   
 
The soil samples retrieved in the split spoon sampler during each SPT were visually described in 
the field by MGA using Burmister soil descriptions.  It should be recognized that the inside 
diameter of the split spoon sampler is 1.4± inches.  Therefore, soil samples obtained via Standard 
Penetration Testing do not account for soil fractions in excess of about 1.4± inches in diameter, 
which may be present in any given strata. 
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A 2-inch diameter monitoring well was installed in the completed borehole at boring MGA-1 to 
measure stabilized groundwater levels. 
 
MGA personnel observed the explorations, visually described the conditions encountered, 
prepared the logs, and located the explorations in the field by pacing and/or line of sight from the 
existing site features.  Ground surface elevations were estimated from ground surface spot 
elevations shown on the referenced “Site Plan of Land” by Blackwell and should be considered 
approximate.  The exploration locations are approximately shown on Figure 2.  
 
 
LABORATORY SOIL TESTING 
 
A laboratory soil testing program consisting of 3 wash sieves and 3 moisture content analyses 
was performed on selected samples of the existing fill and natural granular soils collected during 
the exploration phase from borings MGA-1 and MGA-2.  The testing was performed to aid in 
classifying the soil and assess the grain size distribution of the soil which is useful in assessing 
engineering design parameters and predicting soil behavior.  The results of these tests are 
provided in Appendix C. 
 
 
SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS 
 
Based on the subsurface conditions observed in the explorations, the vicinity of the proposed 
residence is underlain by the following geologic units, listed in order of occurrence below 
existing ground surface:  
 
Topsoil Fill:  An approximately 9± inch thick layer of topsoil fill was encountered at the ground 
surface in boring MGA-1.  The topsoil fill generally consists of dark brown, fine to medium sand 
with about 20 to 35 percent silt and up to 10 percent roots. 
 
Existing Fill:  Granular fill was encountered below the topsoil fill in boring MGA-1 and at the 
ground surface at boring MGA-2.  The granular fill was about 4± to 5.7± feet in thickness and 
generally consists of very loose to loose, brown to light brown, fine to medium/fine to coarse 
sand with about 5 to 15 percent silt, and 0 to 15 percent fine to coarse gravel. 
 
Refer to Appendix C for a gradation curve of the 1-3/8 inch minus fraction of the existing fill 
soils collected from boring MGA-1. 
 
Natural Outwash Deposits:  Natural outwash deposits (sand) were encountered at depths of 4± to 
6.5± feet below existing grades in borings MGA-1 and MGA-2, corresponding to about 
Elevation 11.5± to 14.5± feet.  The outwash deposits generally consist of very loose to medium 
dense, beige to olive-brown, fine to medium/medium/fine to coarse sand with up to about 10 
percent silt and about 0 to 15 percent fine gravel.   
 
The borings terminated in the natural outwash soils at about 31± feet below existing grades. 
 

13



Refer to Appendix C for gradation curves of the 1-3/8 inch minus fraction of the natural outwash 
soils collected from borings MGA-1 and MGA-2. 
 
Groundwater:  Groundwater levels for our study were recorded in the test borings at the times 
and under the conditions noted on the logs.  A stabilized groundwater reading was obtained in 
the monitoring well installed in boring MGA-1 at approximately 14.6± feet below existing 
ground surface on April 5, 2022, corresponding to approximately Elevation 3.4± feet.   
 
Groundwater was not measured in boring MGA-2 due to the addition of water and drilling mud 
during drilling.   
 
It should be expected that groundwater levels will fluctuate due to variations in temperature, 
tides, rainfall and other factors.  Therefore, groundwater levels during construction and thereafter 
may be different than those reported herein. 
  
 
GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING CONSIDERATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Due to the elevation of stabilized groundwater measured at the site (Elevation 3.4± feet in the 
monitoring well in MGA-1) and the proposed basement slab elevation (Elevation 9± feet), a 
perimeter foundation underdrain system is recommended to transport groundwater from 
immediately below the residence and mitigate groundwater buildup beneath the basement slab.   
 
Given the anticipated depth of excavation (about 10± to 15± feet below proposed grades) and the 
proximity of the property lines and adjacent roadways (Bank Street, Beach Street and Middle 
Gully Road), a temporary earth support system will be required along the perimeter of the 
proposed residence to protect adjacent structures against excessive movements caused by the 
excavation and to control the lateral extent of excavations and the volume of excavated soil.   
 
Our recommendations addressing design and earthwork construction issues are made in the 
following sections as outlined below: 

 
• Basement Excavation 
• Foundations and Allowable Bearing Capacities 
• Basement Slab Support 
• Groundwater Control 
• Buried Foundation/Basement Walls 
• Excavation Slopes 
• Temporary Excavation Support 
• Pre-construction Surveys and Vibration Monitoring 
• Geotechnical Instrumentation Monitoring 
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Basement Excavation 
 
Based on the current design (basement finished floor at about Elevation 9± feet) and the 
subsurface conditions encountered at the boring locations, excavation for the basement of the 
proposed residence is anticipated to extend through the surficial existing fill soils and terminate 
in the natural outwash deposit.  
 
If encountered below basement foundation or slab subgrade elevations, any existing fill soils, 
existing utilities, or structures should be removed from within the basement limits.  Any over 
excavations associated with their removal (if any) should be backfilled with compacted structural 
fill as described below.  Abandoned utilities located outside the basement footprint described 
above can be left in place provided the utility ends are capped and grouted in-place to prevent the 
migration of fines. 
 
Basement excavation should be performed with a smooth edge bucket following installation of 
the soldier piles (see Temporary Excavation Support) and in concert with the installation of 
wood lagging as the excavation proceeds downward.  Wood lagging should be installed as 
excavation proceeds with boards placed tightly against each other to mitigate the migration of 
soil between the boards.  The exposed height should not exceed 2 feet unless ground conditions 
permit otherwise.  Voids behind the lagging should be minimized, and backfilled (hand packed) 
with sand.  Once complete, the excavation bottom should be cleaned of loose soil and the lightly 
compacted with a vibratory plate compactor capable of imparting a dynamic force of at least 
6,000 pounds-force (lbf) (Wacker Neuson BPU3050 reversible vibratory plate compactor or 
equivalent).  The basement subgrade should be assessed by MGA during construction. 
 
In the event over-excavation is required, structural fill should be placed in controlled compacted 
lifts up to the proposed basemen subgrade elevations.  Structural fill from on-site or off-site 
sources should be placed in 12-inch maximum thick lifts and each lift should be compacted to at 
least 95 percent of the material’s maximum dry density as determined by ASTM D-1557 and to a 
firm and stable condition as assessed by the geotechnical engineer.  Fill from off-site sources 
used within the proposed basement should meet the minimum gradation requirements for 
structural fill recommended in the attached Table 1.   
 
On-site materials that are potentially reusable as structural fill include the natural outwash soils 
and other natural nonorganic granular soil deposits provided these soils are maintained at 
suitable moisture contents for proper compaction and that oversize particles, defined as those 
greater than 2/3 the loose lift thickness, are removed prior to reuse.  Additional testing during 
construction may be necessary to assess conformance with gradation criteria. 
   
The work described above should be observed by a geotechnical engineer from this office to 
verify that firm natural ground has been achieved and to verify that footing and slab subgrades 
are firm, dry and stable prior to the placement of concrete. 
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Foundations and Allowable Bearing Capacities 
 
Spread footings are recommended for support of the proposed residence provided the preceding 
recommendations are followed under appropriate geotechnical engineering field observation.   
 
As previously stated, excavation for the basement should be performed with a smooth edge 
bucket as installation of the wood lagging proceeds.  Any existing fill, utilities, or structures (if 
any) should be removed from beyond the proposed basement limits and properly backfilled with 
compacted structural fill. 
 
If winter construction is anticipated, attention should be paid to protecting foundation subgrade 
soils from freezing.  This protection should not only be implemented before footings are poured 
but after as well.  During cold weather, do not excavate to full indicated depth unless footings or 
slabs can be poured immediately after the excavation is finished.  Protect footings and slabs from 
frost penetration into the soils upon which they rest.  Insulating blankets should be spread upon 
the subgrade soils around poured footings until the forms are stripped and backfilling is set to 
proceed.  Backfilling should commence as soon as allowable after forms are removed.  The 
contractor should be made responsible to provide frost protection measures until the building is 
up and heated. 
 
Footings should also be designed and coordinated with respect to new utilities that will be 
located within the building footprint.  Footings should not be located above any underground 
utility unless they are designed so as not to overstress the pipes and will not be undermined if a 
pipe breaks and soil migrates from below the footings into the pipe.  Continuous strip footings 
should be designed to “bridge” over below ground utilities or should be stepped down so pipes 
pass through the foundation walls.  Isolated column footings should either be dropped below the 
invert of the pipes or be located well away from them. 
 
Provided the recommendations presented herein are followed under appropriate geotechnical 
engineering observation, a maximum allowable bearing capacity of 1 ton per square foot is 
recommended for use in the design of new foundations. 
 
Regardless of the recommended allowable bearing capacity, continuous footings should be at 
least 18 inches wide and column footings (rectangular and/or circular) should be no less than 36 
inches wide in the least lateral dimension.   
 
Exterior footings and those located in unheated areas should be located at least 3 feet below 
finish grade for frost protection.  Following the above criteria, total building foundation 
settlements are not expected to exceed 1 inch with differential settlements expected to be about 
½ inch or less. 
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Basement Slab Support 
 
Slab-on-grade construction is recommended for the proposed basement slab provided the 
proposed building area is prepared as discussed above.  The basement slab should bear on a 12-
inch minimum thick layer of compacted ¾ inch “clean” crushed stone placed directly below the 
proposed slab.  Three-quarter inch crushed stone should meet the recommended gradation 
requirements shown in Table 1. 
 

Groundwater Control 
 

Basement Foundation Drain 
 
Due to the elevation of stabilized groundwater measured at the site (Elevation 3.4± feet in the 
monitoring well in MGA-1) and the proposed basement slab elevation (Elevation 9± feet), a 
basement foundation drain is recommended to transport groundwater from immediately below 
the residence and mitigate groundwater buildup beneath the basement slab (if any).   
 
The basement foundation drain should consist of a four-inch minimum diameter perforated PVC 
pipe located on the interior side of the basement footing constructed as shown schematically in 
Figure 3.  The perimeter drain should be surrounded in at least four inches of ¾ crushed stone, 
wrapped in a geotextile filter fabric and be laid flat at an invert elevation at least 8 inches below 
the underside of the basement floor slab.   
 
The basement foundation drain should outlet to its own dedicated, independent structures 
(manholes/collection pits and drain lines) to transport groundwater away from the basement area 
and daylight to a reliable source that will not flood or back-up into the basement.   
 
Manholes/collection pits located along the exterior/interior of the residence should be equipped 
with an electrical sump pump along with a backup pump connected to a generator and backup 
generator if deemed necessary by the owner.  The sump pumps should incorporate a backflow 
preventer and sized to handle a peak flow of 20 gallons per minute.   
 
As a further measure to control water, ground surfaces immediately around the building should 
be covered with loam, asphalt or concrete and should be sloping downward away from the 
structure.  Downspouts and surface runoff should be diverted away from the building preferably 
toward storm drains. 
 

Dewatering 
 
We anticipate that the basement excavation will be above groundwater levels at the site.  
However, dewatering may be required to control perched groundwater or after precipitation 
events.  If required, we recommend that groundwater be drawn down at least to the base of the 
excavation to provide dry working conditions and to help minimize instability of the excavation 
bottom.   
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We anticipate groundwater control (if required) may be accomplished using open pits and sumps.  
The Contractor should be solely responsible for the design, construction, and performance of 
dewatering systems.   
 
Discharge of pumped water is subject to local, state and federal regulations. The contractor 
should conduct dewatering and discharge water in accordance with all applicable regulations. 
The contractor should implement temporary surface water runoff control measures during 
construction. Temporary measures should include, but are not necessarily limited to, the use of 
small earth berms or construction of a drainage ditch adjacent to the top of proposed excavations 
to divert and/or reduce the amount of surface water flowing over exposed slopes and into 
excavations during construction. 
 
 Buried Foundation/Basement Walls 
 
Foundation walls with unbalanced loading should be designed to resist lateral earth pressures.  
For foundation walls (rigid walls, at-rest pressures) use an equivalent fluid pressure of 60 pounds 
per cubic foot (pcf) times the height of the walls.  This value is conditioned upon the walls being 
provided with positive drainage to prevent hydrostatic pressures from acting on the walls.  
 
The following coefficients of friction to resist sliding between mass concrete and various bearing 
materials are recommended: 
 
 Bearing Material    Recommended Sliding Coefficient 
 Crushed Stone       0.6 
 Natural Undisturbed Outwash Soils    0.35 
 
The minimum factors of safety for sliding and overturning under static loads should be 1.5 and 2 
respectively.  Passive pressure at the toe of the walls should not be included as a resisting force 
when analyzing for overturning and sliding.  
 

Excavation Slopes 
 
The Owner and the Contractor should be aware of and become familiar with applicable local, 
state, and federal safety regulations, including the current OSHA Excavation and Trench Safety 
Standards. Construction site safety generally is the sole responsibility of the Contractor, who 
shall also be solely responsible for the means, methods, and sequencing of construction 
operations. We are providing this information solely as a service to our client. Under no 
circumstances should the information provided below be interpreted to mean that MGA is 
assuming responsibility for construction site safety or the Contractor's activities; such 
responsibility is not being implied and should not be inferred. 
 
The Contractor should be aware that slope height, slope inclination, or excavation depths 
(including utility trench excavations) should in no case exceed those specified in local, state, or 
federal safety regulations, e.g., OSHA Health and Safety Standards for Excavations, 29 CFR Part 
1926, or successor regulations. Such regulations are strictly enforced and, if they are not 
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followed, the Owner, Contractor, and/or earthwork and utility subcontractors could be liable for 
substantial penalties. 
 
For this Site, the existing fill and natural granular soils encountered in our exploratory 
investigation in the absence of groundwater are considered to be Type C soils when applying the 
OSHA regulations.  OSHA recommends a maximum slope inclination of 1-½ horizontal to 1 
vertical for Type C soils. Our preliminary soil classification is based solely on the materials 
encountered in widely spaced subsurface explorations. The Contractor should verify that similar 
conditions exist throughout the proposed areas of excavations. If different subsurface conditions 
are encountered at the time of construction, we recommend that we be contacted immediately to 
evaluate the conditions encountered. 
 

Temporary Excavation Support 
 
A temporary excavation support system will be required along the perimeter of the basement to 
protect adjacent structures/roadways against excessive movements caused by the excavation and 
to control the lateral extent of excavations and the volume of excavated soil.  

 
In addition to consideration of the above factors, the types of excavation support system suitable 
for a particular project depends on the local subsurface soil conditions, the depth and width of 
the excavation, and the compatibility of the support system with the other construction 
requirements. 
 
Given the depth of excavation (anticipated up to 10± to 13.3± feet below the cleared and 
regraded site) and the preference to install as few support members as necessary, we recommend 
soldier pile and lagging for temporary excavation support during construction.  Based on 
information provided to us, the proposed basement is off-set about 1.2± to 11± feet from the 
property lines, which is generally sufficient to account for the depth of the soldier piles, 
installation tolerance, and potential deflection of the excavation support system for use with 
single-sided-forms.  Waterproofing should be placed directly against the excavation support 
members and should consist of a self-adhering, continuous membrane type waterproofing, such 
as Pre-Prufe by Grace Companies.  MGA is in the process of designing the support system and 
will provide design plans with additional details. 
 
Driven soldier piles will generate ground vibrations and noise, which are anticipated to be 
distinctly perceptible to the adjacent properties.  To mitigate the magnitude of vibrations 
generated by driven soldier piles, soldier piles should be installed using a resonance free 
vibratory hammer to limit vibrations induced during installation (start up and shut down) or 
installed in pre-drilled holes.  
 
Wood lagging should consist of 3-inch minimum pressure treated construction grade timber.  
Lagging should be installed as excavation proceeds with boards placed tightly against each other 
to mitigate the migration of soil between the boards; the exposed height should not exceed 2 feet 
unless ground conditions permit otherwise.  Voids behind the lagging should be minimized, and 
backfilled (hand packed) with sand. 
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The Contractor shall install and maintain the excavation support system in accordance with the 
design drawings, and in such a manner as to prevent movement, settlement, or loss of ground, 
removal of fines from the adjacent ground, and damage to or movement of adjacent structures 
and utilities.  The Contractor shall make necessary provisions to prevent damage to roadways, 
utilities or other structures due to settlement caused by vibrations or movement of the excavation 
support system. 
 

Pre-construction Surveys and Vibration Monitoring 
 
In consideration of the urban environment of the project and the depth and lateral extent of 
excavation associated with the proposed construction, we feel it would be prudent to implement 
a geotechnical documentation and monitoring program prior to and during construction.  The 
purpose of the program would be to monitor and document the following: 
 

• The conditions of the adjacent buildings and appurtenant structures prior to construction 
to document existing conditions, and 

• Vibrations caused by soldier pile installation and other construction activities. 
 

Pre-construction surveys of the eight (8) adjacent properties (7 and 11 Front Street; 9, 11, and 13 
Broadway; 7 and 11 Bank Street; and 15 Beach Street and any appurtenant structures) are 
recommended to document existing conditions prior to significant construction at the site.  These 
surveys should be performed prior to demolition of the existing structures, installation of the 
soldier piles or significant earthwork at the site to document the existing conditions (interior 
and/or exterior) of the accessible portions of the structures that may be impacted by the 
construction activities (if any).  Documentation resulting from the surveys would be retained for 
use in defending potential claims of damage to the identified properties.   
 
Ground vibrations will be produced during demolition and soldier pile installation (if not pre-
drilled).  The magnitude of these vibrations typically decreases with increasing distance from the 
vibration source.  Impacts from these vibrations are not anticipated to include damage to adjacent 
structures; however, the magnitude of vibrations is anticipated to be of sufficient magnitude to be 
noticed by abutters. 
 
Vibrations should be monitored during the construction period.  To limit impacts to adjacent 
structures, we recommend the following preliminary vibration threshold limits:  
 

• A maximum peak particle velocity of two inches per second (2.0 ips) for vibrations with 
a frequency above 40 cycles per second (40 Hz), 

• 1.5 ips for vibrations with a frequency between 30 Hz and 40 Hz, 
• 1.0 ips for vibrations with a frequency between 20 Hz and 30 Hz, and 
• 0.5 ips for vibrations with a frequency below 20 Hz. 

 
MGA can provide additional detailed recommendations regarding the locations and the number 
of seismographs as the project moves forward. 
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Geotechnical Instrumentation Monitoring 
 
Installation of the temporary excavation support, and subsequent excavation for the construction 
of foundations must be performed in a manner which protects all nearby facilities.  We 
recommend a coordinated geotechnical instrumentation monitoring program be implemented 
prior to and during construction.  The purpose of the instrumentation program would be to 
monitor and document the following: 
 

• Effect of excavation support system installation, excavation and related activities on 
movements of existing adjacent structures (including the existing retaining wall at 9 
Front Street) and the ground outside the excavation, and 

• Performance of the excavation support systems 
 
To monitor vertical and horizontal deformation of identified existing structures and the 
temporary excavation system, surface monitoring points (SMPs) should be installed at the top of 
the temporary excavation support system, on the existing retaining wall of 9 Front Street (if 
amenable to the owners) and at 15 Beach Street (if amenable to the owners).  The SMPs should 
be located such that daily construction activities will not inhibit the contractor/surveyor from 
obtaining readings at any time during construction.  Monitoring points may consist of PK nails or 
fixed points on the structures and should be established by a registered land surveyor.  Readings 
should be provided to the geotechnical consultant (in real time) for review. 
 
Monitoring points at existing structures (if any) should be installed prior to significant 
construction operations at the site so that pre-construction baseline data can be established for 
comparison with construction, and post-construction data.  Monitoring points at the temporary 
excavation support system should be installed immediately after the system has been installed, 
but prior to excavation for the basement.  Readings should be accurate to within ¼ of an inch 
(vertical or horizontal). 
 
Survey measurements on the SMP’s should be made at the following intervals: 

• Baseline: Prior to significant construction, 
• During Construction: Upon completion site demolition activities, completion of soldier 

pile installation then once weekly, 
• Post Construction: Upon completion of construction. 

 
MGA can develop additional recommendations regarding locations and types of instrumentation, 
as well as movement threshold values as the projects moves forward. 
 
 
CONSTRUCTION OBSERVATION AND REVIEW 
 
MGA should be retained to perform on-site construction observation services during foundation 
excavations.  The purpose of our services is to assess the contractor's compliance with the project 
plans as well as our recommendations included in this report.  Our on-site presence will allow us 
the opportunity to provide geotechnical engineering input on a timely basis if encountered 
subsurface conditions differ from those reported herein. 
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We also respectfully request the opportunity to review final site and foundation plans to see that 
our recommendations have been properly interpreted and included.   
 
We appreciate the opportunity to assist you on this project and look forward to providing 
construction services as the project moves forward.  Please feel free to contact us should you 
have any questions regarding this report or require additional information. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
MCARDLE GANNON ASSOCIATES, INC. 
 
 
 
 
Wayne A. McArdle, P.E. 
Principal 
 
 
 
 
Sherry L. Holmes, P.E. 
Geotechnical Engineer 
 
WAM/slh 
 
Attachments: Figure 1 – Site Locus 
 Figure 2 – Exploration Location Plan 
 Figure 3 – Basement Perimeter Foundation Drain  
 Table 1 – Recommend Use and Gradation Criteria for Fill Material 

Appendix A – Statement of Limitations 
Appendix B – Soil Test Boring Logs 
Appendix C – Geotechnical Laboratory Test Results 
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TABLE 1 
 

RECOMMENDED USE AND GRADATION CRITERIA FOR 
FILL MATERIALS 

 
USE OF MATERIALS 
 
Off-site Structural Fill: Backfill inside building area below base course and free draining 

backfill behind foundation walls and above underdrains 
Crushed Stone:  Base course and as working mat in areas of sensitive subgrade 
 
GRADATION REQUIREMENTS 
 

OFF-SITE STRUCTURAL FILL – shall be free from ice and snow, roots, sod, 
rubbish and other deleterious or organic matter.  Structural Fill shall conform to the 
following gradation requirements: 

Sieve Size Percent Passing by Weight 
* 100 

No. 10 30 – 95 
No. 40 10 – 70 
No. 200     0 – 12** 

*Two thirds (2/3) of the loose lift thickness. 
**0 – 8 for free-draining fill behind foundation/retaining walls and above underdrains. 

 
CRUSHED STONE – shall consist of durable crushed rock or durable crushed gravel 
stone and shall be free from ice and snow, roots, sod, rubbish and other deleterious or 
organic matter.  Crushed Stone shall conform to the following gradation requirements: 

Sieve Size Percent Passing by Weight 
1 inch 100 
¾ inch 90-100 
½ inch 10-50 

3/8 inch 0 – 20 
No. 4 0 – 5 
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STATEMENT OF LIMITATIONS 
 
 
Explorations 
 
The analysis and recommendations submitted in this report are based in part upon the 
data obtained from subsurface explorations.  The nature and extent of variations between 
these explorations may not become evident until construction.  If variations then appear 
evident, it will be necessary to re-evaluate the recommendations of this report. 
 
The stratification lines on the logs represent the approximate boundary between soil types 
and the transition may be gradual. 
 
Water level readings have been made in the explorations at the time and under the 
conditions stated on the logs.  This data has been reviewed and interpretations made in 
the text of this report.  However, it must be noted that fluctuations in the level of the 
groundwater may occur due to variations in rainfall, temperature, and other factors that 
are different from the time the measurements were made. 
 
 
Review 
 
In the event that any change in the nature, design or location of the proposed structure are 
planned, the conclusions and recommendations contained in this report shall not be 
considered valid unless the changes are reviewed and conclusions of this report modified 
or verified in writing. 
 
It is recommended that this firm be provided the opportunity for a general review of final 
design and specifications in order that earthwork recommendations may be properly 
interpreted and implemented in the design and specifications. 
 
 
Construction 
 
It is recommended that this firm be retained to provide soil engineering services during 
the construction phase of the work.  This is to observe compliance with design concepts, 
specifications, and recommendations and to allow design changes in the event that 
subsurface conditions differ from those anticipated prior to start of construction. 
 
 
Use of Report 
 
This report has been prepared for the exclusive use of Kristina & Nicholas Amendolare 
for specific application to the Proposed Renovation at 8 Bank Street in Nantucket, 
Massachusetts, in accordance with generally accepted geotechnical engineering practices.  
No other warranty, expressed or implied, is made. 
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6
16

6
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8

18.0
0.0

17.3
0.8

11.5
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Top 9": Dark brown, fine to medium SAND, some Silt, trace
Roots.

-TOPSOIL FILL-
Bottom 6": Brown to light brown, fine to medium SAND, trace

Silt.
Very loose, brown to light brown, fine to medium SAND, trace

Silt.
Loose, brown, fine to medium SAND, trace Silt, trace (-) fine

Gravel.
-FILL-

Brown, moist, fine to medium SAND, trace (+) Silt.
Loose, beige, moist, medium SAND,  trace (-) Silt.

Very loose, beige, wet, fine to coarse SAND, trace (-) Silt.

-SAND-

Medium dense, olive-brown, fine to coarse SAND, trace (+) Silt.

Very loose to loose, beige, fine to coarse SAND, trace fine
Gravel, trace (-) Silt.

TEST BORING LOG BORING MGA-1 (MW)

PROJECT: Proposed Renovation - 8 Bank Street, Nantucket, MA MGA NO. : W0903
CLIENT: Kristina & Nicholas Amendolare SHEET NO. :
CONTRACTOR: Geosearch LOCATION N : See Plan

E :
GROUNDWATER DEPTH (ft) OF: EQUIPMENT CASING SAMPLER CORE ELEVATION : 18'
Date Time Water Casing Hole Type HW Split Spoon ---- DATE START : 04/05/2022

4/5/22 2:00pm 14.6 MW Size I.D. 4" 1-3/8" ---- END : 04/05/2022
Hammer Wt. 140# 140# - - - - DRILLER : Pat McClenahan
Hammer Fall 30" 30" - - - - ENGINEER : Robert Drown

BLOWS/FT. DENSITY BLOWS/FT. CONSISTENCY SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION SUMMARY

0 - 4 Very Loose 0 - 2 Very Soft -  S -  Split Spoon Overburden:
4 - 10 Loose 2 - 4 Soft -  T -  Thin Wall Tube Rock:
10 - 30 Medium Dense 4 - 8 Medium Stiff -  U -  Undisturbed Piston Samples:
30 - 50 Dense 8 - 15 Stiff -  C -  Diamond Core

BORING MGA-1 (MW)50 + Very Dense 15 - 30 Very Stiff -  W -  Wash Sample
30+ Hard

Depth
in

Feet

Strata
Change

Case
BPF
(Drill)
(min/ft)

Sampler
Blows
Per 6"
(RQD%)

Sample
Number/
Type

Sample
Depth
Range
(ft)

Sample
Recov-
ery
(in)

Elev-
ation/
Depth
(ft)

FIELD CLASSIFICATION AND REMARKS Well
Schematic

300 Oak Street, Suite 460 Pembroke, MA 02359 Telephone 781.826.0040 Fax 781.735.0418 mcardlegannon.com

1 of 2
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22
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18
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28
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2

3
3
3
2

4
3
3
4

S-8

S-9

24.0
26.0

29.0
31.0

12

12

-13.0
31.0

Loose, beige, fine to coarse SAND, trace fine Gravel, trace Silt.

-SAND-

Loose, beige, fine to coarse SAND, trace fine Gravel, trace Silt.

BOTTOM OF BORING AT 31 FEET

TEST BORING LOG BORING MGA-1 (MW)

PROJECT: Proposed Renovation - 8 Bank Street, Nantucket, MA MGA NO. : W0903
CLIENT: Kristina & Nicholas Amendolare SHEET NO. :

BLOWS/FT. DENSITY BLOWS/FT. CONSISTENCY SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION SUMMARY

0 - 4 Very Loose 0 - 2 Very Soft -  S -  Split Spoon Overburden:
4 - 10 Loose 2 - 4 Soft -  T -  Thin Wall Tube Rock:
10 - 30 Medium Dense 4 - 8 Medium Stiff -  U -  Undisturbed Piston Samples:
30 - 50 Dense 8 - 15 Stiff -  C -  Diamond Core

BORING MGA-1 (MW)50 + Very Dense 15 - 30 Very Stiff -  W -  Wash Sample
30+ Hard

Depth
in

Feet

Strata
Change

Case
BPF
(Drill)
(min/ft)

Sampler
Blows
Per 6"
(RQD%)

Sample
Number/
Type

Sample
Depth
Range
(ft)

Sample
Recov-
ery
(in)

Elev-
ation/
Depth
(ft)

FIELD CLASSIFICATION AND REMARKS Well
Schematic

300 Oak Street, Suite 460 Pembroke, MA 02359 Telephone 781.826.0040 Fax 781.735.0418 mcardlegannon.com

2 of 2
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12
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12
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14

9

14.5
4.0

Loose, brown, fine to coarse SAND, little (-) Silt.

-FILL-

Very loose, brown, fine to coarse SAND, little (-) fine to coarse Gravel,
trace Silt.

Loose, beige, fine to coarse SAND, trace fine Gravel, trace (-) Silt.

Very loose to loose, beige, fine to coarse SAND, trace (-) fine Gravel, trace
(-) Silt.

Loose to medium dense, beige to olive-brown, fine to medium SAND, trace
(+) Silt.

-SAND-

Loose, beige, fine to coarse SAND, little fine Gravel, trace (-) Silt.

Very loose to loose, beige, fine to coarse SAND, little (-) fine Gravel, trace
Silt.

TEST BORING LOG BORING MGA-2

PROJECT: Proposed Renovation - 8 Bank Street, Nantucket, MA MGA NO. : W0903
CLIENT: Kristina & Nicholas Amendolare SHEET NO. :
CONTRACTOR: Geosearch LOCATION N : See Plan

E :
GROUNDWATER DEPTH (ft) OF: EQUIPMENT CASING SAMPLER CORE ELEVATION : 18.5'
Date Time Water Casing Hole Type HW Split Spoon ---- DATE START : 04/05/2022

Size I.D. 4" 1-3/8" ---- END : 04/05/2022
Hammer Wt. 140# 140# - - - - DRILLER : Pat McClenahan
Hammer Fall 30" 30" - - - - ENGINEER : Robert Drown

BLOWS/FT. DENSITY BLOWS/FT. CONSISTENCY SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION SUMMARY

0 - 4 Very Loose 0 - 2 Very Soft -  S -  Split Spoon Station:
4 - 10 Loose 2 - 4 Soft -  T -  Thin Wall Tube Rock:
10 - 30 Medium Dense 4 - 8 Medium Stiff -  U -  Undisturbed Piston Samples:
30 - 50 Dense 8 - 15 Stiff -  C -  Diamond Core

BORING MGA-250 + Very Dense 15 - 30 Very Stiff -  B -  Bulk/Grab Sample
30+ Hard

Depth
in

Feet

Strata
Change

Case
BPF
(Drill)
(min/ft)

Sampler
Blows
Per 6"
(RQD%)

Sample
Number/
Type

Sample
Depth
Range
(ft)

Sample
Recov-
ery
(in)

Elev-
ation/
Depth
(ft)

FIELD CLASSIFICATION AND REMARKS

300 Oak Street, Suite 460 Pembroke, MA 02359 Telephone 781.826.0040 Fax 781.735.0418 mcardlegannon.com

1 of 2
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6
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S-8

S-9

24.0
26.0

29.0
31.0

12

12

-12.5
31.0

Loose, beige, fine to coarse SAND, trace (+) fine Gravel, trace (-) Silt.

-SAND-

Medium dense, beige, fine to coarse SAND, trace (+) fine Gravel, trace Silt.

BOTTOM OF BORING AT 31 FEET

TEST BORING LOG BORING MGA-2

PROJECT: Proposed Renovation - 8 Bank Street, Nantucket, MA MGA NO. : W0903
CLIENT: Kristina & Nicholas Amendolare SHEET NO. :

BLOWS/FT. DENSITY BLOWS/FT. CONSISTENCY SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION SUMMARY

0 - 4 Very Loose 0 - 2 Very Soft -  S -  Split Spoon Station:
4 - 10 Loose 2 - 4 Soft -  T -  Thin Wall Tube Rock:
10 - 30 Medium Dense 4 - 8 Medium Stiff -  U -  Undisturbed Piston Samples:
30 - 50 Dense 8 - 15 Stiff -  C -  Diamond Core

BORING MGA-250 + Very Dense 15 - 30 Very Stiff -  B -  Bulk/Grab Sample
30+ Hard

Depth
in

Feet

Strata
Change

Case
BPF
(Drill)
(min/ft)

Sampler
Blows
Per 6"
(RQD%)

Sample
Number/
Type

Sample
Depth
Range
(ft)

Sample
Recov-
ery
(in)

Elev-
ation/
Depth
(ft)

FIELD CLASSIFICATION AND REMARKS

300 Oak Street, Suite 460 Pembroke, MA 02359 Telephone 781.826.0040 Fax 781.735.0418 mcardlegannon.com

2 of 2
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1. Geosearch of Sterling, Massachusetts performed the test borings
   on April 5, 2022 using an all-terrain vehicle (ATV) mounted drill
   rig equipped with a 140-pound automatic trip hammer. Borings were
   advanced using flush jointed casing and drilling mud.

2. Test boring elevations were estimated from spot elevations shown
   on a plan entitled "Site Plan of Land," by Blackwell & Associates,
   Inc., dated January 20, 2021. Elevations are approximate.

3. MGA observed and logged the test borings.

4. Groundwater was not measured in boring MGA-2 due to the addition of
   water and drilling mud during advancement.

Notes:

Symbol Description

Strata symbols

Topsoil Fill

Fill

Sand

Soil Samplers

Split Spoon

Monitor Well Details

pipe riser

assorted cuttings

bentonite pellets

silica sand, blank PVC

slotted pipe w/ sand

end of well
installation

KEY TO SYMBOLS
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04/09/2022

(no specification provided)

PL= LL= PI=

D90= D85= D60=
D50= D30= D15=
D10= Cu= Cc=

USCS= AASHTO=

*

Brown, fine to medium SAND, trace Silt, trace (-) fine
Gravel.1/2

#4
#10
#20
#40
#60
#100
#200

100.0
99.2
96.6
62.3
22.5
12.9
6.7
4.1

1.5381 1.3377 0.8193
0.7002 0.5026 0.3022
0.1981 4.14 1.56

SP

Existing Fill
Water Content: 5.7%

Kristina & Nicholas Amendolare
Proposed Renovation
8 Bank Street, Nantucket, Massachusetts

W0903

Soil Description

Atterberg Limits

Coefficients

Classification

Remarks

Source of Sample: MGA-1 Depth: 4-6'
Sample Number: S-3 Date:

Client:
Project:

Project No: Figure

SIEVE PERCENT SPEC.* PASS?

SIZE FINER PERCENT (X=NO)
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R
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E
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T
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E

R
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GRAIN SIZE - mm.

0.0010.010.1110100

% +3"
Coarse

% Gravel

Fine Coarse Medium

% Sand

Fine Silt

% Fines

Clay

0.0 0.0 0.8 2.6 74.1 18.4 4.1

6 
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.
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.
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.
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.

1 
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.

¾
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.

½
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3/
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.

#4 #1
0
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0

#3
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0

#1
00

#1
40

#2
00

PARTICLE SIZE DISTRIBUTION REPORT
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04/09/2022

(no specification provided)

PL= LL= PI=

D90= D85= D60=
D50= D30= D15=
D10= Cu= Cc=

USCS= AASHTO=

*

Beige, medium SAND, trace (-) Silt.
#4
#10
#20
#40
#60
#100
#200

100.0
99.6
40.0
4.1
2.0
1.3
0.8 1.6501 1.5255 1.0958

0.9674 0.7398 0.5744
0.5142 2.13 0.97

SP

Natural Outwash Soils 
Water Content: 4.4%

Kristina & Nicholas Amendolare
Proposed Renovation
8 Bank Street, Nantucket, Massachusetts

W0903

Soil Description

Atterberg Limits

Coefficients

Classification

Remarks

Source of Sample: MGA-1 Depth: 6.5-8'
Sample Number: S-4A Date:

Client:
Project:

Project No: Figure

SIEVE PERCENT SPEC.* PASS?

SIZE FINER PERCENT (X=NO)
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PARTICLE SIZE DISTRIBUTION REPORT
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04/09/2022

(no specification provided)

PL= LL= PI=

D90= D85= D60=
D50= D30= D15=
D10= Cu= Cc=

USCS= AASHTO=

*

Beige, fine to coarse SAND, little fine Gravel, trace (-) Silt.
3/4
1/2
#4
#10
#20
#40
#60
#100
#200

100.0
95.1
86.6
76.7
54.3
23.0
8.1
2.9
1.5

7.2684 3.9389 0.9908
0.7685 0.5005 0.3360
0.2753 3.60 0.92

SP

Natural Outwash Soils
Water Content: 14.8%

Kristina & Nicholas Amendolare
Proposed Renovation
8 Bank Street, Nantucket, Massachusetts

W0903

Soil Description

Atterberg Limits

Coefficients

Classification

Remarks

Source of Sample: MGA-2 Depth: 14-16'
Sample Number: S-6 Date:

Client:
Project:

Project No: Figure

SIEVE PERCENT SPEC.* PASS?

SIZE FINER PERCENT (X=NO)
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GRAIN SIZE - mm.

0.0010.010.1110100

% +3"
Coarse

% Gravel

Fine Coarse Medium

% Sand

Fine Silt

% Fines

Clay

0.0 0.0 13.4 9.9 53.7 21.5 1.5
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PARTICLE SIZE DISTRIBUTION REPORT
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Letters
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Clarification:  As for the 19’ ridge height, it can certainly be lower, but not higher.  Sam 
 
 
Begin forwarded message: 
 
From: Sam Daniel <svdiii@comcast.net> 
Subject: 8 BANK STREET, 'SCONSET 
Date: November 27, 2021 at 11:06:54 AM EST 
To: nsheriff@nantucket-ma.gov 
Cc: kmccarthy@nantucket-ma.gov, Holly Backus <hbackus@nantucket-ma.gov>, Daniel Sam 
<svdiii@comcast.net> 
 
ZBA Board Members, 
 
I approve of the latest design that was presented to the HDC for 8 Bank Street’s structure. 
 
I have concerns about the proposed basement, but do not oppose it, as long as it passes all of the 
necessary inspections. 
 
The tree is old, compromised, and not attractive.  If left standing, when and if it falls, it and its roots will 
damage the Middle Gully road, the bank, and 8 Bank Street. 
 
As for the structure’s much debated ridge-height, I firmly support 19’.  My old mouse-house’s ridge-
height is 14’.  While its old loft is accommodating, a 19’ ridge-height would make it so totally 
accommodating and livable.  Sadly, structures that are too high and inappropriate have been allowed in 
Codfish Park, setting very bad precedents.  It’s a perfect example of the old saying, once you let the 
camel’s nose under the tent, you get the whole camel. 
 
Sam Daniel 
6 Broadway    
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Good Afternoon,  
Please distribute the below to the Zoning Board of Appeals.  
 
Dear Members of the Board of Appeals, 
  
We are writing to express our concern about what may be a clerical error but is otherwise a 
serious violation of the Open Meeting Law (G.L. c. 30A, §§ 18 through 25), by the Historic 
District Commission (HDC) in the above-referenced matter. In either case, the Board of Appeals 
should refuse to hear the applicants’ request for a special permit and require them to withdraw 
it until this matter is resolved in an open process, or alternatively it should deny the special 
permit request.    
  
As you will see from the HDC minutes attached to the applicant’s ZBA submission, a copy of 
which are attached hereto, contrary to the applicants’ assertion in their filing with the ZBA, a 
motion to approve this project did not carry at the HDC’s September 7, 2021, meeting.   
  
At that meeting, the HDC members declined to approve the project, and voted to hold it for 
further revisions. No further proceedings were noticed or held on this application before the 
HDC to the best of our knowledge. We were therefore quite surprised to learn for the first time 
when reviewing the ZBA application that the plans are stamped approved by the HDC in 
contradiction of its last public vote.   
  
Since an application for a building permit must be accompanied by a certificate of 
appropriateness issued by the HDC, under the circumstances here, the Board should remove 
this matter from its December 9, 2021 agenda and until such time as the Attorney General’s 
Office has reviewed this pursuant to the Open Meeting Law.         
Sincerely,  
Margaret Van Deusen, Isabel Landzert and Anne Reilly  
7 Front Street     
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Please distribute this letter to the Zoning Board of Appeals. 
 
Dear Members of the Board of Appeals, 
 
We are writing to the referenced application submitted by the Amendoles, File  No 37-21.   At the HDC 
meeting on September 7, 2021, the Amendole’s application for HDC approval did not carry and the 
board voted to hold it for further review.  This application has not been on the HDC agenda again.  We 
were shocked when we received the ZBA notice in the mail showing a HDC stamped approval. 
 
How can an application get approved behind closed doors without the public being aware?  We ask that 
the ZBA application be removed from the December 9, 2021 agenda until the matter can be reviewed by 
the Attorney General’s Office pursuant to the Open Meeting Law. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter. 
 
Sincerely, 
Joseph and Kathy Arvay 
11 Front St 
Siasconset 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
________________________ 
This email was scanned by Bitdefender 
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Re: Kristina and Nicholas Amendolare, File No. 37-21 
 
 
Dear Members of the Board 
 
For the past 34 summers, my family and I have spent time in the 
 
 summer months in 'Sconset, renting and then, since 1999, owning a  
 
house on Front Street in the village.  It is a very special place  
 
 
The proposed construction at 8 Bank St / Middle Gully Rd- is altogether 
 
 unsuitable to the space-  rising as a veritable 'Sconset skyscraper to 
 
block the Front St vista and compromise the scale in that part - indeed  
  
most areas-  of the village. Additionally, It will pose a threat to the stability 
 
 of the bank there. 
 
 
I have written a letter (email dated August 3, 2021 )and attended in  
 
person two hearings of the HDC this past summer to add my voice to 
 
 the significant number of villagers who strongly object to this 
 
 construction. 
 
Please do not approve this project. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Janet Ballou 
 
21 Front St. 
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Kindly distribute the comments below with attachments to the Board of Appeals.  
 
Dear Members of the Board of Appeals,  
 Please accept these comments concerning the application for a special permit by Kristina & 
Nicholas Amendolare, File No. 37-21. The current structure at 8 Bank Street is a preexisting 
nonconforming structure. According to the applicant’s Addendum to their filing, relief is sought 
to increase the height of the dwelling within the 5-foot rear yard setback.  While the applicants 
characterize this as “a one-story addition” on the northerly side of the building and state that the 
second floor addition would be constructed over the existing footprint, this contradicts the north 
side plans that show this as a two-story addition.  The project appears to be a demolition of this 
historic structure rather than an addition. Applicants are also planning to increase the 
groundcover ratio from 28% to 40% on this tiny lot.     
  
We sent an email to the ZBA last week expressing our concerns about the applicants’ assertion 
that a certificate of appropriateness was issued by the HDC on September 7, 2021. This did not 
comport with the actions of the HDC at that meeting and as reflected in the minutes of the 
meeting.  Contrary to the applicants’ statement, a motion to approve was not carried at the HDC 
meeting and there was a unanimous vote to hold for further revisions. 
 
We attended the September 7th meeting and were quite surprised to learn for the first time when 
reviewing the ZBA application of the HDC stamp on the plans. Either this stamp was simply a 
clerical error, or it represents a serious violation of the Open Meeting Law. In either case, the 
validity of the certificate is in question. Under these irregular circumstances we believe the 
application should be withdrawn unless and until there is a proper certificate of appropriateness 
issued by the HDC. 
 
8 Bank Street is a tiny lot at the base of Middle Gully, the cobblestoned path that connects Front 
Street with Codfish Park (CFP). It sits at the entrance to CFP at the bottom of and directly 
against the coastal bank. The project seeks to more than double the height of the house to 20 feet 
and to build a full basement with an 8 to 9 foot ceiling for living space.  
 
This proposed structure is widely opposed by Front Street and Broadway owners and by the 
community, including by the Siasconset Civic Association. The Civic Association, which we 
understand rarely takes a position on house construction, felt compelled to do so here because of 
the unique location and the impacts the height would have on Middle Gully, CFP, and Front 
Street. The Civic Association’s August l and September 2, 2021, letters to the HDC are attached 
to this email. 
  
Due to its position against the bank much of the structure will be above the top of the bank and 
Front Street.  It will be visible from three directions on iconic Front Street, block views there, 
and its impacts will completely change the look of CFP, Middle Gully and Front Street. It is 
appropriate for the Board in considering the “neighborhood” impact to include Front Street, 
Broadway and Middle Gully, as well as CFP.  The structure’s windows and large dormer on the 
west side immediately against Middle Gully will dominate the gully, closing it in and creating a 
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tunnel effect, and eliminating views from Front Street over CFP rooftops to the Atlantic admired 
by so many. This profoundly vertical house given its location will be substantially detrimental to 
the interests of the neighborhood and to the inhabitants of the village. 
  
We agree with Jeff Gardner, the owner of 9 Broadway/9 Front Street, that the Blackwell & 
Associates diagram submitted to the HDC and the ZBA do not paint the true picture of these 
impacts—and even those depicted in the Blackwell diagrams are quite significant. The land at 11 
Front Street selected for comparison in the Blackwell HDC and ZBA diagrams is higher than the 
land at 7 and 9 Front street and the finished ground elevation at 8 Bank used by Blackwell (17 
feet 7 inches) is for the lowest part of that lot. According to the topographical map submitted by 
Angus MacLeod to the HDC, parts of the lot are several feet higher than this.    
  
We saw the height poles that were ordered by the HDC last spring and we and our neighbors 
were shocked by the structure’s proposed height above the bank. We visually estimated then that 
the roof line would overtop the bank by six feet, or about three feet over the existing fence at 9 
Front Street. Two photographs showing the height poles are attached to this email as the 3rd and 
4th attachments (in the 4th attachment the pole is to the right of our house). The height was 
subsequently dropped by only one foot, from 21 to 20 feet, despite the requests of many 
inhabitants and abutters for a lower structure.  The Gardners’ analysis of the Blackwell diagram 
submitted to the HDC several days after the September 7th meeting, puts the structure’s height 
overtopping the bank by between 5 feet and 7.5 feet. We think a site visit would be beneficial to 
the Board.    
  
While the applicants provided the heights of other houses in CFP, these are not really relevant 
since none of those houses is right up against the bank. The proposed structure’s doubled 
height’s impact is compounded by the elevated site grade at the base of the coastal bank and its 
near perspective in relation to the bank. If permitted, this will set a terrible precedent for building 
houses up against the bank and taller than it. There are no such houses today.    
  
Because the structure is located directly against the coastal bank and Middle Gully this is an 
environmentally sensitive and difficult site on which to build. Increasing the ground cover ratio 
and eliminating most of the front yard with an 8x10 patio (built over the septic system in the 
front yard) will increase stormwater runoff from the site. Site runoff will discharge down Beach 
Street to the intersection with Codfish Park Road, where flooding during rain events is already 
routine and worsening.  Codfish Park Road is the only car access to CFP and this flooding, 
which will increase further with climate change and its more intense precipitation, is a hazard 
causing both damage to the roadway and public safety concerns.    
  
One challenge the community now faces is how town departments, boards and commissions will 
work together to create and maintain resiliency to climate change. Here, in the rezoning of CFP 
to Siasconset Old Historic (SOH), an unintended consequence is that houses in CFP are 
apparently able to increase their ground cover ratio and to decrease setbacks (i.e., zero front yard 
setback) in the SOH. The resulting increase in impervious surfaces prevents infiltration and the 
deep basements now trending in CFP compound this. This is the very opposite of creating 
environmental resilience to climate change.  
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In sum, this structure’s proposed height this close to the bank is inappropriate and will be 
substantially more detrimental than the existing nonconforming structure to the neighborhood. 
As the Civic Association said in its September 2nd letter to the HDC: “The preservation of the 
scale of the houses and streetscape are essential to keeping the character of Codfish Park intact. . 
. a higher structure in this specific location would disturb the balance and rhythm of architecture 
in this historic neighborhood.”  
 
We ask that you deny the special permit. Thank you in advance for consideration of our 
comments. 
  
Sincerely,  
Margaret Van Deusen, Anne Reilly, and Isabel Landzert 
7 Front Street  
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Siasconset	Civic	Association	
P.O.	Box	360	

Siasconset,	MA	02564	
	
August	1,	2021	

	
Via	E-Mail	
Nantucket	Historic	District	Commission		
2	Fairgrounds	Road	
Nantucket,	MA	02554	
	

Re:		8	Bank	Street,	Siasconset	
	
Dear	Commissioners,	
	
On	behalf	of	the	Board	of	the	Siasconset	Civic	Association,	I	am	writing	to	express	our	concerns	
about	the	plans	that	have	been	submitted	for	8	Bank	Street	in	‘Sconset,	as	revised	July	22,	2021.	
	
With	all	due	respect	to	the	property	owner	and	the	architect,	we	believe	the	proposed	renovation	--	
even	with	the	recent	revision	(lowering	of	the	roofline	by	one	foot)	–	is	inappropriate	given	the	
unique	location	of	this	home	and	its	historical	importance.	In	short,	we	believe	allowing	the	current	
structure	to	be	altered	to	a	20	ft	height,	while	digging	a	new	basement	with	a	9	foot	ceiling	height,	
would	be	wholly	inconsistent	with	the	HDC’s	mission	to	preserve	and	protect	historic	buildings	and	
places	of	historic	interest.	
	
We	ask	the	HDC	to	“consider	the	appropriateness	of	the	size	and	shape	of	the	building	or	structures	
both	in	relation	to	the	land	area	upon	which	the	building	or	structure	is	situated	and	buildings	and	
structures	in	the	vicinity”	as	authorized	in	Chapter	A301-4,	Section	9(b),	Code	of	Nantucket.	
	
Historical	Importance	of	8	Bank	Street	

	
The	house	at	8	Bank	Street	is	an	historic	building	in	‘Sconset	worth	of	preserving	as	it	is	the	only	
remaining	structure	in	Codfish	that	used	to	be	a	fisherman’s	shack	(built	in	the	1800s)	and	then	
later	became	a	shop	serving	the	community.		Indeed,	it	is	one	of	the	few	houses	in	that	area	of	
‘Sconset	that	is	consistently	featured	in	publications	about	its	history	and	uniqueness	(see	the	
attached	appendix).	This	historic	cottage—appropriately	described	as	“iconic”	in	a	2019	Cape	Cod	
Times	article—should	not	be	allowed	to	be	renovated	as	extensively	as	the	current	owners	propose	
or	we	will	lose	yet	another	important	part	of	‘Sconset’s	history.	
	
Importance	of	Middle	Gully	Road	

	
In	addition	to	considering	the	historical	importance	of	8	Bank	Street,	we	urge	the	HDC	to	consider	
the	importance	of	preserving	Middle	Gully	Road	as	is.		Having	a	house	looming	over	this	road—	
which	runs	behind	and	beside	this	house—would	change	the	character	of	this	historic	road,	used	by	
many	pedestrians	to	get	to	Codfish	Park	and	the	beach.		Moreover,	Middle	Gully	Road	is	an	
emergency	access	route	for	Codfish	Park.	An	engineer’s	report	on	how	construction	would	affect	
the	stability	of	the	bank	and	the	road	is	essential.	
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APPENDIX	
Letter	to	the	Historic	District	Commission	dated	July	31,	2021	

	
The	book	Images	of	America:	‘Sconset,	by	Rob	Benchley	and	Richard	Trust	(published	in	2020	by	
Arcadia	Publishing),	features	8	Bank	Street	on	p.	61	(top):	
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The	Nantucket	Preservation	Trust	similarly	thought	8	Bank	Street	was	important	enough	to	
include	a	photo	of	it	in	a	July	2020	article	about	Codfish	Park,	
https://www.nantucketpreservation.org/codfish-park-and-10-beach-street-7976.	The	photo	
included	(below,	c.1920)	shows	the	sign	when	it	was	one	of	the	few	shops	in	Codfish	Park.	
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On	the	Nantucket	Historical	Association’s	webpage	about	Codfish	Park	
(https://www.nha.org/digitalexhibits/sconset02564/timeline/codfishpark.html),	a	photo	of	this	
home	is	the	only	one	featuring	a	specific	house	(bottom	photo)	and	its	particular	history	is	
highlighted	(last	paragraph):		
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Dear Members of the Nantucket Zoning Board of Appeals, 

Please see the attached comments and exhibits regarding the Special Permit request submitted by Kristina and 
Nicholas Amendolare (File No. 37-21) for making additions and renovations to the structure located at 8 Bank 
Street, 'Sconset. We respectfully request this application be withdrawn from the December 9, 2021 agenda and 
held for consideration until a detailed legal review of the circumstances related to the submission is completed. 

At the 9/7/2021 Regular Meeting of the HDC, a motion to approve the plans as submitted did not carry; the vote 
resulted in a tie and failed. Another motion to hold for revisions of the plans followed; this vote passed 
unanimously. However, it doesn't appear that any further action was taken on the item. Apparently, revisions were 
not submitted after the 9/7 meeting and were not subsequently approved to move forward. This is contrary to 
what was submitted by the Amendolare's in their ZBA application. Is this intentional or an error? 

The complete video recording of the 9/7/2021 HDC meeting can be viewed on YouTube.com at 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JcrD0j8PXdY. Discussion on this item is featured at approximately 2:51:00. A 
digest transcription of the discussion related to a vote on this item appears below: 

Abby Camp: I'm going to abstain. 
Dian Coombs: O.K. And, Carrie? 
Carrie Thornewill: Aye. 
Diane Coombs: ...and Johnny is an 'Aye," and, uh, I am an abstention, also. So, at the moment, it... it fails... 

At approx. 2:51:55 

Holly Backus: Madame Chair, it dies for it being a tie. You'd have to make another motion. 
Diane Coombs: O.K. I'll make another motion. Uh, who would like to make another motion? 
Carrie Thornewill: Motion to hold for revisions, I suppose. 
Diane Coombs: Alright… 

At approx. 2:55:08 

Diane Coombs: ...we have a motion for revisions. 
Holly Backus: Madame Chair, you have a motion on the Floor for revisions... 
Diane Coombs: Carrie made the motion. Abby? 
Abby Camp: Aye. 
Diane Coombs: John? 
John McLaughlin: Yes. 
Diane Coombs: And, I'm a 'yes', too. So, you have four votes for revision. And that's it. Thank you. 

The structure proposed for the site has resulted in a groundswell of negative response from owners of abutting 
properties and the surrounding neighborhood, including the Siasconset Civic Association. Numerous letters and 
emails, some of which are attached, have been sent to the HDC commissioners in opposition to the plans 
submitted by the project's architect, Angus MacLeod.  

While Mr. MacLeod's design is visually pleasing from street level, it is the height (addition of a second floor) and 
depth (dugout basement) that is causing such outcry from 'Sconseters. I direct your attention to the attached 
document highlighting the inconsistencies and inaccuracies contained in the topographic section drawing 
submitted by Jeff Blackwell & Associates and Angus MacLeod. Additionally, please see the other attached 
comments and photos for a better explanation of our concerns. 

Again, we respectfully request this application be withdrawn from the December 9, 2021 agenda and held for 
consideration until a detailed legal review of the circumstances related to the submission is completed. 
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Respectfully, 

Jeff and Ann Gardner 
9 Broadway/9 Front Street, 'Sconset. 
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• The Topographic Section provided by Jeff Blackwell & 
Associates as subcontractor for Angus MacLeod Designs uses 
the bank height at 11 Front Street & 13 Broadway, which is 2-3 
ft higher than the bank at 9 Front Street and the Middle Gully. 

• Jeff Blackwell & Associates shows the finished grade (i.e. the 
topographic elevation of 8 Bank Street after construction 
completion) of 8 Bank Street at 17 ft 7in, however, the 
Topographic Map provided by Angus MacLeod Designs in the 
8/30/21 Viewpack shows a range of elevations shown within the 
footprint of 8 Bank Street, from 17-20 ft. 

• Best case roof height: 5.2 ft above the bank at 9 Front 
Street/Middle Gulley.

• Worst case roof height: 7.5 ft above the bank at 9 Front 
Street/Middle Gulley.

Key Takeaways
From the
9/7/21 HDC Meeting
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Elevations do not align with Topographic Map provided in the 8/30/21 Viewpack shown in the following slide. 

• What sources are used in each? 

• Is 8 Bank at the 17ft 1in or 17ft 7in finished grade elevation? Finished grade: the topographic elevation after construction completion.   

• Front Street elevation is 9in higher on the Topographic Section than the Topographic Map. 

• The Topographic Section uses the bank height at 11 Front Street & 13 Broadway, which is 2 ft higher than the bank at 9 Front Street 
and the Middle Gully. 

Topographic Section – 9/7/21 Viewpack

Which finished grade is 
accurate – the 17ft 1in or 
17ft 7in elevation? 

The 34ft 9in elevation is at 11 Front Street, but 
is incorrect for 9 Front Street, where Middle 
Gulley is located, which should be 32ft 5in 
per the Topographic Map. 

PLEASE NOTE: The topographic data for the 
above section was provided by Jeff Blackwell & 
Associates and is not reflected on any of the 
architectural elevations and plans contained in the 
Viewpacks provided to date. 

Please confirm notations: 
Does 34.9’ represent 34’9” or 34 ft, 9/10 of a 
foot (or 34 ft i.e. 10.8 inches)? 

This analysis assumes 34.9’ means 34ft 9in.

137



8 Bank 
Street 

Topographic Map – 8/30/21 Viewpack

Topographic Section should be cut as shown above, instead of through 13 Broadway/11 Front Street:
• Bank elevation at 11 Front Street: 35 ft
• Bank elevation at 9 Front Street: 32.5 ft

Circles reflect the 
different elevations 
contained within the 
footprint of 8 Bank 
Street and the bank 

edge at 9 Front Street 
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Variances:
Topographic Section v. 
Topographic Map

The Topographic Section on Slide 2 
shows the 8 Bank Street finished grade 
elevation as either 17.1ft or 17.7ft. If 
17.7ft is correct, then the roof height 
will be 37.7 ft, or 5.2 ft above the bank 
edge. 

The Topographic Map on Slide 3 
shows finished grade elevation as 
between 17ft - 20ft within the footprint 
of 8 Bank Street.  If the 20ft roof height 
is used, then the roof height will be 40ft 
above finished grade, and thus 7.5ft 
above the bank edge height. 

8 Bank finished grade elev. 17.7 8 Bank finished grade elev. 20.0

8 Bank roof height 20.0 8 Bank roof height 20.0

Total roof height/elevation 37.7 Total roof height/elevation 40.0

Cliff edge elevation @ Mid-Gully 32.5 Cliff edge elevation @ Mid-Gully 32.5

Roof height above cliff edge 5.2 Roof height above cliff edge 7.5

Heights per 
Topographic Section (ft)

Heights per 
Topographic Map (ft)

Comparison: Topographic Section v Map
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9/1/2021

Dear Members of the Historic District Commission,

I submit the attached comments as follow-up to my previous submissions regarding the proposed demolition and
new construction of a building located at 8 Bank Street, Sconset.

A review of the drawings submitted by the architect in response to the HDC's requests for a reduction in height
indicates that he did not fully understand the request, or he is ignoring it altogether. This issue has been
discussed by the commission several times now; the height is little changed.

I join the growing list of Sconset residents and property owners in voicing our concerns regarding the height of
the roofline and potential destabilization of the bank supporting Middle Gully and Front Street above. The
proposed roofline is simply too tall and will have a very negative impact on the viewscape along Front Street; one
of only two areas still open to the east. Additionally, the digging of a basement so close to the bank could
compromise the stability of the building foundations above.

I repeat my previous request that the basement dig and removal of the large Maple tree be reviewed by a
structural engineer, and the costs quantified by a general contractor with relevant experience BEFORE approval
from the HDC is granted. The structural and financial risks impact the preservation of historic Front Street and
Middle Gully. Shoring up a hillside involves setting anchors to a retaining wall deep into the hillside. There is
additional risk in that. We request a guaranty from the owner before starting construction that if the bank is
compromised, they will pay for ALL costs to stabilize it and rebuild the retaining wall(s) if necessary. Funds should
be set aside for this purpose in a reserve account controlled by the Town of Nantucket, to be returned if unused.

Please see the diagram below for an explanation of how the height of the structure will impact the neighborhood
along Front Street. The numbers along the y-axis represent the approximate height above sea-level as labeled on
the GIS map included in the Viewpack. Additionally, I have included 'before and after' photographs illustrating the
mass of the proposed structure when viewed from a standing position on Front Street.

The renderings included in the Viewpack provide us with images of how the structure will appear from street
level below, on Bank Street. For some reason, the architect has not included a rendering of how the building will
appear when viewed from ABOVE, on Front Street – a view of the structure that will certainly be seen by
hundreds, if not thousands more visitors to the neighborhood. The architect should provide the Commission with
a rendering of this view, as well.

I ask the HDC to require revisions of the previously submitted plans/design; revisions to include 1) a reduction in
height, lowering the roofline of the proposed structure to no higher than street level at Front Street - 33 feet
according to the GIS topographic map; 2) structural engineering design of the temporary and permanent
retaining walls necessary for the basement addition and corresponding budget estimate; and 3) any other
changes that would contribute to the protection and preservation of this historic district.

Sincerely,

Jeff & Ann Gardner
9 Broadway/9 Front Street, Sconset
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September 9, 2021

Dear Members of the Historic District Commission,

As a follow-up to my comments submitted 9/1/21 regarding the proposed construction of
a building located at 8 Bank Street, Sconset, please see the digest of comments
previously submitted to the HDC by other concerned residents for your consideration.

As you see, the voices in opposition are no 'vocal minority' as was characterized by the
architect during the meeting Tuesday, Sept. 7. They are in fact many.

Additionally, please see the attached height analysis which concludes that the roof
height at Middle Gully/9 Front Street is between and 5'2" and 7'5" above the bank rather
than the 3'2" presented in the topographic section provided by Jeff Blackwell and
Assoc., subcontractor to Angus Macleod Designs. The Blackwell drawings are NOT
accurate.

Thank you for your consideration and review of the attached information.

Jeff & Ann Gardner
9 Broadway/9 Front Street

===============

Comments in Opposition
Helen Strong - 18 Broadway
"Joining other neighbors, I also wanted to reiterate my strong opposition to this project... I am writing
again to object to the proposed construction at 8 Bank St. in Codfish Park."

Robin Gorham - 9 King Street
"The proposed structure would be too high and would impact the houses around it and the historic
district."

Emily Maletta - 15 Broadway
"I am writing as a concerned neighbor to object to the work that will be soon done to the historic
building now found at 8 Bank Street in Codfish Park, Sconset..."

Rena Crisp – 10 Clifton St.
"I am strongly opposed to this transformation from a small "cottage" (a.k.a. one-room fishing shack/ice
cream stand) to a two-story house which would impact the entire character of this treasured part of the
village..."

Pamela Suan - 2 Broadway
"The proposed structure changes the character, blocks historic views, and is not in keeping with the
character of the area. I hope the HDC will not allow this to be changed..."

Mary Williams - 7 Broadway, 10 Broadway, 3 Magnolia, 11 Pochick
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"I feel if the Nantucket boards let a person show up on this historic scene and ignore the restraints we
and so many others have upheld to maintain this historic area would be a shame... It appears to me as
though this is a selfish wish of an applicant who just wants to be here in this little village and benefit
from these historic settings enough to squat and expand both up and down, into and above this ground
without any regard or respect for this fragile area."

Eric & Beatriz Olson - 7 Sconset Ave.
"We oppose the modifications to the 8 Bank Street home, both for how the elevated second floor will
block views ... as well as how the basement installation may affect the stability of the bank."

Janet Ballou - 21 Front Street
"I would like to add my support to my neighbors in Sconset village who have voiced concern and
opposition to the proposed construction at 8 Bank Street... The argument that it is in keeping with roof
heights of other constructed buildings in Codfish Park is a nonsensical one; past mistakes should not
justify future endeavors... I sincerely hope your commission will rule to reject such an inappropriately
large piece of architecture at the base of Middle Gully Road."

Ann Riley - 7 Front Street
"We ask the HDC to limit the height of the building so that the roof line does not exceed the top of the
bank."

Lynn Filipski - Sconset Civic Assoc.
"We do not consider the proposed height in keeping with the physical location nor the neighborhood...
The Board of the Siasconset Civic Association continues to urge the HDC to deny the pending application
for the proposed renovation at 8 Bank Street on the ground that a higher structure in this specific
location would disturb the balance and rhythm of architecture in this historic neighborhood."

Peter and Kitty Goldsmith - 3 Broadway
"Middle Gully is a road... for emergency exit. Has everyone forgotten the storm that took some Codfish
Park houses out to sea?! Could happen again!! As we mentioned in our earlier email, we are saddened by
the loss of "old Sconset." This project is not in keeping with the historic district of core Sconset."

Carol Krogh - 16 Broadway
"I TOTALLY OPPOSE THIS PROJECT... Everything about this project is wrong. It will change Codfish
Park/Bank Street and Sconset in ways that will destroy the beauty and integrity of this very special place
on the eastern shore of Nantucket. PLEASE DO NOT LET THIS TRAGEDY HAPPEN TO OUR BEAUTIFUL AND
VERY SPECIAL VILLAGE."

Annie Carter – 8 Mckinley Ave.
"My opinion of this project is that it is way beyond the scope of the property."

Tim Cashman - 7 Hawks Circle
"I write to you today to voice my support of the Siasconset Civic Association letter in opposition to the
submitted renovations of 8 Bank Street... I strongly recommend that these currently submitted plans not
be approved."

Samantha Freemont-Smith - 27 Main Street
"As a longtime Sconset summer resident, I would like to voice my opposition to the expansion of 8 Bank
Street in Codfish Park... The "McMansioning" of this neighborhood, already in progress with a second
story going up is exactly what we should prevent... The HDC's mission is to protect the Historic District. If
Codfish Park is not historic, with its role in fishing history on island, then nothing in Nantucket is."
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Lisa Camesano - 7 Meetinghouse Lane
"I respectfully oppose the plan to replace the existing one-story house at the foot of the Middle Gully
Road with a two-story structure on a sliver of land... an exceptional aspect of 'Sconset will be lost forever
if this plan is approved."

Sherry Rodts Kelly - 5 Broadway
"I have lived at #5 Broadway, 'Sconset for 63 years....The proposed house design is lovely, but way too
big for the space. Nothing over a 1-story house should be built there, or it would block one of the iconic
views of Codfish Park and the ocean from Front Street... If the HDC allows the new design to be built,
there might as well not be any controls on building on Nantucket because it is so obviously wrong on so
many levels."

George and Ann Hubbs - 20 Broadway
"We are opposed to the approval of this project because... plan is not in keeping with the historic size
and massing of the buildings which have been on this lot... this application should be rejected and sent
back for more considered thought..."

Kathy Anselmi - 23R Bank Street
"I am opposed to the renovation project cited for the cottage "Tours End" at 8 Bank Street that was in
Gail Nickerson Johnson's family for eight generations... The disturbance of one part of the bank threatens
the integrity of the entire bank along Bank Street... a two-story dwelling is not in conformity with the
surroundings... Middle Gully Road is an access way in an emergency that we all rely upon."

Lisa Soeder - 13 Broadway
"Both sets of my previously submitted comments reflect my fervent opposition to any renovation that
would i) increase the height of 8 Bank Street above the bank or ii) include a basement or foundation or
the removal of the existing tree without a report from the appropriate environmental or zoning expert
that such a change to the embankment will further endanger the embankment."

Jeff & Ann Gardner - 9 Broadway, 9 Front Street
"I join the growing list of Sconset residents and property owners in voicing our concerns regarding the
height of the roofline and potential destabilization of the bank supporting Middle Gully and Front Street
above... The proposed roofline is simply too tall and will have a very negative impact on the viewscape
along Front Street; one of only two areas open to the east... the digging of a basement so close to the
bank could compromise the stability of the building foundations above."

Sam Daniel - 6 Broadway
"8 Bank Street is a tiny cottage on a tiny lot that is right up against the bluff and the Middle Gully wall. I
worry that an enlarged cottage with basement will compromise this setting... I like and approve of
Angus's revisions, but, again, can't the 21 foot height be lowered a few feet?"
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Re: Kristina and Nicholas Amendolare, File No. 37-21 
 
 
Dear Members of the Board 
 
For the past 34 summers, my family and I have spent time in the 
 
 summer months in 'Sconset, renting and then, since 1999, owning a  
 
house on Front Street in the village.  It is a very special place  
 
 
The proposed construction at 8 Bank St / Middle Gully Rd- is altogether 
 
 unsuitable to the space-  rising as a veritable 'Sconset skyscraper to 
 
block the Front St vista and compromise the scale in that part - indeed  
  
most areas-  of the village. Additionally, It will pose a threat to the stability 
 
 of the bank there. 
 
 
I have written a letter (email dated August 3, 2021 )and attended in  
 
person two hearings of the HDC this past summer to add my voice to 
 
 the significant number of villagers who strongly object to this 
 
 construction. 
 
Please do not approve this project. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Janet Ballou 
 
21 Front St. 
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Adam Delaney-Winn
Trustee of Warren's Landing Nominee Trust

File No. 22-21

40 Warren's Landing Rd

APPEAL
Continued to June 09,2022
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1010WINS,LLC

File No. 06-22

10 Lincoln Avenue

SPECIAL PERMIT
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265 MADAKET ROAD,LLC

File No. 07-22

265 Madaket Road

SPECIAL PERMIT
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