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This will be a remote public meeting. Citizens can view the meeting on Channel 18 in Truro and 
on the web on the "Truro TV Channel 18" button under "Helpful Links" on the homepage of the 
Town of Truro website (www.truro-ma.gov). Click on the green "Watch" button in the upper 
right comer of the page. Please note that there may be a slight delay (approx. 15-30 seconds) 
between the meeting and the television broadcast/live stream. 

Citizens can join the meeting to listen and provide public comment by entering the meeting link; 
clicking on the Agenda's highlighted link; clicking on the meeting date in the Event Calendar; or 
by calling in toll free at 1-866-899-4679 and entering the access code 742-617-629# when 
prompted. Citizens will be muted upon entering the meeting until the public comment portion of 
the hearing. If you are joining the meeting while watching the television broadcast/live stream, 
please lower or mute the volume on your computer or television during public comment so that 
you may be heard clearly. Citizens may also provide written comment via postal mail or by 
emailing Barbara Carboni, Town Planner and Land Use Counsel, at bcarboni@Jruro-ma.gov. 

Meeting link: https://meet.goto.com/742617629 

Public Comment Period 
The Commonwealth's Open Meeting Law limits any discussion by members of the Board of an 
issue raised to whether that issue should be placed on a future agenda. Speakers are limited to no 
more than 5 minutes. 

1. Planner Report

2. Chair Report

Board Action/Review 
♦ 2022-004 Rel/Cov John B. Rice, 6 Hatch Road, Map SO/Parcel 284, Lot 14. Discussion

and approval of a full covenant release from the Town of Truro "Form F - Certification of
Completion & Release of Municipal Interest in Subdivision Performance Security".

♦ Election of Planning Board Officers

♦ Appointment of Planning Board Representative to the Local Comprehensive Planning
Committee
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Public Hearings - Continued 

2022-003/SPR - Benoit Allehaut and Elizabeth Allehaut for property located at 40 South Pamet 
Road (Atlas Map 51, Parcel 40, Registry of Deeds title reference: Book 33897, Page 73). 
Applicant seeks Residential Site Plan Review under §70 of the Truro Zoning Bylaw for a non
conforming (area) lot in the Seashore District. Applicants propose removal of existing additions, 
construction of new addition, and to relocate and reconstruct an existing shed into a two-story shed 
with attached carport. [ Original Material in 4/20/2022 packet) 

2022-004/SPR - Outer Shore Nominee Trust, Raebel Kalin, Trustee for property located at 17 
Coast Guard Road (Atlas Map 34, Parcel 3, Registry of Deeds title reference: Book 34387, Page 
1). Applicant seeks Residential Site Plan Review under §70 of the Truro Zoning Bylaw for a lot 
in the Seashore District. Demolition of 5 of 6 pre-existing, non-conforming cottages (multiple 
dwellings on a lot) and associated structures; construction of a new one-story single-family 
dwelling with pool and landscaping; renovation of remaining cottage. I Original Material in 

4/20/2022 packet} {New material included in this packet} 

Public Hearings 

2022-005/SPR - Arthur Bosworth and Stephanie Rein, Out There Grown, LLC (High Dune 
Craft Cooperative) for property located at 21 and 23 Old Bridge Road (Atlas Map 50, Parcel 232, 
Registry of Deeds title reference: Book 377, Page 44). Applicant seeks a Residential Site Plan 
Review under §70 and § 100 of the Truro Zoning Bylaw for a Recreational Marijuana 
Establishment (RME). 

2022-006/SPR - Debra Hopkins, Pure Joy Farm, LLC (High Dune Craft Cooperative) for 
property located at 21 and 23 Old Bridge Road (Atlas Map 50, Parcel 232, Registry of Deeds title 
reference: Book 377, Page 44). Applicant seeks a Residential Site Plan Review under §70 and 
§100 of the Truro Zoning Bylaw for a Recreational Marijuana Establishment (RME).

Minutes 

♦ March 2, 2022
♦ April 6, 2022
♦ April 13, 2022

Next Work Session: Wednesday, May 25, 2022 at 4:30 pm: 

Next Meeting: Wednesday, June 8, 2022 at 5:00 pm: 

Adiourn 
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MEMORANDUM 
 
To:  Truro Planning Board  
 
From:  Barbara Carboni, Town Planner and Land Use Counsel  
 
Date:  May 17, 2022  
 
Re:  May 18, 2022 meeting  
 
2022-004/Rel/Cov  John B. Rice, 6 Hatch Road, Map 50, Parcel 284, Lot 14 

Applicant has submitted a Form F (Certification of Completion and Release of Municipal 
Interest in Subdivision Performance Security) with respect to Lot 14 in this subdivision approved 
by the Board in 2018.  The Board recently released Lots 12 and 13 in this subdivision from the 
Form D Covenant following findings that the conditions of the Covenant had been met.  As a 
condition of that release, a Homeowners Association Trust was recorded and Declaration of 
Trust recorded.  There appear to be no outstanding issues.  

*** 

2022-003/SPR –Benoit Allehaut and Elizabeth Allehaut for property located at 40 South Pamet 
Road (Map 51, Parcel 40). Applicants seek Residential Site Plan Review under s. 70 of the Zoning 
Bylaw for a nonconforming lot in the Seashore District. Applicants propose removal of existing 
additions; construction of a new addition; and relocation/reconstruction of an existing shed into a 
two-story shed with attached carport.  
 
Counsel for the applicants has requested a continuance of the hearing until the Board’s June 27th 
meeting:  
 
 The reasons are that we have received an initial determination from the Building 
 Commissioner that the structures may be exempt from Flood Zone construction 
 requirements, and are going to redesign to bring the new portion of the building 
 down.  We are going to resubmit to the Historical Commission with revised plans.  We 
 anticipate filing revised building plans in advance of both continued meetings 
 
Other Permitting 
 
Zoning Board of Appeals  Hearing opened on April 25, 2022 and was continued to the Board’s May 
23, 2022. The applicants have also requested a continuance to the Board’s June hearing.  
 
Historical Commission:  The Historical Commission held a hearing on May 11, 2022, and imposed 
a demolition delay during which time the applicants are to address several issues identified by the 
Commission.    
 
Conservation Commission:  approved an Order of Conditions 
 

*** 
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2022-004/SPR –Outer Shore Nominee Trust, Rachel Kalin, Trustee, for property located at 17 
Coast Guard Road (Map 34, Parcel 3). Applicants seek Residential Site Plan Review under s. 70 of 
the Zoning Bylaw for a lot in the Seashore District. Applicants propose demolition of 5 of 6 
nonconforming cottages (multiple dwellings on a lot) and associated structures; construction of a new 
one-story single-family dwelling with pool and landscaping; and renovation of remaining cottage.  
 
Update: The applicant has provided floor plans for the first floor and lower level of the house, and for 
“Cabin 6.” Additional public comment has been received.   
 
Other permitting 
 
Zoning Board of Appeals:  Hearing opened on April 25, 2022 on applications for 1) a special permit 
to alter/expand nonconforming structure/lot, where lot has multiple dwellings; and 2) a special permit 
to exceed Gross Floor Area in the Seashore District. Hearing was continued to the Board’s May 23, 
2022 meeting.   
 
Conservation Commission:  approved an Order of Conditions.  
 
*** 
 
2022-005/SPR Arthur Bosworth and Stephanie Rein, Out There Grown, LLC (High Dune 
Craft Cooperative)  for property located at 21 and 23 Old Bridge Road (Parcels 050-202-
000 and 050-232-000). Applicants seek Residential Site Plan Review under Zoning Bylaw 
Sections 70 and 100 for a Recreational Marijuana Establishment.  

2022-006/SPR  Debra Hopkins and Peter Daigle, Pure Joy, LLC, (High Dune Craft 
Cooperative)  for property located at 21 and 23 Old Bridge Road (Parcels 050-202-000 and 
050-232-000). Applicants seek Residential Site Plan Review under Zoning Bylaw Sections 70 
and 100 for a Recreational Marijuana Establishment.  

 Two members of the High Dune Marijuana Craft Cooperative, Out There Grown, LLC 
and Pure Joy LLC, have reapplied to the Planning Board for Site Plan Review under Sections 70 
and 100 of the Zoning Bylaw.  With the Board’s approval, the original applications were 
withdrawn by the applicants following the opening of public hearing due to defect in notice 
(newspaper publication).   

 For convenience, I have included below the staff memo prepared for the March 23, 2022 
hearing on the original applications.  

*** 

 As the review process for Recreational Marijuana Establishments (RMEs) is detailed and 
complex, this Memorandum is intended to serve as an introduction to applicable Bylaw and other 
regulatory provisions.  More in-depth discussion of any issues raised during the hearing process 
will gladly be prepared as requested by the Board.  

I. Applicable provisions of Zoning Bylaw Section 100 
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 Applicants Out There Grown, LLC and Pure Joy, LLC are members of the High Dune 
Craft Marijuana Cooperative, a use authorized under Section 100.3 of the Zoning Bylaw.  See s. 
100.3 “Eligibility” (use table).  “Craft Marijuana Cooperative” is defined in the Bylaw: 
 
 Craft Marijuana Cooperative shall mean a Marijuana Cultivator comprised of residents of 
 the Commonwealth and organized as a limited liability company, limited liability 
 partnership, or cooperative corporation under the laws of the Commonwealth. A 
 cooperative is licensed to cultivate, obtain, manufacture, process, package and brand  
 cannabis or marijuana products to transport marijuana to Marijuana Establishments, but 
 not to consumers.” 
 
Bylaw Section 100.2.D.  This use is permitted in the Residential District by Special Permit. See 
Section 100.3 (use table).  The Zoning Board of Appeals is the Special Permit Granting 
authority.  See Section 100.4.A.  All RMEs must obtain Site Plan Approval from the Planning 
Board prior to obtaining a Special Permit.  Section 100.4.A.  A Craft Marijuana Cooperative 
“shall obtain a single Special Permit,” but Site Plan Review is “parcel specific.” Section 100.4. 
Accordingly, Out There Grown and Pure Joy have applied for Site Plan Review with respect to 
the property at 21-23 Old Bridge Road.   
 
 Site Plan Review of an RME is conducted under Section 70.4, Residential Site Plan 
Review. See Section 100.4 (referencing applicable design criteria of Section 70.4.D) and Section 
100.7.D (referencing applicable submission requirements of Section 70.4.C).  
 
 The submission requirements for Site Plan Review of an RME include – where 
applicable, and subject to waiver of any requirements as requested by applicants -  items in listed 
in Section 70.4.C (Residential Site Plan Review) and Section 100.7. (Application Requirements).  
Note that the Security Plan required under Section 100.7.A is not submitted to the Planning 
Board for review; rather, it is submitted to the Police and Fire Chiefs for their review and 
approval prior to issuance of Site Plan Approval.  
 
 The criteria and considerations to be applied in Site Plan Review of an RME include  
 

1) The review criteria of Section 70.4.D (Residential Site Plan Review):  
 
 1.Relation of Buildings and Structures to the Environment. Proposed development shall 
 relate to the existing terrain and lot, and shall provide a solar and wind orientation which 
 encourages energy conservation.  
 
 2. Building Design and Landscaping. Proposed development shall be consistent with the 
 prevailing character and scale of the buildings and structures in the neighborhood through 
 the use of appropriate scale, massing, building materials, screening, lighting and other 
 architectural techniques. 
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  3. Preservation of Landscape. The landscape shall be preserved in its natural state insofar 
 as practicable by minimizing any grade changes and removal of vegetation and soil.  
 
 4. Circulation. Curb cuts and driveways shall be safe and convenient and shall be 
 consistent with Chapter I, Section 9 of the General Bylaws of the Town of Truro.  
 
 5. Lighting. Lighting shall be consistent with Chapter IV, Section 6 of the General 
 Bylaws of the Town of Truro. There shall be protection of adjacent properties and the 
 night sky from intrusive lighting. 
and 
 

2) The RME-specific criteria contained in Section 100.9.B: 
 

1. The proposal shall provide for the protection of abutting properties and the surrounding 
area from detrimental site characteristics and from adverse impact from excess noise, 
dust, smoke, or vibration higher than levels previously experienced from permitted uses, 
and  

2. The proposal shall provide for structural and/or landscaped screening or buffers for 
storage areas, loading docks, dumpsters, rooftop or other exposed equipment, parking 
areas, utility buildings and similar features viewed from street frontages and residentially 
used or zoned premises. 

In addition, the Planning Board is required to “conduct all Site Plan Review . . . determinations  
on a case-by-case basis, taking into consideration:  

 1. The particular form of Marijuana activity proposed;  

 2. The site location (including proximity of abutters, schools, or sensitive natural habitat) 
 or historic properties identified in the Town’s inventory of historic resources;  

 3. The traditional uses of the site and their similarity to or difference from the proposed 
 activities; and  

 4. The intensity of the proposed activities, including impacts on neighbors and the 
 environment 

Section 100.9.A. 

 
 
 
 





April 22, 2022 

Town of Truro Planning Board 
Truro Town Offices 

Re. Lot 14 #6 Hatch Rd. 

To the Truro Planning Board, 
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We are requesting the release of a covenant Document 1,369,649 dated 5-10-
2019 for Lot 14 (#6 Hatch Rd.) 

All applicable conditions of the covenant have been satisfied and submitted with 
previous release 

Enclosed are 12 copies of the Form F application and checklist 
Please find a check made out to the Town of Truro for $100.00 enclosed. 
An electronic version will be submitted to the Town Planner. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
Please don't hesitate to contact us with any questions at 508-255-04 77. 

Thank you. 

46 Main Street, Brewster MA 02631 • Ph. 508-255-0477 · 

o utermostl and survey. com
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FORM F l'ou:?�i,:!J·� ·r,v C 
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CERTIFICATION OF COMPLETION AND RELEASE OF MUNICIPAL INTERE�/r 

IN SUBDIVISION PERFORMANCE SECURITY 

Date: April 22, 2022 
Subdivision Name: Definitive Subdivision Plan of Land #6, 8 and 10 Hatch Road Truro 

Owner: John B Rice 

Owner address: PO Box 716 Truro, MA 02666 

Location: Hatch Road Truro 

Applicant: owner -------------------------------------
App Ii cant address: _....u..u....__ ______________________________ _ 
Date of Subdivision Approval:5_/_23_11_8 ________ _ 

Barnstable County Registry of Deeds, Decision Book _______ , Page ______ _ 

Barnstable County Registry of Deeds, Plan Book Page -------

Barnstable County Land Registry, L.C.P. No. _22_2_5_2_-G _ ___________ _ 

Form D Covenant Doc. No. _1....,,=36�9......,.64 ...... 9 ________ �, Book ______ _  , Page ______ _ 

The undersigned, being a majority of the Planning Board of the Town of Truro, Massachusetts, hereby certify that 
the construction of ways and the installation of municipal services for the subdivision citied above have been fully 
and satisfactorily completed in accordance with the Planning Board Rules and Regulations to serve the following 
lots: --------------------------- ------------
Pursuant to MGL c.41, §81-U and in consideration of said construction and installation, the Town of Truro, a 
Massachusetts municipal corporation, acting through its Planning Board, hereby release its interest in the 
performance security for the subdivision cited above. 

Truro Planning Board Signatures: Date: ---------------

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 

BARNSTABLE, SS 

On this ___ day of _________ , 20 __ , before me, the undersigned notary public, personaUy 
appeared . one of the above signed members of the 
Truro Planning Board, proved to me through satisfactory evidence of identification, which were 
____________ , to be the person whose name is signed on the preceding or attached document in 
my presence. 

My commission expires: ______ _ 
NOTARY PUBLIC 

Form F - June 3, 2020 
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
TOWN OF TRURO 

PLANNING BOARD - NOTICE OF ACTION 

Map 50, 51 Parcels 284,031,085 

DEFINITIVE SUBDIVISION 

Reference No. 2017-0l0PB 

6, 8, 10 Hatch Road 

ti Applicant: John B. Rice and Eileen M. Rice 
� 

= 

� Meeting Dates April 18, 2018, May 2. 2018, May 23, 2018 
--

Decision Date May 23, 2018 

At a duly posted and noticed public hearing opened on April 18, 2018, the Town of Truro Planning 
Board, acting in the matter of Reference Number 2017-0lOPB, and pursuant to MGL c.40A, §81U and 
§2.5 of the Town of Truro Rules and Regulations Governing the Subdivision of Land with respect to
property located on 6, 8, 10 Hatch Road as shown on the Definitive subdivision plan titled: "Definitive
Subdivision Plan of Land, #6, #8, #10 Hatch Road, Truro, Being a division of Lots 7, 8, 9, Land Court
22252F, and Lot 24, Land Court Plan 17925J, prepared for John B. Rice (owner) Certificate# 143,800
and #141,445, Scale l" = 40' December 4, 2017," prepared by Outermost Land Survey, Inc., with a list
waivers on the plan and added notes about ancient ways, rock walls, and foundations

The Board's vote was 5-2-0 to approve the requested waivers and 4-3-0 to conditionally approve the 
Definitive Plan. 

In the Planning Board's deliberations, the following plans and submittals were reviewed: 
• Form C Application for Approval of a Definitive Plan
• $275.00 filing fee
• CD containing digital copies of the application materials
• Letter from Don Poole, Outennost Land Survey, Inc. to the Planning Board, dated

December 28, 2017 describing the proposal to subdivide land at 8 Hatch Road
• Certified Abutters Lists for 6, 8, 10 Hatch Road
• "Proposed & Existing Road Plan, #6, #8, #10 Hatch Road, Truro, Being a division of Lots

7, 8, 9, Land Court 22252F, and Lot 24, Land Court Plan 17925J, prepared for John B. Rice
(owner) Certificate# 143,800 and #141,445, Scale l" = 40' December 12, 2017", prepared
by Outermost Land Survey, Inc.

• "Definitive Subdivision Plan of Land, #6, #8, #10 Hatch Road, Truro, Being a division of
Lots 7, 8, 9, Land Court 22252F, and Lot 24, Land Court Plan 17925J, prepared for John B.

Rice (owner) Certificate# 143,800 and #141,445, Scale 1" = 40' December 4, 2017,
prepared by Outermost Land Survey, Inc., " The applicant added waivers to the plan and
added notes about ancient ways, rock walls, and foundations

• Plan showing the topography of the site: "Preliminary Subdivision Plan of land in Truro
made for John Rice being a subdivision oflots 7-9 as shown on L.C.P #222552F and Lot 24

2017-010 PB Rice Definitive Plan Decision Page 1 of 3 



as shown on L.C.P. # l  7925J, Scale l" = 40', April 5, 2013, revised on July 11, 2013, 
prepared by Slade Associates, Inc. 

• CD containing digital copies of the application materials
• Declaration of Trust, The Rice Way, Home Owners Association Trust, submitted to the

Planning Department on 5/24/18 by Atty. Lester Murphy

Public Notice: 

Notice was published in the Banner on March 29 and April 5, 2018. Notice to the abutting parties in 
interest was mailed on March 19, 2018. As of March 16, 2018 notice of hearing was posted in Town 
Hall. 

Decision and Board Vote 

On a motion by Ms. Tosh, seconded by Mr. Roderick, the Board voted to waive the following 
submission requirements of the Town of Truro Rules and Regulations Governing the Subdivision of 
Land: 

1. A waiver is requested from Section 2.5.2.6 which requires drainage calculations to be prepared
by an engineer. The reason for this waiver request is that the drainage system in place is
proposed to be adequate (see Note #4 on the Definitive Subdivision Plan of Land)

2. A waiver is request from Section 2.5.2b.30 that requires all trees over 10 feet to be shown. It
should be noted that there is a typo on Note #5 on the Definitive Subdivision Plan of Land.

3. A waiver is requested from Section 2.5.3, staking of proposed subdivision. The reason for the
waiver is that there is not any further road construction. It should be noted that there is a typo
on Note #5 and #6 on the Definitive Subdivision Plan of Land. Both of these plans notes are for
the same waiver but on two separate bullets.

The Board's vote on the motion to approve the waivers was five (5) in favor (Mr. Sollog, Mr. Herridge, 
Mr. Roderick, Ms. Tosh, Mr. Boleyn), two (2) opposed (Mr. Kiernan, Mr. Riemer) and zero (0) 
abstentions. 

On a motion by Ms. Tosh, seconded by Mr. Roderick, the Board voted to approve the Definitive Plan 
pursuant to MGL c.41, §81 U and Section 2.5 of the Town of Truro Rules and Regulations Governing 
Subdivision of Land subject to the following condition: 

1. The brick retaining wall shall remain in the 40 foot road layout.

The Board's vote on the motion to conditionally approve the Definitive Plan was four (4) in favor (Mr. 
Sollog, Mr. Boleyn, Ms. Tosh, Mr. Roderick), three (3) opposed (Mr. Herridge, Mr. Kiernan, Mr. 
Riemer) and zero (0) abstentions. 

��Steve Sollog, PlanningBoardCb 
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Received, Office of the Town Clerk: �(-l;�--��'. �W--;----______ J_u_n�t'--7_, _io
______..

18'---
Signature ' Date 
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Ooc:1P369•649 OS-10-2019 8:4� 
BARNSTABLE LAND COURT REGISTRV 

TOWN OF TRURO PLANNING BOARD 
FORMD 

COVENANT r.AY 1 2019 

1-zz..s-z<:, 
s ".,,,rt

The wdersigned John 8. Rice �oid'bU�floRbfJI.Y) ,s-,.. ""CHIEF S\JfWEYOR �rz_
Barnstable County, Massacllusctts,,bereinafter called the -Co�nantOI"', having submitted to lhe Truro Planning 

Board. 8 definitive plan of a subdivision, entitled Definlllve Subdivision Plan of Land ti 6. 8 and 10 Hatch Road, Truro.

eelng a dlvls!on of Lot, 7, 8 and 9 - Land COUit Ran No. 22252-F t>elng LCP No. 22252-G dated December 4. 2017
made by Oulermosl Land Survey. Inc. for property located at 6, 8 and 10 Hatch Road

________ and showing�proposed Jots, does hereby covenant and agree with said Planning
Board and the successors in office of said Board. pumant to MOL c.41, 18 I U, as amended that:

1, The Covcnantor is the owner of record of lbc premises 1hown on said plan;

2. This covenant ahaU run with the land and be binding upon the executor; administrators, heirs and assigns cf
the Covenantor, and their 1ucccssors in title to the pmmses shown on said plan; 

... ----.-----
3. The construction of ways and the installation of.municipal services shall be provided to serve any lot in

tc1:0rdanc� with the Rules and Regulations of said .Planning Board before such lot may be built upon or
conveyed, other than by .mortgage �d; provided 1bat a mortgagee who acquires tiUe to lhc mortgaged 
premises by forecloswe or otherwise an.d any succcedina owner or the mortgage premises or part tberc:of may
sell any such lot, subject only to that portion oftbis covenant which provided that no lot so sold shall be built 
upon until such ways and services have been provided to serve such lot; 

4. Nothing berein shall be deemed to prohibit a conveyance .subject to this covenant by a single deed of the 
entire parcel of Jand shown on said subdivision plan or of all lots not previously rel� by the P.lanning
Board without first providing such ways and services; 

S. This covenant shall take effect upon approval of said plan by the Planning Board.

6. Reference to t!rls covenant shall be entered upon said plan and this covenant shall be recorded at the Registry
of Deeds or the Laud Court when said plan is recorded. A copy of the recorded covenant shall be returned to
the P141lning Board. 

7. See additional conditions attached hereto.
The undersigned Rella Rice 
wife, husband, of lhe Covcnantor hereby agree thauuch interest as I. we, may ha vc in said pmnises shall be .subj eel
to the provisions of this covenant and insofar as is necessary release all rights of tenancy by the counc 
homestead and other mterest therein. 
For tltle see Cenlficate of TIiie No. 141445 and 143800
Witness our hands and seals this 3rd day of ii

qc{A,.
� .'2=> {_� ��--______,. --���=---s,gnature of Owffl'"""" 

COMMONWEAL TH OF MASSACBUSE1TS

�1_-\ OF 
T�u

f,.,o W :..Po 
BARNSTABLE, SS
On this� day of_Apn_il ____ , 20 .!!_, before me, the undersigned notary public. personally appeared

John B. Rice proved to me 1hrough satisfactory evidence o!
identification, which were Personal Knowledge to be the person whose name is signed on the
preceding or attached docwnent in my prese11Ce and acknowledged the foregoing instnnnent to be bis free act and
deed before me.

Page I of2

APR 2 2 1011 
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RECEIVED 

TOWN CLERK 



Town of Truro Planning Board 

Definitive Plan Approval for John B. Rice, File No. 2017-01 OPB 

Additional Conditions of Covenant 

1. All utility installations to serve the lots shall be underground;

2. The Pool Room shown as part of the structure on Lot 13 is to be removed; and

3. The shed. located partially within Lot 12 and partially within the layout of the Way is to be
removed; and

4. Neither Lots 12 or 13 may be conveyed until the new septic systems located within the L-0ts
are installed.

Witness my hand and seal this 3rd day of April, 2019. 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
County of Barnstable 

On this 3nl day of April, 2019, before me, the undersigned notary public, personally appeared 
�HN , B. RICE proved to me through satisfactory evidence of identification, which was

:er.S6')4.l t?iiiw.eiJ? . 
to be the person whose name is signed on the preceding or 

attached document. and who swore and affirmed to me that the contents of the document are 
truthful and accurate to the best of his knowledge and belief, and acknowledged to me that he 
signed it as his free act �d deed. 

My commission expires: GJ.u; llz • }d...'f

BARNSTABLE REGISTRY OF DEEDS 
John F. Meade, Register 
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TOWN OF TRURO PLANNING BOARD 

PARTIAL -RELEASE OF MUNICIPAL INTEREST 
IN $UBDMSIONPERFORMANCE SEClJRITY 

Date: May , 2019 

Subdivjsion Name: Definitive Subdivision 6, 8 and 10 Hatch Road

Owner: John B. Rice

Owner address: P.O. Box 716, 8 Hatch Road, Truro, MA02688

Applicant: John B. Rioe 

Applicant ad�: P.O. Box 716, 8 Hatch Road, Truro, MA 02666

Location 6, 8 and 10 Hatch Road

Barnstable County Registry of Deeds; Plan Book _______ • Page---------' 
Barnstable CoUDty LaQd Regist!Yf L.C.P. No. _222_52_-G ____________ _ 
Fonn D Covenant DQC, No. 1,369,649 Book Page 

----------- ------
------

The undersigned, being a majoritv of the. PlanliinJ? Board of the Town of Troro, Massachusetts, hereby certify that 
Lot 11 which obtains its rrontage and acccess from Hatch Road, Is hereby released from the terms of the above-referenced covenant. 
Lots 12, 13 ancf14 shall remain subject to the provisions of said Covenant. 

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSEM'S 

Barnstable, $&, 

On Ibis .:l,;J!'./ day of � , ZOL boli>n> me, lhc uode,sJgntd •°"'O' public, pcmmally appc,uod 
� p..rJ...- _ _ _ • one of the above signed members of the Truro Planning Board, proved
to nie thrPugh &aiisflictory evi<ience of identification, which were .peer� �to � the peBOJi whose name is signed on the preceding or attache8 documentin �Y presence. 

By commission expires: f)'fJ1!:r :J..;?1.;J._O 19
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DECLARATION OF TRUST 

THE RICE WAY 

HOME OWNERS ASSOCIATION TRUST 

JOHN 8. RICE, with an address of 8 Hatch Road, Truro, MA 02666. hereby declares 
that he and his successors in trust (hereinafter referred to as the "Trustee" or "Trustees"), shall 
hold all property that may be transferred to him or otherwise placed under his control hereunder 
in trust for the uses and purposes and in the manner and subject to the powers and provisiOJ)S 
hereinafter set forth. 

1. NAME:

The name of the trust shall be "THE RICE WAY HOME OWNERS ASSOCIATION 
TRUST" (hereinafter referred to as the "Trust"). 

2. BENEFICIARIES

The Beneficiaries of the Trust (hereinafter referred to as the "Beneficiaries'') are the fee 
simple owners of record of Lots 12, 13 and 14 on a plan of land entitled "Definitive Subdivision 
Plan of Land #6, #8 and #10 Hatch Road, Truro, Being a division of Lots 7, 8 and 9, Land Court 
Plan 22252-F, and Lot 24, Land Court Plan 17925-J, Prepared for John B. Rice (owner), 
Certificate# 143,800 and# 141,445, Scale l"  ::-: 40', December 4, 2017, Outermost Land Survey, 
Inc., #46 Main Street. Brewster, MA" which plan is duly filed as Land Court Plan No. 22252-G, 
(hereinafter referred to as the "Lots" and the "Plan"), or any lots created by a further division of 
the said Lots shown on said Plan. A person, corporation, trust or other entity shall automatically 
become a beneficiary upon becoming a record owner of any such Lot and shall cease to be a 
beneficiary upon the termination of such ownership. The owners of said Lots, shall own, in 
conjunction with each said Lot, an undivided beneficial interest in the Trust. The beneficial 
interest in the Trust property cannot be severed from the ownership of said Lots. The owners of 
said property shall be entitled to one vote for each Lot so owned, at any duly called meeting of 
the Beneficiaries, and if a Lot is owned by more than one person then such owners collectively 
shall be entitled to one vote. 

3. PURPOSES OF THE TRUST

The purposes of the Trust are as follows:

(a) The acquisition, if approved by all of the Beneficiaries, of the fee interest
in the road adjoining the Lots shown on the Plan and any common areas
now owned or hereinafter acquired by the Trust.

LAND cot.tax BQSIQN. 1" '411(1 
hetein described will be shown on 
our appro\ted plan to follow aa 

JAN 3 0 2019 

,.. (.::, 
Plan "/,tt�Z L�'> 1l,1"2,1� 14 11" 
cEXmiAEOXsbtSc4P'tiOWOIU) 

CHIEF SUFMYOC\ � 

1 



Doc:1,456,522 04-11-2022 12:20 Page 2 of 4 

(b) To collect annual charges from each Lot owner for the expenses incurred
under this Trust, including recording of liens for unpaid assessments, as
well as all costs of collection, including reasonable attomey,s fees, which
shall be paid by any Lot owner who fails or neglects to pay such charges
on or before the due date thereof.

(c) The repair, maintenance, replacement and management for the benefit of
the Beneficiaries hereunder of said road as recited in subparagraph (a)
(hereinafter referred to as "Common Land',) and specifically including the
Private Way known as Rice Way shown on said Plan, the drainage
systems and utilities installed as a part thereof, as well as the brick
retaining wall located in the road layout. The traveled portion of the way
is to be maintained at all times at a width of not less than eighteen (18)
feet, a level roadbed of gravel ·and the drainage facilities, if any, shall he
cleaned and inspected on an annual basis.

(d) To grant utility easements to service the needs of the Beneficiaries and to
perform all acts necessary to permit the continued use of all utility
easements now or hereinafter granted across said roads.

4. GENERAL DUTIES OF THE TRUSTEES

The Trustees shall call and conduct meetings of the Beneficiaries of the Tmst and the 
Trustees shall maintain Rice Way as shown on said Plan. In connection therewith the Trustees 
shall have the power to assess the costs equitably to the various Lots, which are subject to the 
terms of this Trust and shall have a lien for the payment of said assessments, which the Trust 
shall have the power to enforce judicially. A certificate signed by any one Trustee with respect 
to the outstanding balance assessed against a Lot, upon registering with the Barnstable County 
Registry District of the Land Court, shall be conclusive with respect to said outstanding balance 
(if any) with respect to said Lot as of the date thereof. 

5. TRUSTEES

JOHN B. RICE shall be the original trustee and upon the conveyance of three (3) Lots 
as shown on said Plan, shall appoint an additional or successor trustee or trustees from among 
the new owners of record as directed by them. Any Notice of Appointment of Trustees and any 
subsequent Notice of Election of Trustees shall be recorded by registering a Notice of such 
Appointment or Election and Acceptance thereof at the Barnstable County Registry District of 
the Land Court with the marginal reference to the registering of this Trust. The owners of each 
Lot, being Beneficiaries of the Trust shall, from time to time as the need arises, by majority vote,
appoint a trustee or trustees with only one (1) vote per Lot as designated by the owners shall be 
allowed to vote. 

2 
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6. TRUSTEES' LIABILITY

Each trustee shall be personally liable only for his own willful and corrupt breach of trust 
and not for any honest error of judgement and not for one another. No trustees shall be required 
to give a bond. 

7. RELIANCE UPON RECORD

No resignation, appointment or amendment of the Trust shall take effect until a certificate 
thereof has been duly registered with the Barnstable County Registry District of the Land Court. 
Such record shall be conclusive evidence in favor of every person relying thereon or claiming 
thereunder. 

8. AMENDMENT

This Trust instrument may be amended from time to time by an instrument in writing 
signed by all of the then Beneficiaries and all of the then trustees, provided that such amendment 
is not contrary to the General Laws of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the Town of 
Truro By-Laws, and provided, in each case, that the instrument of amendment shall be registered 
in said Registry District. However, no such amendment shall relieve the Trust of the obligation 
to maintain said Rice Way without the written consent of the Truro Planning Board. 

9. TERMINATION

The Trust may be terminated by an instrument in writing signed by all of the 
Beneficiaries and assented to by the Truro Planning Board. Any such amendment or termination 
shall be duly registered in the Barnstable County Registry District of the Land Court. The Trust 
herein created shall terminate, in any event, upon the later to happen of the following two events: 
(i) ninety (90) years from the date of recording of this instrument; or (ii) twenty-one (21) years
after the date of death of last the last to die of those persons who have executed this instrument,
in the event that this Trust shall not have terminated previously in accordance with the terms
hereof.

10. This Trust is intended to be and is hereby made for the purposes of insuring the
continuing maintenance of said Rice Way as aforesaid. 

For title, see Certificates of Title No. 141445 and 143800 registered with the Barnstable 
County Registry District of the Land Court. 

3 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the said JOHN B. RICE has placed his hand and seal this 
'3{f day of rn.41 , 2018.

Commonwealth of Massachusetts County of Barnstable 
On this Jt day of May, 2018, before me, the undersigned notary public, personally appeared John B. Rice, Tru;.tee, proved to me through satisfactory evidence of identification, which was
�11.taouzl<Z_(,,£ • to be the person whose name is signed on the preceding or
ttached documen , and who swore and affirmed to me that the contents of the document aretruthful and accurate to the best of his knowledge and belief, and acknowledged to me that he signed it as his free act and deed . 

. f)LESTEA J. MURPHY, J9' 
Notary Public 

C011110fMEAl.TH 0, MASSM:NWITTI 

My Comm!UiOn Expl,N 
August us. 202� 
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JOHN F. MEADE, ASSISTANT RECORDER 
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RECEIVED & RECORDED ELECTRONICALLY 



2.5 - DEFINITIVE SUBDIVISION PLANS REVIEW CHECKLIST - Applicant 

Address: "= llw/.;;icJ Applicant Name: \,�ll (3. �a '"-I' 

No. Requirement 

2.5.7 Evidence of Satisfactorv Performance 

Before the Board will release the ifi.terest of the town (Form F) in a performance bond or 
deposit or, in the case of approval �ith covenant, issue a release of covenant, the following 
must be submitted to and approved by the Board: 

a. Five copies of an "As Built" _drawing prepared and certified by an engineer or land surveyor.

Certification shall be by th� .engineer or land surveyor employed by the applicant at his or her
own expense and shall indicate by a statement on the plan that "all streets, sidewalks, sewers,
storm drains, and water mains, and their appurtenances shown have been constructed in
accordance with the lines and grades of the approved plan or the approved revised plan and are
accurately located as shown hereon."

The "As-Built" Plan shall accurately show the following and shall be drawn on twenty- four
(24) by thirty-six (36) inch reproducible sheets at a scale of

one inch equals forty feet (I"= 40') horizontal and
one inch equals four feet (l "= 4') vertical:

1 Final as-built centerline profile and the "as designed" centerline. 
2 Street lines, traveled ways, berms and sidewalks. 
3 Permanent monuments and boundary points. 
4 All roadway drainage including: 

• basin and manhole rim and invert elevations
• structure type and size
• type and size of all other drainage such as underdrains, trenches, channels and

detention/retention areas.
5 Location of water mains, gate valves and hydrants. 
6 Location of above and underground utilities. 
7 Location of all easements including drainage and slope. 

8 
Location of miscellaneous features installed within the street layout such as signs, lights, 
guardrail, or other similar appurtenances. 

9 Location of ancient ways, historic walls, foundations, or other similar structures. 

Included 

rv/vt 

Date: '¢;-�2?� 
Not 

Explanation, if needed 
Included 
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2.5 - DEFINITIVE SUBDIVISION PLANS REVIEW CHECKLIST - Applicant 

Address: Applicant Name: 

No. Requirement 

2.5. 7 Evidence of Satisfactorv Performance 

b.

C. 

The Board shall obtain in writing from the Applicant's Engineer a statement that all work 
required by the Rules and Regulations and the approved Definitive Subdivision Plan has been 
inspected by him or her and completed in each street in the subdivision ( or the street or streets
serving the lots in question), including storm drains, bridges, and sidewalks, and that he or she 
has approved the methods of construction and materials used in the performance of such work.
(Form E) 
There shall be one-year growth for all grass and plantings.

To
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Date: 

Included 
Not 

Explanation, if needed 
Included 
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Plan Notes: 
1) Property is not shown in a Flood Hazard Zone as defined on FIRM Panel #231 of 875
Map Number 25001C02331J, Effective Date July 16, 2014
2) Property is zoned Residential which requires a minimum lot size of 33,750 Sq. Ft.,
150' minimum frontatge, and setbacks of 25' front and side.
3) Concrete Bounds ae to be set at all points of curvature, changes of directon of street !ines,
and all Lot corners, where appropriate.
4) A waiver is requested from Sec 2.5.2 #6, Requiring drainage calculations to be
prepared by an engineer. The drainage system in place is proposed to be adequte.
5) Utilities shall be underground.

Plan Notes: 

1) Total area of Property = 244,973+

Sq.Ft. or 5. 62 Acres

2) Wetland= 34,770+ Sq.Ft. or 0.80

Acres

3) Road Right of Way Area = 12,403+

Sq.Ft. or 0.28 Acres
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Preliminary Application Date: 

Preliminary Approval Date: 

July, 2017 

July 23, 2013 

Definitive Application Date: __ _ 

Definitive Approval Date: 

Definitive Endorsement Date: -------------

PLANNING BOARD APPROVAL 

Thomas J. Kane eta! 
2 Hatch Road 

Deed Book 9579, Page 8 
Assessors Map 50, Parcel 184 

Plan Book 417, Page 87 
I \ 

"No lots may be conveyed and no building permits shall be 

issued by the Town of Truro until all applicable requirements of 

the Rules and Regulations Governing the Subdivision of Land 
have been met." 

,ERM 

John B. Rice 
12 Hatch Road 

Certificate# 143,800 
Assessors Map 51, Parcel 86 

Lot 10, LCP 22252F 

Brewster, MA 

508-255-0477

I certify that this plan was drawn from an actual survey made 
on the ground in accordance with the Land Court Instructions 
of 2006 on or between Oct. 18, 2017 and Nov. 6th, 2017. 

Donald T. Poole PLS #32662 

'l {Ii/ Ut�

Date 

Roberta A. Lema 
2 Truro Center Road Road 
Deed Book 10852, Page 49 

Assessors Map 51, Parcel 26 
Lot 4 Plan Book 534, Page 35 

Concrete Bound W/Drill Hole Found, OUT 

, , ,. -
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�UlT. , . ' 
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(0 
CD 
.,.; 
0 � 

Lema Family Revocable Trust 
154 Route 6 

Deed Book 10852, Page 45 
Assessors Map 51, Parcel 82 

Lot 5 Plan Book 534, Page 35, and 
Lot 17, LCP 17925H 

N 

N 
0 

(/) 

<D 
o:) 
(YJ 

Town of Truro 

Jonathan E.C. & Justine Maria Rice 
152 Route 6 

Deed Book 18738, Page 101 
Assessors Map 51, Parcel 83 

Lot 3 Plan Book 516, Page 42, and 
Lot 22, LCP 17925J 

Joseph & Souda Michele Finder 
146 Route 6 

Certificate#. 156,605 
Assessors Map 51, Parcel 32 

Lot 20, LCP 179251 sht 1 

142 Route 6 
Certificate# 157,599 

Assessors Map 51, Parcel 87 
Lot 21 LCP 179251 

Concrete Bound 
W/Drill Hole Found, GOOD 

Definitive Subdivision Plan of Land 

#6, #8, and #10 Hatch Road, Truro 

Being a division of Lots 7, 8, and 9, Land Court 

Plan 22252F, and Lot 24, Land Court Plan 17925J 

Prepared for John B. Rice (owner) 

Certificate # 143,800 and #141,445 

Scale 1" = 40' Dec. 4, 2017 

ols#642001 
0 40 80 120 



 

I summered yearly at 17 Coast Guard Road (Hi-Land View Cottages) from 1978 to about 2015, or 

so.   I started going there as a young girl, when the original proprietors, James and Clara David, 

owned it.  He passed years ago and the property fell to his son James, and his wife, 

Jacqueline.  After which time at some point I do believe the title passed on to Jacqueline, and their 

son James.   Then it was sold to Rachel Kalin, Boston attorney, via a nominee trust. 

 

James David (the original owner), was a grand old salt, who loved that land.  He bought the raw 

land after falling in love with it out here, while he was in the military, circa 1950's if not 

prior.    Back in the 70's, he explained to me how it worked owning property within the seashore, 

different owners signed different 'leases'/agreements with the National Seashore, and they (The 

Davids')  chose to lease it for 99 years, during which time it could be passed down to family 

members ONLY, but not sold to outside people. 

 

Which brings us to the present.   I am assuming Rachel Kalin is not family, so I am wondering 

how the sale could have proceeded to begin with.   

 

 It would seem to me that the answer as to whether 17 Coast Guard Rd. passed into new ownership 

that was allowed via the covenant the original Davids' signed with the National Seashore COULD 

be easily verified BY the National Seashore itself, by going back through their records, since the 

covenant was entered into with THEM, that is, if the town's records would not show this.   As Jon 

Nahas, assessor, explained in an email to me, it would fall to the closing attorneys in this deal to 

go through the status of this property, and its history with the National Seashore BEFORE the sale 

to ensure it could be sold, but that you never know.   Kalin is a Boston lawyer, as we know, and 

Ben Zehnder has been the representative at the Conservation Comm. meetings and such.  I do not 

know WHO technically were the lawyers at the closing.  

 

I think it behooves the powers that be to make sure nothing was missed in the transferring of this 

parcel - if there was indeed a covenant that prohibited a sale outside the family, and that it could 

only be passed down to family for 99 years -  then perhaps that is why a nominee trust was created 

to which Jacqueline David is technically is selling the land back to herself and also to 

Kalin.  Internal structures of nominee trusts do not have to be made known publicly - hence why 

people form them.  There's a reason why a nominee trust was used!   It could have enabled the 

family to sell the parcel and make five million while a stipulation being they have no control over 

that parcel from here on in.   And while Kalin doesn't have to answer any questions posed from 

journalists, the real covenant entered into the National Seashore CAN be found with a little 

digging.  I'm sure the National Seashore would only be too happy to make sure all went down the 

way it was originally designed to.   I have requested Barbara Carboni pass my email and inquiries 

on to Laura McKean, Park Planner, at Cape Cod National Seashore. 

 

Yes, the cottages all need updating, and sewer system updated (which I do believe young James 

did not want to bear the financial brunt of, nor was he a fan of running the cottages), but it is a 

shame that yet another old-time cottage colony will be razed, to be replaced by a humongous 

house, due to all the land that parcel encompasses, (enter the ZBA with zoning variances needed 

to accomplish such).   James (the son) also sold her the house at 23 Coast Guard Road, which he 

and his mother had completely renovated after Jacqueline inherited it from the previous owner 

(Mrs. Graham, I think it was).   That house was renovated completely, it was beautiful as it was, 



 

Jackie showed it to me after renovations were completed.     Ms. Kalin is now in the process of 

enlarging it.    

 

Kalin calls 17 Coast Guard Road's  new dwelling a 'simple, modern beach house' that fits in with 

other nearby homes and public buildings.    I hardly think a 5100 sq ft house is such!  The likes of 

it belong on the west coast near Hollywood, not North Truro.  The other nearby home it DOES fit 

in with is the controversial Kline house, but that's about it.  Another trophy house! 

 

We adopted the new bldg. guidelines to try to stem out the 1% that is coming to the cape and 

scarfing up 'cheaper' real estate here because there isn't any left on the Vineyard and Nantucket, 

only to turn around and build trophy homes as investments.   Mr. Kiefer himself said they are just 

now attempting to document that period in history (early cottage colony establishments) - and 

meanwhile, another one will bite the dust, the largest and the first of its kind to date.   The historical 

commission may not have found anything significant in what remains architecturally, BUT the 

fact that this cottage colony HAS remained and functioned since the 50's is a testimony in itself 

worth defending. 

 

We are watching Truro's history razed right before our eyes - first Spion Kop, because supposedly 

there wasn't anything there worth saving (including its' historical connection, may I add), and now 

this neighboring property (different, yes, but it's colony character is historically important, 

nonetheless).   

 

My point being, when money is of no object to an owner, they care little about past history and 

preserving the usage character a parcel has always known.   

 

I am also questioning what "site improvements" mean (aside from the septic).   Yes, they agreed 

to planting various species, but I can tell you from having walking that land for decades, it was 

already abundant in naturally occurring flora, including its trees.  (Interesting to note here is how 

many years ago young Jimmy David took a chainsaw to a grove of pines that they claimed hindered 

the view of the ocean from their newly acquired house at 23 Coast Guard Road - without 

permission to do so, may I add.  As well as remove many pines from the side of the long drive way 

in to 17 Coast Guard Road.  I know because I was staying there at the time this all went down.  And 

not that long after that Jacqueline David wrote in the local newspaper her concern for Horton 

Campground illegally removing trees by clearcutting!   

 

Concerns also are to how this will affect the viewshed - will that new house rise above the 

landscape so as to be able to be seen from Coast Guard Road, as well as from the beach?   And let 

us not forget the viewshed from the lighthouse. 

 

 

Darcee Vorndran 

N. Truro, MA  

 



 

As someone who has stayed there for decades, it was never, ever about the accommodations - 

they are, and always have been - even in the 70's - primitive, rustic.  Old Mr. David (the original) 

and the Mrs.,  Clara , were plain folks, not fancy.  And I think I can speak for the hundreds - if 

not thousands - of people who have stayed there through the years when I say it was NEVER 

about the accommodations - it was always, ALWAYS, about WHERE it was.  The land 

itself.   Your glorious surroundings (the natural world).   The sea as your living room, yours to 

walk by for hours if you wish and not see another human being.   The roar of the ocean a 

constant 24/7 in your ears - so much so that even when you go back home, it is still in your 

ears!  I remember that when my Mom came and stayed with me she talked about that 

afterwards.   And the beautiful night sky!  You've never seen the Milky Way until you've seen it 

from the top of the stairs, sitting on a chair there.   You are literally right under it, and you can 

see its' massive reach above you.  And the northern lights!  I have seen them from that vantage 

more times than anywhere else in the world, and they are mind-blowing from that vantage 

point.  I've seen them cover the whole sky from there, as well as just from a tiny screen 

emanating from the northeast.  I have also been a guest there back in the 70's during a hurricane, 

where Mr. David (Sr.) had to board me up in one of the large front cabins.  And I remained 

boarded up for a whole weekend, every pot filled with water, with meager provisions, candles 

and a radio for company (no one was allowed on Rte 6 or 6A - you were arrested if you 

were.  6A was under water).  You could feel the cabin shake as the ocean proceeded to come up 

the stairs, pounding all the way.  Come Sunday, he came and un-boarded me (after making me 

promise I wouldn't go near the cliff - but of course I did - never tell a 20 year old they can't do 

something!)  I had to hold on for dear life to any pole I could find, as the wind was still vicious 

and the bottom 1/2 of the steps were still under water.  And the water - it was like that famous 

Japanese painting, "The Great Wave of Kanagawa", for as far as the eye could see.   

 

So you see, it was never about the primitive conditions.  That is not why any of us stayed there, 

and I don't think there is a person, over the years, who has stayed there, that would disagree with 

that statement.    If that is all you see, then you will not get the point of this email.    

 

And that beautiful dark night sky I described - we've got to protect that - even if you and I will 

not be the ones to enjoy it from that vantage spot.  Please, allow no bright lights emanating from 

that parcel.  Go there on a clear night and see for yourself the heavenly show that awaits you. 

 

I'm sure Mr. David is turning over in his grave, with the direction his beloved land is headed 

towards - the land he wanted to share with so many who otherwise would never have known and 

experienced its' wonders.    It is a shame that some people only see dollar signs.... 

 

Thank you once again for your consideration.   

 

Darcee Vorndran 

N. Truro, MA 

 











 

                                 MFStoneEsq@comcast.net 
 

 
        May 13, 2022 
Truro Planning Board 
P O Box 2030 
Truro MA 02666 
 
RE: 2002-005/ SPR 
       2002-006/ SPR 
      High Dune Craft Cooperative 
 
Dear Board members, 
 
I write to you today on the matters of Out There Growing, LLC and Pure Joy 
Farm, LLC, collectively operating under the High Dune Craft Cooperative. These 
matters are pending before you for hearing on May 18th. I represent several 
neighbors of the site at 21 & 23 Old Bridge Road, including John & Patricia 
Wilson and David Wilson,  of 25 Old Bridge Road and 19 Hatch Road, Mitchell 
Glassman of 16 Francis Farm Road, and Arien Mack of 13 Old Bridge Road. We 
remain opposed to the operation of the marijuana cultivation business at this 
property. 
 
As the application before you indicated, the operation may proceed only with Site 
Plan Approval from your Board, and then with a Special Permit from the Board of 
Appeals. We do not believe the proposed use satisfied the criteria for your 
approval at this site, as proposed.  
 

1. As we indicated in the earlier hearing (on matters # 2022-001 SPR and 
2022-002 SPR), our most important concern is the odor expected to be 
emitted from the operation of growing the marijuana plants. In the 
applicants’ memorandum they acknowledge the underlying problem; 
“During flowering it is inevitable that cannabis plants will create smell.” 
(memorandum p. 19) We suggest that the problem is far more serious than 
this simple sentence indicates. Attached are just two of the numerous 



 

articles we have read recently addressing the prevalent issue of unpleasant 
odors emitted from such cultivation sites. The New York Times article 
described the odor as resembling that of a “dead skunk”, bothersome even 
one-half mile away from the cultivation site. It causes neighbors to have to 
close their windows, curtail outdoor activities, and suffer the stink of the 
plants. And that cultivation operation (discussed in the N Y T article) was 
located entirely within a greenhouse, while this proposed cultivation would 
also include 8,830 square feet of open-air plants. The second article, written 
not by neighbors but by the greenhouse growers themselves, states that 
“There’s no doubt that cannabis…is conspicuously odorous”. 
“Considering the pervasive smell emanating from many cultivation 
centers - whether indoors, greenhouse, or outdoors,- it’s no surprise 
that some neighbors find the situation intolerable.”  
While the article acknowledged that carbon filtration systems are 
recommended, the applicant before you offers no filtration at all in its 
greenhouse. Rather, they intend to install two 24” diameter fans in the peak 
of their greenhouse, blowing its untreated exhaust in the direction of the 
Wilson properties and their other neighbors (see: Memorandum, page  FF 4 
of 8)– not the “passive ventilation” utilizing the prevailing southwest breeze 
as initially represented ( See their memorandum, page 4 (packet page 15). 
While the “prevailing wind” may well be from the southeast, that is not 
exclusive or universally true, and the wind does change from day to day, so 
the odor concern is shared by all the neighbors, to the north and to the west 
as well. The mitigation they offer, other than the existing vegetation on the 
unaltered portion of their site, are flowers to be planted on the earthen berm 
along the south side of Old Bridge Road. Such a symbolic gesture is hardly 
an adequate solution to the expected problem.  
 
The applicant’s memorandum and “Legal Analysis Regarding Odor 
Mitigation Requirements” (page 19 of their memorandum) incorrectly 
contends that odors are only a problem if they rise to the level of a public 
nuisance, at which time the Board of Health has exclusive jurisdiction of the 
matter. This misstates the  requirement of the Truro Zoning  Bylaw. Section 
100.6 states that: 

“No odor from marijuana cultivation, processing, manufacturing or 
retail may be noxious or cause a nuisance or danger to public heath, 
or impair public comfort and convenience.”  

  
This is a zoning requirement, not an exclusively Board of Health issue. And 
the purpose of site plan review is to avoid such adverse effects in advance, 
rather than leave them to be addressed after the fact.  

 



 

The applicant’s memorandum and “analysis” further contends that the 
burden is on the neighbors to prove that such an odor will occur and will 
rise to this level of impairment. Since when is it the neighborhoods burden 
to prove that an applicant’s proposal does not meet the bylaw standards. It is 
the applicants’ burden to demonstrate to the Board its compliance and 
eligibility for the relief requested. In order for the site plan approval to be 
granted, the applicant must demonstrate compliance with the Zoning Bylaw. 
(Section70.4 (E) (c) ) 
 
The applicant’s “analysis” further relies on the Select Board to address 
complaints pursuant to its Host Community Agreement. That agreement, 
skillfully negotiated by the applicant’s attorney, was watered down to 
trigger action by the Select Board only if they receive 6 or more written 
complaints by neighbors within 600 feet of the site, complaining about 
substantially the same negative impact at the same time. This is hardly an 
effective mechanism to address the concerns of the immediate neighbors. 
Nor is such an after-the-fact remedy a substitute for your own current 
determination of compliance with the bylaw standard.   
 
After the prior applications were withdraw, we contacted the applicants’ 
attorney with our concerns and asked that they be incorporated into the 
revised application and plan to be submitted. Instead, all of our requests 
were summarily dismissed. The applicants’ memorandum, Part VII 
(beginning at page 22) discusses the concerns we raised. They dismiss the 
neighbors’ concerns about odors because they are not full time residents at 
their property. “Neither property is regularly or continuously occupied” 
(page 23, referring to the Wilsons). We would first observe that more than 
half of all homes in Truro are occupied less than full time. Are their rights to 
the use and enjoyment of their property, free from impairment of their 
“comfort and convenience” by noxious odors, any less important than the 
rights of year round residents ?  If so I have not found that provision in the 
bylaw. The Wilson family has owned their home on Hatch Road since 
1968.The Mack family built their home in 1967-1968 and occupies it 
approximately half of each year. The Glassman family has owned their 
property since 1996 and has had their principal residence there for 
approximately 16 years. They are all property owners and citizens of Truro 
and entitled to the protections of the Truro Zoning Bylaw.   
 
We also requested, particularly as to the open-air plantings, that they at least 
select and grow the varieties of marijuana that are known to be less odorous. 
This had also suggested by the Select Board in their negotiations, but was 
not agreed to by the applicants. The applicants reject this suggestion as well, 



 

arguing that it would limit their ability to meet their market demands and the 
wishes of their customers. That obviously is more important than the needs 
and desires of the neighbors in this residential neighborhood.   
 
They also argue that the cost of installing odor mitigation features in their 
“state of the art” greenhouse is prohibitively high ( see: Memorandum, page 
4 / Packet page 15, regarding their computerized state of the art climate 
controlled greenhouse). That suggests to us that the odor problem will in 
fact be severe, otherwise filtration of a modest odor would not seem to 
suggest an expensive remedy for an already sophisticated greenhouse. If the 
Board does not address this issue now, what authority or mechanism would 
you have to address it later, after the site plan has been approved and after 
the operation is already in place ? We suggested a condition, mandating a 
review by the Board, where you would have retained that authority and 
power to address such neighborhood concerns and impacts as they 
materialize. This suggestion too was summarily dismissed by the applicants. 
What are they afraid of, or what do they already know ? 
 

2. We also have concerns for the lack of details in their presentation and for 
the repeated reliance on what the applicants “expect” or “intend” at this 
time. We request that such details be provided for your review and 
incorporated into the Board’s decision, if you are otherwise satisfied that 
they meet the review criteria: 

a.  They ask that there be no hours of operation restriction imposed on 
their business, but they represent that they will not operate heavy 
machinery after daylight hours. If this is acceptable to the Board, it 
should be an express condition of any approval. 

b. They represent that the processing of marijuana on site will not 
include the extraction processing or other activities that would create 
odor issues, and therefore no odor mitigation (particularly at the 
house) is required for that part of the business. This should not rely 
on their representations, but should be a condition of any decision. 

c. They show on their plan a limit-of-work, and the natural vegetation 
beyond that, and state that the do not “presently” intend to clear any 
of the area beyond the work limits.  Since they rely on this distance 
and vegetation for their natural mitigation qualities, the preservation 
of the area beyond the work limit shown on their plan should be an 
express condition of any approval of that plan. Any change or 
additional clearing should require your approval of a modification of 
the site plan.  



 

d. They do not intend to import and process raw materials from other 
growing sites, but only to process the product grown on this site. That 
too should be an express condition of any approval.  

e. They intend to have only 4 employees on site. This should be an 
express condition of any decision. 

f. They ask for relief from the requirement of visual buffering of the site 
and trailers etc, and rely upon the presence of the “Existing 40’ row 
of Leland Cypress” trees along the road (Memorandum page 14). 
What they fail to mention is that these trees are not on their property, 
but rather are across the street on the Glassman property, who planted 
them in 2011. Any buffering or screening that is necessary should be 
provided by the applicants on their own property.  

g. The presentation is still rather vague as to what the “processing” of 
their products will entail. This is important to your assessment of the 
permitted use. “Marijuana cultivation” which is allowed by special 
permit in the residential district, by definition  permits a licensed 
entity to “cultivate, process and package marijuana”. (Section 100.2 
(E)). But a “Marijuana Product Manufacturer”, which is defined as 
including to “obtain, manufacture, process and package” marijuana 
products, is NOT allowed in the residential district. (Section 100.2 
(F)). Since the applicants intend to “process” and “package” products, 
how are we assured that their particular activities will not cross the 
line into the unpermitted activities ?   
    

3. The new site plan submitted shows both lots A and B, being number 21 and 
23 Old Bridge Road. Their zoning compliance chart lists each lot separately, 
and also shows aggregate totals. But the plan does not indicate that these 
lots are to be merged into a single lot. If they are to be merged, that should 
be an express condition of any decision, and a step to be completed and 
verified before any commercial operation can commence on the new parcel. 
As presently configured, the non-merger of the lots would result in zoning 
non-compliance: 

a. The proposed cluster of 6 new parking spaces are located only 2 feet 
from the property  line, where the bylaw requires spaces to be 10 feet 
from a side line. ( section 30.9 (F)(2)).  

b. The greenhouse is located only 10 feet from the property line, where 
the bylaw requires a 25 foot setback. 

c. The new parking spaces are all located on 21 Old Bridge Road, where 
the cultivation business is located on 23 Old Bridge Road. The 
parking bylaw requires all spaces to be located on the same lot as the 
business they are intended to serve. ( section 30.9 (F)(1)) 



 

Since the Site Plan Review criteria require the Board to find that the site 
plan conforms to zoning  (section 70.4 (E)) , and since these items would 
constitute new non-conformities, unless the lots are merged, the Board 
should expressly condition any approvals on proof of merger of the parcels, 
or require the proposed development to conform to applicable standards.  

 
4. The site is located and accessible only from the west, on Old Bridge Road, 

which appears to be an ancient private way, consisting of a single dirt lane 
of travel, in the order of 10 feet wide. The road is not maintained or plowed 
by the Town, nor is there any neighborhood association or other established 
mechanism for its maintenance. Its surface is often rutted and pot-holed. 
There have been times recently when the road was completely blocked by 
fallen tree limbs. Because it is so narrow, whenever a vehicle encounters 
another heading in the opposite direction, one or the other must back up to a 
safe place and leave the road in order for the other to pass. While the 
applicants’ traffic associated with its proposed operations, for employees 
and delivery vehicles, may seem modest in the abstract, in comparison to the 
actual levels of traffic currently using the road, the increase is significant. 
The applicants have asked that they not be required to conduct any formal 
study or analysis of the road’s capacity and suitability; we ask that the 
Board give careful consideration to this issue. 
   

5. We understand that the approval of the specifics of the applicants’ security 
plan is in the hands of the Police Department. However, while the applicants 
contend that the isolated nature of the location is an asset to its selection,  
we suggest that the opposite is true. The isolated nature of the site, with 
open growing of marijuana plants, is an invitation for the curious and 
mischievous to explore. The neighbors have already experienced the pattern 
of individuals cutting through their yards to get to and from National 
Seashore and the various paths and roads in the area. This isolated location 
offers extremely limited oversight of the location by others. 
 

6. The application contains a copy of the Host Community Agreement dated  
September 10, 2019.  That Agreement only related to #23 Old Bridge Road, 
and does not include 21 Old Bridge Road. The applicant also mentions the 
“First Amendment to the Host Community Agreement” of August 24, 2021, 
but that Amendment is not described or provided to the Board. (Applicants’ 
memorandum, page 6). The Board should know what the entire Agreement 
provides. The applications also state that both properties are owned by 
Debra Hopkins, and includes a letter from her that she has agreed to lease 
the property (i.e. #23) to the applicants. It appears, however, that 21 Old 
Bridge Road is still owned by the Estate of John B. Hopkins, of which Mrs. 



 

Hopkins is only one of two Personal Representatives, and only one of four 
heirs at law.  Does the Board really have all the necessary parties before it ?  
 
We urge the Board to deny this application.  
 
      Very truly yours, 
 
      David S. Reid 
Encl(2) 

 
       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

* Each attorney  in this office is an independent practitioner who is not responsible for the practice or liabilities of the other.  





























From: Rich Stevens
To: Elizabeth Sturdy
Cc: Lynne Budnick; Emily Beebe; Arozana Davis; Barbara Carboni; Tim Collins; Jamie Calise
Subject: RE: Review of Planning Board Applications - 21 and 23 Old Bridge Road [High Dune Coop]
Date: Tuesday, May 3, 2022 9:24:08 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Hi Liz,
My only comment , which I have previously conveyed to the applicant, is the need for controlled
construction documentation with the Building Permit Application.
The structure will exceed 35,000 cubic feet which triggers that requirement.
Thanks,
 
Rich
 

From: Elizabeth Sturdy <ESturdy@truro-ma.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 3, 2022 8:47 AM
To: Jamie Calise <JCalise@truro-ma.gov>; Tim Collins <TCollins@truro-ma.gov>; Emily Beebe
<EBeeBe@truro-ma.gov>; Rich Stevens <rstevens@truro-ma.gov>; Arozana Davis <ADavis@truro-
ma.gov>; Jarrod Cabral <jcabral@truro-ma.gov>
Cc: Barbara Carboni <bcarboni@truro-ma.gov>
Subject: Review of Planning Board Applications - 21 and 23 Old Bridge Road [High Dune Coop]
 
Chief Calise, Chief Collins, Emily, Rich, Zana, Jarrod:
 
The referenced applications for Site Plan Review (2022-005/SPR and 2022-006/SPR) will be
on the May 18 Planning Board Agenda.  Each application is beyond what I could send via
email to you; however, these applications are up on the Planning Board webpage under News
& Announcements (they are duplicates of each other, so just need to review one application). 
Please get back to me prior to May 18 with any comments you may have, or not, on these
applications.  Appreciate any and all input.
 
Let me know if you have any questions.  Thanks,
 
Liz
 

Elizabeth Sturdy
Elizabeth Sturdy
Planning Department Administrator
Truro Town Hall
24 Town Hall Road, P.O. Box 2030
Truro, MA 02666
Tel:      (508) 214-0935
Fax:     (508) 349-5505
Email:  esturdy@truro-ma.gov
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From: Jamie Calise
To: Elizabeth Sturdy
Cc: Barbara Carboni; Tim Collins
Subject: RE: Review of Planning Board Applications - 21 and 23 Old Bridge Road [High Dune Coop]
Date: Tuesday, May 3, 2022 11:36:25 AM
Attachments: image002.png

image003.png
image004.png

Hi Liz,
 
Thanks for the email.
 
As of now, I have not yet received the final security plan. Once I do, I  can review the security
measures alongside the requirements of MGL. Ch. 94G §12 and 935 CMR 500.110.
 
Thanks.
 
Jamie
 
Jamie M. Calise
Chief of Police
Truro Police Department
344 Route 6
Post Office Box 995
Truro, Massachusetts 02666
508.487.8730
jcalise@truro-ma.gov
 

 
 
 

From: Rich Stevens <rstevens@truro-ma.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 3, 2022 9:24 AM
To: Elizabeth Sturdy <ESturdy@truro-ma.gov>
Cc: Lynne Budnick <LBudnick@truro-ma.gov>; Emily Beebe <EBeeBe@truro-ma.gov>; Arozana Davis
<ADavis@truro-ma.gov>; Barbara Carboni <bcarboni@truro-ma.gov>; Tim Collins <TCollins@truro-
ma.gov>; Jamie Calise <JCalise@truro-ma.gov>
Subject: RE: Review of Planning Board Applications - 21 and 23 Old Bridge Road [High Dune Coop]
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Hi Liz,
My only comment , which I have previously conveyed to the applicant, is the need for controlled
construction documentation with the Building Permit Application.
The structure will exceed 35,000 cubic feet which triggers that requirement.
Thanks,
 
Rich
 

From: Elizabeth Sturdy <ESturdy@truro-ma.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 3, 2022 8:47 AM
To: Jamie Calise <JCalise@truro-ma.gov>; Tim Collins <TCollins@truro-ma.gov>; Emily Beebe
<EBeeBe@truro-ma.gov>; Rich Stevens <rstevens@truro-ma.gov>; Arozana Davis <ADavis@truro-
ma.gov>; Jarrod Cabral <jcabral@truro-ma.gov>
Cc: Barbara Carboni <bcarboni@truro-ma.gov>
Subject: Review of Planning Board Applications - 21 and 23 Old Bridge Road [High Dune Coop]
 
Chief Calise, Chief Collins, Emily, Rich, Zana, Jarrod:
 
The referenced applications for Site Plan Review (2022-005/SPR and 2022-006/SPR) will be
on the May 18 Planning Board Agenda.  Each application is beyond what I could send via
email to you; however, these applications are up on the Planning Board webpage under News
& Announcements (they are duplicates of each other, so just need to review one application). 
Please get back to me prior to May 18 with any comments you may have, or not, on these
applications.  Appreciate any and all input.
 
Let me know if you have any questions.  Thanks,
 
Liz
 

Elizabeth Sturdy
Elizabeth Sturdy
Planning Department Administrator
Truro Town Hall
24 Town Hall Road, P.O. Box 2030
Truro, MA 02666
Tel:      (508) 214-0935
Fax:     (508) 349-5505
Email:  esturdy@truro-ma.gov
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Elizabeth Sturdy 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Barbara Carboni 

Tuesday, May 10, 2022 5:15 PM 

Elizabeth Sturdy; Arien Mack 

FW: Subject 

Attachments: 06 MAY 2022 TRURO PLANNING BOARD.docx 

Arien, I am forwarding this to Liz Sturdy as all materials to be submitted into the record go through her. 

Barbara 

Barbara Carboni 

Town Planner and Land Use Counsel 

(508) 214 0928

From: Arien Mack <MackArie@newschool.edu> 

Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2022 4:26 PM 

To: Barbara Carboni <bcarboni@truro-ma.gov> 

Subject: 

Dear Barbara, 

I am attaching a letter already sent to the Planning board by Mitch 

Glassman. With his express permission, I would like to add my signature 

to the letter so that the letter now represents both his view and mine 

with respect to the proposed marijuana farm at the end of Old Bridge 

Road. 

Thank you 

anen 
Arien Mack 

Alfred and Monette Marrow Professor of Psychology Emeritus 

Editor, Social Research: An International Quarterly 

Director, Center for Public Scholarship 

Director, New University in Exile Consortium 

The New School for Social Research 

80 Fifth Avenue, 7th Floor 

New York, NY 10011 

Tel. (917) 414-5242 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 
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06 MAY 2022 

To the Truro Planning Board, 

As residents at 16 Francis Farm Rd and direct abutters to both Old Bridge Rd and the proposed 

marijuana farm and processing facility, we have very serious concerns about the proposed 

change of use and the zoning relief being sought for a commercial marijuana growing / 

processing / cooking facility at the end of Old Bridge Road. 

Per State law, the burden is on those seeking a Special Permit to provide the following:  

1. A demonstration how the requirements of the Ordinance can or will be met. 

 

2. A demonstration that traffic generated or patterns of access or egress would not 

cause congestion hazard, or substantial change in established neighborhood 

character. 
 

3. A demonstration that nuisance or hazard would not be created to the detriment of 

the health, safety, and/or welfare of the occupant of the proposed use or the 

citizens of the City. 
 

4. Additional reasons the proposed use would not impair the integrity of the district 

or adjoining district or otherwise derogate from the intent or purpose of this 

ordinance. 

 

The essential intent of the ordinance is to protect communities in general and abutters in 

particular from any potential detriments caused by a non-permitted use in or near 

residential districts.   

 

In this case, there are many potential ‘nuisances’ and ‘hazards’ from the proposed use 

for commercial growing and processing of marijuana and they include: 

 

1) The strong smell which can and will emanate in all directions from both the product 

and its processing.  While winds may tend to prevail one direction or another, the 

winds can and do blow in all directions. How will this be effectively controlled or 

mitigated for all abutters? 

   

2) Old Bridge Rd is a quiet, narrow, dirt road.  The noise and fumes and dust caused 

from the inevitable increase of cars and trucks associated with the proposed uses 

will be a serious nuisance and hazard to those of use whose properties abut it.  How 

can this be effectively mitigated or controlled? 

 

3)  The character of this district is defined by the non-existence of any industrial use. 

 The district is quiet, the air is not affected by heavy traffic or industrial processing    

 there are no industrial or commercially generated odors, fumes or noises.  The   

 various by-products of the proposed uses seeking a Special Permit in this case are   

 in direct opposition to and will negatively impact the character of this district.   



 

 

 

It is also reasonable to say that this proposed use will create a tempting destination 

for those looking to steal marijuana, or those are just curious and want to explore the 

operations. Such individuals will be drawn through the land owned by the 

Conservation Commission and the private properties which abut the farm. How do 

the petitioners propose to deter this sort of activity? How will the petitioners 

guarantee that there will be no unwanted and inappropriate foot traffic drawn by the 

proposed uses?  

 

Commercial and industrial processing of marijuana is not compatible with the peace 

and quiet the residents of this district enjoy and have enjoyed for generations. In fact, 

the ordinance was designed in part to protect this and other kinds of residential areas 

from the nuisances and hazards associated with commercial and industrial use.   

 

While agriculture is allowed in the district and is consistent with the character of the 

district, commercial or industrial processing is not, and should not be permitted 

unless the applicant can convincingly demonstrate that the proposed uses will pose 

no detriment to the direct and indirect abutters.  The onus is on the applicant to 

provide a detailed response to these concerns. 

 

In good faith, we and others settled here understanding that agricultural and 

residential uses are allowed to existing side by side, but also knowing that our 

interests are protected by the Truro Zoning Ordinance with regard to prohibited 

commercial and industrial uses in our district, and for good reason. 

 

We ask that the members of the Planning Board consider a similar application for a 

not permitted industrial or commercial use abutting your own properties, a non-

permitted use that brought with it unpleasant odors, increased traffic, increased noise, 

increased trespassing, and increased anxiety.        

 

We ask the Planning Board to continue this case until the applicants can thoroughly 

address these concerns. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

Mitch Glassman 

16 Francis Farm Rd.  

 

 

 



Elizabeth Sturdy

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Arien Mack <MackArie@newschool.edu> 

Wednesday, May 11, 2022 9:29 AM 

Elizabeth Sturdy 

proposed marijuana farm and processing facility OLD BRIDGE ROAD, TRURO 

Dear Elizabeth Sturdy, 

I was informed by Barbara Carboni that she kindly sent you my email in which I added my 

name to the letter from Mitchell Glassman opposing the proposed marijuana facility on Old 

Bridge Road Truro. I also now want to add for the record some additional reasons why, as the 

nearest house, (13 Old Bridge Road), to the proposed facility on Old Bridge Road, I am 

opposed to it. 

*I never received and continue not to receive any information from the town of Truro about

the proposed marijuana farm and processing facility, despite the fact that I am the

nearest neighbor on Old Bridge Road. I wrote twice to Barbara Carboni when I finally learned

about the proposal from a friend who told me about the article discussing it in the

Independent, our local newspaper. This meant that I was unaware of the first planning board

meeting in which it was discussed. and so could not attend it. (The fact that I dependably get

my Truro tax bills which are sent from the town would seem to indicate that they have my

correct mailing address and in addition I now have sent it to Barbara Carboni twice, but still

have not received the informational packet nor notification of the upcoming meeting on May

18.

*I am extremely concerned about the inevitable increase in traffic on Old Bridge Road which is

not maintained by the town and, I believe, is a private road owned by those who must use it

to access their property. If that is correct, I also assume that those of us who own the

road must agree to any change in the use of the road. Old Bridge Road, which is not

maintained by the town, is a single-lane, dirt road. If cars meet each other coming from

opposite directions on the road, one must back up. It is a very narrow road and one that

would not easily accommodate fire trucks should a fire occur and certainly would hinder a fire

truck if it met a car on the road coming from the opposite direction. Since my study, where I

spend many hours a day, faces Old Bridge Road, any significant increase in traffic, which seems

to be inevitable should the farm and processing facility be established, would necessarily

disturb the peace and quiet that my house has afforded me since we builtit in 1968.

Embedded in all this is the question as to whether anyone who needs the road to access their

property has the right to change the nature of the road without the consent of all the others

who must use the road.

*I would also like to point out that a few years ago I gifted an acre of my 2+ acre property

which is bounded by Old Bridge Road on one side, to the Truro Land Conservancy in order to
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protect the quiet, rural character of the environment . Creating a commercial facility on the 

road very close to the land I deeded to the Conservancy would have the exact opposite effect 

on the character of the area. 

* Finally, like many of my neighbors I am very concerned that the proposed farm and

processing plant will be a lure for criminal behavior and from the proposal it is not clear how

this will be prevented. and like my neighbors, I too am very concerned about the odors

that are an inevitable by-product of growing and processing marijuana. While the proposal

suggests they will prevent this from affecting those of us who live nearby, they do not say

exactly how they will do this.

The idea that the town would permit such a drastic change in the character of the area in

which I have lived for so long is hard to comprehend.

I would be grateful if you would send me a note acknowledging the receipt of this email.

Thank you for your attention

Arien Mack

13 Old Bridge Road (PO Box 84 7) 

Truro, MA 02666 

37 West 12th Street 

NY NY 10011 

tel 917 414 5242 

---------------- --

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 
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06 MAY 2022 

To the Truro Planning Board, 

As residents at 9 Old Bridge Road abutters to proposed marijuana farm and processing facility, 
we have very serious concerns about the proposed change of use and the zoning relief being 
sought for a commercial marijuana growing / processing , RME, facility at the end of Old Bridge 
Road. 

Per State law, the burden is on those seeking a Special Permit to provide the following:  

1. A demonstration how the requirements of the Ordinance can or will be met. 
 

2. A demonstration that traffic generated or patterns of access or egress would not 
cause congestion hazard, or substantial change in established neighborhood 
character. 
 

3. A demonstration that nuisance or hazard would not be created to the detriment of 
the health, safety, and/or welfare of the occupant of the proposed use or the 
citizens of the City. 
 

4. Additional reasons the proposed use would not impair the integrity of the district 
or adjoining district or otherwise derogate from the intent or purpose of this 
ordinance.   
 
The essential intent of the ordinance is to protect communities in general and abutters in 
particular from any potential detriments caused by a non-permitted use in or near 
residential districts.   
 
In this case, there are many potential ‘nuisances’ and ‘hazards’ from the proposed use 
for commercial growing and processing of marijuana and they include: 
 
1) The strong smell which can and will emanate in all directions from both the product 

and its processing.  While winds may tend to prevail one direction or another, the 
winds can and do blow in all directions. How will this be effectively controlled or 
mitigated for all abutters? 
   

2) Old Bridge Rd is a quiet, narrow, dirt road.  The noise and fumes and dust caused 
from the inevitable increase of cars and trucks associated with the proposed uses 
will be a serious nuisance and hazard to those of use whose properties abut it.  How 
can this be effectively mitigated or controlled? 

 
3)  The character of this district is defined by the non-existence of any industrial use. 

 The district is quiet, the air is not affected by heavy traffic or industrial processing    
 there are no industrial or commercially generated odors, fumes, or noises.  The   
 various by-products of the proposed uses seeking a Special Permit in this case are   
 in direct opposition to and will negatively impact the character of this district.   



 
 
 
It is also reasonable to say that this proposed use will create a tempting destination 
for those looking to steal marijuana, or those are just curious and want to explore the 
operations. Such individuals will be drawn through the land owned by the 
Conservation Commission and the private properties which abut the farm. How do 
the petitioners propose to deter this sort of activity? How will the petitioners 
guarantee that there will be no unwanted and inappropriate foot traffic drawn by the 
proposed uses?  
 
Commercial and industrial processing of marijuana is not compatible with the peace 
and quiet the residents of this district enjoy and have enjoyed for generations. In fact, 
the ordinance was designed in part to protect this and other kinds of residential areas 
from the nuisances and hazards associated with commercial and industrial use.   
 
While agriculture is allowed in the district and is consistent with the character of the 
district, commercial or industrial processing is not, and should not be permitted 
unless the applicant can convincingly demonstrate that the proposed uses will pose 
no detriment to the direct and indirect abutters.  The onus is on the applicant to 
provide a detailed response to these concerns. 
 
In good faith, we and others settled here understanding that agricultural and 
residential uses are allowed to existing side by side, but also knowing that our 
interests are protected by the Truro Zoning Ordinance with regard to prohibited 
commercial and industrial uses in our district, and for good reason. 
 
We ask that the members of the Planning Board consider a similar application for a 
not permitted industrial or commercial use abutting your own properties, a non-
permitted use that brought with it unpleasant odors, increased traffic, increased noise, 
increased trespassing, and increased anxiety.        
 
We ask the Planning Board to continue this case until the applicants can thoroughly 
address these concerns. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Steve and Paula Corcoran 
9 Old Bridge Rd 

 

 



Elizabeth Sturdy

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Marc Tarrasch <tarrasch1@gmail.com> 

Thursday, May 12, 2022 2:29 PM 

Barbara Carboni; Elizabeth Sturdy 

Fwd: Concerning Marijuana facility on Old Bridge Rd. 

Ms. Carboni and Ms. Sturdy, 

We have owned a home in Truro at 8 Old Bridge Road since 1966-67 that 

is in the immediate neighborhood of the proposed marijuana farm and 

processing facility located at 21 and 23 Old Bridge Road. I am not 

opposed to marijuana, but I do not want a farm and processing facility in 

a quiet residential zone. My objections are as follows: 

1) Increased traffic, including larger and heavier vehicles, on a narrow

dirt road that is already in poor condition. Who will arrange for and fund

the maintenance of the road?

2) Potential for criminal activity in the vicinity of the proposed

marijuana farm. Surrounding the farm with fences, lighting, and cameras

is consistent with the view that a marijuana crop is high-value and

tempting to criminals. There is an increased likelihood for spillover

criminal activity to neighboring homes.

3) Unpleasant odors emanating from the farm. Some of the plants will

be cultivated outdoors, with potentially only trees or berms to

shield odors, while greenhouse cultivation will use "passive ventilation"

(i.e., allowing the greenhouse atmosphere to escape without any filtering

or odor mitigation). All properties on Old Bridge Road are at roughly the

same altitude, so the argument that the proposed farm is at the highest

elevation and therefore no other homes will smell the odor is not

tenable. Moreover, there is no guarantee that the prevailing winds will
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always blow in a direction that protects the neighboring properties. 

Please see the New York Times article on marijuana farm odors and 

conflicts with resid�ntial 

neighbors: https://www.nytimes.com/2018/12/19/us/california

marijuana-stink.html?login=email&auth=login-email 

4) Decreased property values. While we have no plans to sell our home

for the time being, the presence of a marijuana farm and processing

facility in the immediate neighborhood will surely impact the value of our

homes.

Thank you for your consideration, 

Marc Tarrasch 

650-823-0062

tarrasch1@gmail.com 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 
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John Wilson 
 
May 16, 2022 
 
Re: 2022 - 005 and 006/SPR;  21 and 23 Old Bridge Road  
 
Dear Ms. Carboni and Truro Planning Board Members, 
 
We still have never been contacted directly by the applicants or their attorney about their proposed 
plan.  Consequently, they appear not to know much about the usage of our house on 19 Hatch 
Road, or our plans to build on 25 Old Bridge Road.   Their new application refers to our house on 19 
Hatch Road as a “seasonal residence.”  Actually, my brother David Wilson (the other owner) and I 
have been using this residence during each season of the year, with each of us usually making 
separate, non-overlapping visits to it during the fall and spring seasons.   Thus, “seasonal” means 
“all seasons.”  
 
“Seasonal residence” is also an inaccurate term because my wife and I own no other residence.  We 
have sold our residence outside of Massachusetts, because we intend to build a new house on 25 
Old Bridge Road, allowing my brother and I to live in separate residences in Truro.   We are currently 
renting an apartment in Michigan for the times we are not in Truro, and our apartment lease does 
not go more than one year.     
 
The new application states, “…any potential impacts must be evaluated in the factual context that 
for large parts of the year no one will be at the home to experience the feared odors.”   Are the 
applicants suggesting that we rearrange the dates at which we live in our Truro home to account for 
seasonal variations in the odor that they plan to direct in our direction, as stated at the last hearing?   
Should other residents on Old Bridge Road or the Francis Farm neighborhood also rearrange the 
times they occupy their homes to account for variations in odor over their properties?   
 
The new application also states that, “…if the Board is to give any weight to the assertion that the 
proposed activities may cause some unspecified future harm at 25 Old Bridge Road, it must require 
that the owners to firmly demonstrate conclusively that it is both possible and likely that a 
residence will be constructed in the near future.”   This demand seems to get backwards 
responsibilities laid out in the Host Agreement: “The Co-op and its Members shall ensure that odor 
from the operations do not constitute a nuisance to surrounding properties.”   The applicants are 
instead stating that they do not need to do anything about odor mitigation unless the neighbors 
ensure that the operations do conclusively constitute a nuisance to surrounding properties.   
 
With this demand, the applicants appear to be arguing that the Planning Committee should approve 
their application because their resulting use of the Wilson’s property for odor mitigation is likely 
to be better for Truro than the Wilson’s use of their own property.   And one reason for this 
assessment is that the Wilsons are only “seasonal residents.”   In other words, the Planning 
Committee is being asked to make a judgment about whether a fulltime resident may use a 
seasonal resident’s property for commercial purposes, if the seasonal resident has not conclusively 
demonstrated that he or she is using the property as required by the applicant.  I respectfully 
recommend that the Planning Committee not go down this road.   



 
The applicants seem to be suggesting that it may not be “possible” to construct a residence on 25 
Old Bridge Road.   The inference here is that the applicants may themselves try to block such 
construction, although 25 Old Bridge Road is classified as a buildable lot and assessed at a value that 
reflects that classification.    But even in the unlikely event that we were prevented from 
constructing a house on that property, a studio residence would always be possible.    
 
I am concerned that too much of the debate about this application is tied to the politics of 
marijuana.   I would be making the same arguments if instead of applying for a permit that allows 
them to grow and process “skunk marijuana,” the applicants were instead proposing to grow and 
process actual skunks.   Based on their current application, they would then be claiming that they 
are not required to install expensive fences to prevent the skunks from wondering on to our 
property, particularly since we are only “seasonal residents” and have not demonstrated 
conclusively that we will build a home on 25 Old Bridge Road.   
 
I am also concerned that some members of the Planning Committee may not fully appreciate the 
awfulness of prolonged exposure to skunk smell.   My wife and I do have this experience.  A skunk 
or skunks dug a tunnel under the concrete floor of our garage in Michigan and returned there for a 
few years to have babies.   At times when the skunk was present, we were forced out of our master 
bedroom over the garage and into the opposite end of the house.  We were unsuccessful in ridding 
the house of the skunk until we put it up for sale, at which point we lined the foundation of our 
house with crushed rocks, placed on top of new underground metal fencing.   I can assure the 
Committee that prolonged skunk smell is an order of magnitude worse than driving by a dead skunk 
on a road.  
 
So now a neighbor is threatening to ensure that my wife and I smell skunk throughout our 
retirement years.    Someday, I may be tempted to publish a short story describing this chain of 
events.   But editors may view the plot as too improbable.   
 
I also want to emphasize that it would be incorrect to argue that the applicants’ neighbors are 
engaged in NIMBYism (“not in my backyard”).   That term typically applies to individuals who 
oppose some socially desirable project near their homes, though they might support it elsewhere.   
Low-income housing and wind turbines are two examples.   But the applicants are proposing a 
commercial enterprise, and their goal is to maximize profits.  Just because the output of this 
commercial enterprise is marijuana does not mean that the NIMBY argument applies.  As an 
economist, I appreciate the role of the profit motive in bringing about socially desirable behavior, 
but only when the profits are not obtained by shifting some of the production costs on to neighbors 
without compensation.    
 
Sincerely, 
 
John Wilson  
19 Hatch Road and 25 Old Bridge Road  
 



Patricia Wilson 

 

May 16, 2022 

 

Re: 2022 – 005 and 006/SPR;  21 and 23 Old Bridge Road 

 

Dear Ms. Carboni and Truro Planning Board Members,   

 

I am writing regarding the Recreational Marijuana Establishment application for 21 and 

23 Old Bridge Road.  I would like to focus on the odor that will emanate from the facility.  There 

are many articles describing the extent to which this causes hardship for residents in the areas of 

marijuana facilities in other parts of the country.  Truro has the benefit of hindsight; the odor 

impact is well known, well understood, and various solutions are now being developed.  This is a 

commercial enterprise that is requesting special permission to use residential property to grow 

marijuana and produce marijuana products.  We request that you ensure that any application that 

receives this special permission must show that they will not cause harm to their neighbors.   

 

There are several applicable bylaws, but I will focus on one bylaw: the purpose of the 

residential district.   

 

Truro Bylaws:  Section 20.2: Purpose of the residential district “They should 

provide safety, good access, and the opportunity to enjoy the peace and beauty of 

the property and the Town.”  

 

I will also focus on the host community agreement that the applicants agreed to and signed:  

 

Host Agreement: Section 12: The Co-op and its Members shall ensure that odor 

from the operations do not constitute a nuisance to surrounding properties. 

 

Two similar definitions of “nuisance” are important here:  

 

Nuisance:  The unreasonable, unwarranted and/or unlawful use of property, which 

causes inconvenience or damage to others, either to individuals and/or to the general 

public.   

 

Nuisance: The unreasonable, unwarranted, or unlawful use of one’s property in a 

manner that substantially interferes with the enjoyment or use of another 

individual’s property, without an actual trespass or physical invasion to the land. 

 

The term “ensure” in the Host Agreement is also important:   

 

Ensure:  To make sure that (a problem) shall not occur.  I note that this implies 

proactive or preemptive effort.   

 

The Truro Bylaws and the Host agreement provide assurances that the applicants will not 

create an odor nuisance to their neighbors.   And please note that the agreement made by the 

applicants in the Host Community Agreement does not say that this only counts for surrounding 

properties that have certain characteristics.  The applicants promised that they “shall ensure that 
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odor from the operations do not constitute a nuisance to surrounding properties.”  That means all 

surrounding properties. 

 

But the plan in this commercial enterprise application does not include these assurances. 

The applicants did check the box for Truro Bylaw 100.6 E, indicating that the bylaw’s odor 

mitigation requirement is met, but they are not meeting this requirement.  The plan, as stated on 

March 23, is to blow air directly from the greenhouse, with no odor mitigation technology east to 

our lovely, wooded property on 25 Old Bridge Road. This plan to blow the foul air toward us 

does not meet Truro Bylaw 100.6 E and will cause us serious hardship and loss to our welfare by 

taking away our “opportunity to enjoy the peace and beauty of the property and the Town”.  The 

plan is in contradiction to the Host Agreement, under which the applicants agreed that they “shall 

ensure that odor from the operations do not constitute a nuisance to surrounding properties.” 

They are not ensuring that they will not cause a nuisance to the surrounding properties.  They are 

ensuring that they WILL cause that very nuisance.   

 

The applicants ask the Planning Board not to worry about this:  They ask the Planning 

Board to ignore, or give no weight to, our concerns because we do not yet have a permit to build 

a structure on 25 Old Bridge Road.  So, they are asking you, the Board, to let them take away our 

“opportunity to enjoy the peace and beauty of the property and the town,” on our own property, 

and let them have of our property for their commercial enterprise.  They go on to imply that we 

really don’t count anyway because we are not here all 12 months of the year.  They suggest that 

maybe it won’t smell when we come.  When is that?  Are we supposed to only live at our 

property at the right times of the year?  We come all seasons of the year.  They are asking that 

you tell us, “No, don’t come when they want to use your property.”   

I also note that the odor will permeate the entire neighborhood, since the applicants 

refuse to restrict the outdoor growing to the less odorous and non-skunk odor varieties. The 

applicants claim that “the inherently subjective nature of what constitutes an unpleasant odor 

renders this request incapable of effective description or enforcement.”  But prior to the Select 

Board hearing in August 2019, the applicants and Town negotiated a draft Host Community 

Agreement that included a restriction to low odor varieties.  The applicants then stated that this 

restriction was unacceptable because of market demand; presumably the offensive smelling 

(Skunk) varieties will give this commercial enterprise higher profits.  Of course, these higher 

profits to the applicants are at the expense of all their neighbors’ enjoyment of the peace and 

beauty of the property and the Town. 

Ms. Greenbaum, Chair of the Planning Board, started the hearing on March 23 by 

requesting that we “assume good intentions.” So, we did, and we contacted the applicants.  They 

did not respond to us, but instead added to their revised application the argument that you should 

not treat us as “owners of surrounding properties,” but rather as some lesser members of the 

Truro community.  I did not feel any good intentions from the applicants.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

Patricia Wilson 

19 Hatch Road and 25 Old Bridge Road 

 



         Roberta Krueger 
         Thomas Bass 
         16 Holsbery Road 
         Truro MA 02666 
May 17, 2022 
 
Re: 21 and 23 Old Bridge Road  
 
Dear Ms. Carboni and Truro Planning Board Members: 
 
 We write as owners of 16 Holsbery Road, in the neighborhood of the proposed 
marijuana cultivation facility on Old Bridge Road. We purchased this property six years 
ago and spend roughly half the year living in Truro (June-December). 
 
 We were drawn to this location for its natural beauty and tranquility. Our land 
abuts private residential property and Conservation Trust lands. We treasure this area 
as one of exceptional natural beauty and we are committed to protecting and preserving 
those qualities.  
 
 As we learn more about the planned facility, we have many concerns and 
questions: 
 
 Water use: Cultivation of any sort of plant uses a great deal of water. Marijuana 
is a water-intensive crop. Is our water table sufficient to the task? Will residential homes 
have priority in the event of water restrictions? In a residential district, household use 
and the cultivation of home gardens should have priority over a commercial crop. 
 
 Environmental impact:  What would be the effect on wildlife and plants if this 
area were commercially developed? The area is host to a variety of animals who might 
be scared off by any new buildings or construction. The cannabis facility will be 
surrounded by chain-link fencing and brightly lit at night as part of its “protection plan.” 
Last year, for example, there were box turtles that crossed our property--to the extent 
that someone put a "turtles crossing" sign on Holsbery Road. Such natural serendipity 
will only happen if the area remains natural. 
 
 Chemical run-off: What kinds of fertilizer and pest control will be used on these 
plants? What will be the potential runoff of these products to our gardens and in 
particular to our wells? There is too much uncertainty about the scope, quantity, and 
production of this project to recommend it for a residential neighborhood. 
 
 Noise: The cannabis facility will greatly increase the volume of traffic and noise 
on Old Bridge Road (which is visible from our house). If the plant is used for regular 
commercial purposes, there will undoubtedly be an increase in traffic noise. We do not 
welcome additional traffic and noise in this tranquil neighborhood.  
 



 Commercial use: To create a zone of commercial use within an area that has 
been purely used as residential/National Park/ Conservation Trust seems wrong to us. 
For years, the area has been a tranquil residential and parkland area, with almost no 
casual visitors. Many of our properties abut national park or conservation trust lands, in 
addition to other privately maintained residential properties. The only traffic is that of 
residents and their invited guests. The area is extremely safe for residents, guests, 
children, and pets. If we had wished to live in a multi-use, multi-zoned area, we could 
have chosen other towns on the Cape, or other areas of the country. 
 
 It seems to us that there are many other areas in Truro with more variegated 
zoning, where such commercial and industrial use would be welcome. As 
homeowners, we take very seriously our role as stewards of this remarkable land for 
future generations. Allowing a commercial establishment with very uncertain outcomes 
for the environment on this land seems extremely ill advised. 
 
 Finally, there is concern about Old Bridge Road, a dirt road that is not 
constructed for more than very light and very occasional residential traffic. This is 
currently a privately maintained road. which is sufficient for current traffic patterns. 
Conversion of this road to a higher-traffic, paved road would have to be funded by the 
residents on the road, or by the town. We would not approve of town funds for this 
purpose.  
 
 I should end this by saying that we are by no means opposed to cannabis 
cultivation, production, and sale in appropriately zoned areas of the outer Cape. But it 
seems to us that there are other places near areas already zoned for commercial use 
that are much more appropriate to the large-scale cultivation and production of cannabis 
and cannabis products.  
 
 In the end, given the uncertain nature of this project and its potentially very 
deleterious effects on the tranquility and beauty of Truro and its unique environment, we 
object to this commercial, even industrial, intrusion into our residential neighborhood. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Roberta Krueger and Thomas Bass 
16 Holsbery Road  
Truro MA 02666 
 



















100 - MARIJUANA ESTABLISHMENT GENERAL CHECKLIST 

Address: :J.l, d\ j OL� Bg_,06� RJ. Applicant Name: 
tJtf.r f '1 /Ir?!, (;¥tt,w;i l-(...C-
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100.5 

A 

B 

C 

D 

Requirement 

Ai;mlicabili!Y of Reirulations 

. r .. � , 

The use of land for cultivation, production, processing, manufacturing, assembly, packaging, 

retail or wholesale sale, trade, distribution or dispensing of marijuana for commercial purposes 

is prohibited unless licensed by all applicable Massachusetts licensing authorities and 

permitted as an RME or MMTC under this section. 

The number of RM Es and MMTCs permitted in Truro shall be in accordance with the Use 

Table set out in § 100.3, supra. 

Hours of operation for Recreational Marijuana Retailers and Medical Marijuana Treatment 

Centers shall not exceed the Alcoholic Beverages Control Commission (ABCC) maximum 

hours of operation for liquor licenses not to be drunk on premises pursuant to M.G.L c. 138 

§ I 5, but may be limited by conditions of the Special Permit.

Marijuana Retailers shall be located in structures without residences. 

RME • Recreational Marijuana Establishments; MMTC • Medical Marijuana Treatment Centers 

Met 

✓ 
/ 

✓ 

Date: 

ot 

Met 

� 'i_/_;;,, "J...
Explanation, if needed 
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100 - MARIJUANA ESTABLISHMENT GENERAL CHECKLIST 
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100.6 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

"J v 

General Reguirements 

Requirement 

.,- � C, 

No RME or MMTC shall be located within 500 feet, as measured from each lot line of the 
subject lot, of the following pre-existing uses: Public or private schools providing education in 
grades K-12. 

The 500-foot buffer distance under this section shall be measured in a straight line from the 
nearest point of the property line in question to the nearest point of the property line where the 
RME or MMTC will be located. 

Applicants for an RME or MMTC shall provide the security plan approved by the Commission 
to the Police Chief, Fire Chief, Health Agent and Building Commissioner prior to the granting 
of a Special Permit. 

An executed Host Community Agreement shall be required prior to the granting of a Special 
Permit and Site Plan Approval for an RME or MMTC. 

No odor from marijuana cultivation, processing, manufacturing or retail may be noxious or 
cause a nuisance or danger to public health or impair public comfort and convenience. 
Marijuana establishments shall incorporate odor control technology and safeguards to ensure 
that emissions do not violate Board of Health regulations adopted pursuant to M.G.L c. 111, 

§31 C, including but not limited to those specified for odors.

All business signage, marketing, advertising and branding shall be subject to the requirements 
promulgated by the Commission and the requirements of the Truro Zoning Bylaw and Sign 

Code. In the case of a conflict, the more restrictive requirement shall apply. 

The hours of operation of the RME and MMTC shall be set by the Zoning Board of Appeals as 

a condition of the Special Permit. 

RME - Recreational Marijuana Establishments; MMTC"" Medical Marijuana Treatment Centers 

Met 

/ 

✓ 

Nfc 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

Date: 

ot 

Met 

1/ / '-/ !J..�. 
✓ ,

Explanation, if needed 
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(j 
, r I I 

No. Requirement Met 
ot 

Explanation, if needed 
Met 

100.6 General Reguirements 

No RME or MMTC shall be located inside a mobile vehicle such as a trailer, van, or truck, 

✓ 
unless operating as a licensed Marijuana Transporter. Craft Marijuana Cultivator 

Cooperatives, Marijuana Cultivators, MMTCCPs and Microbusinesses shall be allowed to 

H 
utilize movable structures, except that natural screening, or other approved screening, shall be 

required as a condition of Site Plan Review, as necessary, to render such structures less visible 

from public or private ways or abutting properties. The number of movable structures shall be 

limited to no more than 2 per parcel unless additional containers are approved by the Planning 

Board in connection with Site Plan Review. 

I 
No RME or MMTC shall be located inside a building containing transient housing such as 

motels or hotels. 

To ensure compatibility with the residential character of Truro, the use of greenhouses, defined 
See- <;,� p4,,., to have walls and roofs constructed predominantly of glass or other transparent or translucent 

✓ materials, are to be encouraged in lieu of other types of enclosed buildings for marijuana b(l,'
o-

Ta.bl�. 
cultivation. 

- The total aggregate floor area of all enclosed buildings used by an RME or MMTC within the

Residential and T6A Districts shall not exceed a floor area, as measured from the exterior

J 
faces of exterior walls, of 5,000 sq. ft. on a 2-acre lot, plus 500 sq. ft. for each additional

contiguous acre of land, or minus 500 sq. ft. for each contiguous acre of land less than two

acres, or as the case may be, where the square footage per acre specified above is pro-rated for

a portion of an acre. Greenhouses and Gross Floor Area of any Dwelling Units shall be

excluded from this floor area calculation.

- Building lot coverage for marijuana cultivation, including greenhouses and other similar

structures, in the Residential and NT6A Districts shall not exceed 25% of the parcel's total

gross square footage.

RME = Recreational Marijuana Establishments; MMTC = Medical Marijuana Treatment Centers 2 of2 



100-MARIJUANA ESTABLISHMENT GENERAL CHECKLIST 

-
Address: <9.'1 i� Ot-d .ir,·'!J � £.d. Applicant Name: 

t?tfT I here {,?YPW/1, I- I-C-

fq� ifo/- � 11?, L. I. b

o. Requirement Included 

100.7 A1;mlication Reguirements 

A Security Plan 

The applicant shall submit a copy of its security plan, approved by the Commission as part 
of the issuance of a Provisional License, to the Police and Fire Departments for their review 
and approval prior to the issuance of Site Plan Approval. 

2 The security plan shall be updated on an annual basis and any changes shall be reported to 
the Police and Fire Departments. 

3 The security plan shall meet all security requirements of935 CMR 500.110. 
B Resource Plan ✓ 

All Marijuana Cultivators, including but not limited to Craft Marijuana Cooperatives and ✓ 
Microbusinesses, MMTCCPs, and Marijuana Product Manufacturers shall submit a 
resource use plan to the Planning Board outlining planned practices for use of: 

,, 
1 energy ✓.

water ✓ 
waste disposal ✓ 

and other common resources and to ensure there will be no undue damage to the natural 
✓ environment. 

The Resource Plan, if applicable, shall include: ✓ 
electrical system overview 

proposed energy demand 

proposed electrical demand off-sets 

2 ventilation system and air quality ✓ 
proposed water system 

utility demand 
The PlaMing Board may waive this requirement if it is determined that the scale and scope 

of the use does not re<1uire such review. 

RME ,a Recreational Marijuana Establishments; MMTC = Medical Marijuana Treatment Centers 

Date: 'fllll/l.1. 
I 

ot 
Explanation, if needed 

Included 

Se.e. /ypl • o't ,,-fs ✓
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1
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100.7 

C 

I 

2 

D 

I 

2 

3 

4 

5 
6 

7 
8 
9 
10 

T .- 1 I 

Requirement Included 

A1rnlication Reguirements 

Traffic Study and Circulation Plan 
The applicant shall submit a traffic circulation plan for the site to ensure the safe movement 
of pedestrian and/or vehicular traffic on site. 
A traffic impact and access study shall be required for all Marijuana Retailers and 
MMTCDRs. The study shall be based on standard traffic engineering guidelines developed 
by the Massachusetts Environmental Protection Act (MEPA). The Planning Board may 
waive the requirement of a traffic impact study if, in the opinion of the Planning Board, a 
traffic impact study is not necessary to ensure safe movement of pedestrian or vehicular 
traffic on site. 

In addition to the requirements of §70.4C and §30.8 all Site Plan Review applications and 
Special Permit applications shall include the following: 

A copy of a Provisional License or Provisional Certificate of Registration from the State of ✓ Massachusetts as an RME under 935 CMR 500.00 or a MMTC under 935 CMR 501.00; 
, 

An executed Host Community Agreement; v'" 
A site plan showing existing conditions on the site and the boundaries of any proposed ✓ ·outdoor growing area;

/ 

Elevations of any proposed new construction for indoor growing and/or processing; V 

A plan of any new signage; 
A narrative describing the management and general operation of the facility; 
A security plan; 
A fire protection plan (if applicable); 
A table showing the use and square footage of all proposed buildings; and ✓ 
A completed Special Permit or Site Plan Review aoolication form. v 

RME .. Recreational Marijuana Establishments; MMTC = Medical Marijuana Treatment Centers 

Date: 1//t1/)..L ' . 

ot 
Explanation, if needed 

Included 

�Y- hPJ,r"o_,..-p' Mfftonv J
' . 

N.A·

. 
✓ N.A. 

See, .Ab1J/,'"rh,a-k' fllet,,Jrari,? 

✓ 
. 

✓ 
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- , 

;).J �3 old Br,'dq � l<d. [!nr I � l,,;, vr•r1J '-� 
'-I It.JI').)._. Address: Applicant Name: Dt/�G � r::=�m &L..C Date: rr r ·1 I 

No. Requirement Included 
ot 

Explanation, if needed 
Included 

70.4(C} Site Plan Procedures and Plan Reguirements 

l a. An original and 14 copies of the Application for Site Plan Review v 
I b. 15 copies of the required plans and other required infonnation including this Checklist ✓ 
le. Completed Criteria Review ✓,, 

Id. Certified copy of the abutters list obtained from the Truro Assessors Office v 
I e. Applicable filing fee ✓ 

Site Plans 

2a. 
Site Plans shall be prepared, stamped and signed by a Registered Land Surveyor and 

✓ Professional Engineer . 
2b. Site Plans shall be prepared at a scale of one inch equals forty feet ( I "=40') or larger ✓ 
3 Site Plan shall include the following: 

3a. 1 
North Arrow and a locus plan containing sufficient information to locate the subject property, 

✓ such as streets bounding or providing access to the property. 

Zoning Information: All applicable Zoning Bylaw information regarding the site's 

development, both existing and proposed conditions. This information shall be placed in a ✓ 
3a.2 

table format which must list all setbacks; percent of lot coverage, broken out between 

building, pavement, landscape coverage, etc.; number of buildings; total amount of square 

feet; and any other applicable zoning information necessary for the proper review of the site 

plan. 

Existing: 
, 

All setbacks V 
Percent(%) of lot coverage broken out between building, pavement, landscape 

✓ coverage, etc.; 
/ 

Number of buildings v 
Total number of square feet ✓ 
Any other applicable zoning information necessary for the proper review of the ✓ 
site plan 

RME = Recreational Marijuana Establishments; MMTC = Medical Marijuana Treatment Centers I of3 



100 - REGULATION OF MARIJUANA REVIEW CHECKLIST-Applicant 

Address: ;)_� ;). � OU 

No. 

i�� /<..J. Applicant 

Requirement 

70.4(C} Site Plan Procedures and Plan Reguirements 

Progosed: 

All setbacks 

ovrr t 1tere 
Name: �ce P1 

Percent (%) of lot coverage broken out between building, pavement, landscape 
coverage, etc.; 

Number of buildings 

Total number of square feet 

Any other applicable zoning information necessary for the proper review of the 
site plan 

r -
D•v-.,,1 v

,=,;.,6!! l,l.C,, 

Included 

/ 

✓ 

✓ 
, 

✓ 
v 

I 

3a. 3 
Assessor and Deed Information: The Truro Assessors Atlas Map(s) and Parcel(s) numbers ✓ 
and all plan and deed references. , 

3a.4 Graphic Scale ..;_ 
3a. 5 Title Block - Including: ✓ 

name and description of the project; ✓ 
address of the property; ✓/
names of the record owner(s) and the applicant(s); and ✓ 
date of the preparation of the plan(s) and subsequent revision dates v/ 

3a. 6 Legend of All Symbols ✓/
3a. 7 Property boundaries, dimensions and lot area ✓/
3a.8 Topography and grading plan ✓ 
3a. 9 Location, including setbacks of all existing and proposed buildings and additions ✓ 
3a. 10 Septic system location ✓ 
3a. 11 Location of (as applicable): 

wetlands 

the National Flood Insurance Program flood hazard elevation, and 

Massachusetts Natural Heritage Endangered Species Act jurisdiction , 
3a. 12 Orivcway(s) and driveway opening(s) ✓ 
3a. 13 Existing and proposed lighting ✓ 
3a. 14 Existing landscape features both vegetative and structural ✓ 

RME • Recreational Marijuana Establishments; MMTC • Medical Marijuana Treatment Centers 

Date: Y/'f /)-r 
, 

Not 
Explanation, if needed 

Included 

!IA. 

w.A.
N.A·
N.A. 
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100 - REGULATION OF MARIJUANA REVIEW CHECKLIST-Applicant 

-,-, /" I r 

Address: �� ..)3 !)�/J 6r✓-iJ_e;, £d. (//,fl 1 n-crr. vr 0111:1 ,vi '- '-� 
t-///)J.)..... Applicant Name: f'fB. e JV'/ ,::;;,tJ::j1, /tJ l ' ...(' L Date: i--- 7 , , 

No. Included 
ot 

Explanation, if needed Requirement 
Included 

70.4(C} Site Plan Procedures and Plan Reguirements

3a. 15 
Limit of work area (area to be disturbed during construction, including parking and storage of ✓ vehicles and equipment) and work staging area(s) 

Architectural Plans 

3b. 
Architectural plans with all dimensions at a scale of no less than I /8" = I' -0", including: 

elevations 

floor plans ✓ 

3c. Lighting specification, including style and wattage(s) f()_r �i (,,,Lf.ri-J-v P/11 ti
I 

Neighborhood Context: 
Photographs or other readily available data concerning the location and size of buildings on 

✓ S ,te. v,·5 ;+. 3d. lots adjacent to or visible from the lot under consideration in order to provide a neighborhood 

context for the property under consideration 

3e. Re-vegetation/Landscaping plan, including both vegetative and structural features ✓ N.P,..

RME .. Recreational Marijuana Establishments; MMTC = Medical Marijuana Treatment Centers 3 of3 



100- REGULATION OF MARIJUANA REVIEW CHECKLIST-Applicant

- --r-1 � - ...- I ,. .-

Address: :JJ �3 Ot.!J �l<.1/J6£ A.J. 
(./t,,f,I 1,,v,e, t...- v-v•� '-'-"'-' 

'-I I t.1 I J...J-..Applicant Name: f!.IL/l.e.. ►-Jl2f 9Mtn
1 

Ll-G Date: 
/ I I 

o. Requirement Included 
Not 

Explanation, if needed 
Included 

100.8 Additional Provisions ReJ;!ardini:; Cultivation 

When indoor cultivation is proposed, existing buildings, barns, greenhouses, and containers 

/
shall be reused wherever possible. Any new construction that requires a building pennit shall 

harn1onize with nearby architectural styles to the greatest possible extent. The use of metal 
A buildings or containers shall not be prohibited, however, reasonable natural screening, or other 

approved screening, may be required as a condition of the Special Pennit or Site Plan Approval 

so as to render such structure less visible from adjacent public and private ways, and abutting 

properties. 

Security fencing, as required by the Commission, shall be as inconspicuous as possible and /B compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. In no case shall barbed wire topped fence or a 

similar style be permitted. 

All lighting shall comply with all Truro Bylaws and be shielded so as not to shed light onto 

✓ C 
adjacent properties. The Planning Board may require any artificial lighting system to employ 

appropriate components, including but not limited to LED components, equipped with 

deflectors in order to mitigate potential light pollution. 
,,. 

The Planning Board shall include in its Site Plan Approval a mandatory condition of any 

/D cultivation activities, that sales, gifts or delivery of Marijuana or Marijuana products directly to 

the public shall be prohibited. 

RME = Recreational Marijuana Establishments; MMTC • Medical Marijuana Treatment Centers I of2 



100 -REGULATION OF MARIJUANA REVIEW CHECKLIST -Applicant 

� -r-/_ /'_ . ,., 

:J.J ).J ()1,./J 8,,'J�p_ /.d. 
VYI/ I,,�, I... L.,,'' V - •, ...-....--

l/ I LI I )_"'· Address: Applicant Name: �� pi'rf</YI {,L/<. Date: 
I 

] I 

o. Requirement Included 
Not 

Explanation, if needed 
Included 

100.8 Additional Provisions Re2ardin2 Cultivation 

In the case of Marijuana Cultivators, Craft Marijuana Cooperatives, or MMTCCPs, located in 

districts other than the Residential District, the Special Permit application shall specify the 

amount of canopy proposed to be cultivated on each parcel utilized by the applicant, and a limit 
N,A. on the amount of cultivation canopy may be imposed as a condition of the Special Permit. 

Any material change in the amount of cultivation canopy at each parcel shall be reported to the 

E 
Zoning Enforcement Officer, the Planning Board and the Zoning Board of Appeals. For the 

purposes of this section, the term "material" shall mean an increase in canopy utilization of 

greater than fifty percent (50%) in a calendar year. In the event such change in canopy, in the 

determination of the Zoning Board of Appeals constitutes a change in the intensity of use 

authorized under the terms of the Special Permit, the Zoning Board of Appeals may require a 

modification of the Special Permit and the applicant shall be required to obtain a modification 

of the Site Plan Approval. 

RME = Recreational Marijuana Establishments; MMTC = Medical Marijuana Treatment Centers 2 of2 



PIERCE & MANDELL, P.C. 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

11 BEACON STREET, SUITE 800 
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02108 

__________ 

617-720-2444
FAX 617-720-3693 

WWW.PIERCEMANDELL.COM 

M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: Truro Planning Board  

FROM: Michael C. Fee, on behalf of Out There Grown, LLC and Pure Joy Farm, LLC 

CC: Barbara Carboni, Esq. 
Elizabeth Sturdy  

DATE:  April 18, 2022  

RE: Site Plan Review Applications for 21 and 23 Old Bridge Road  

Introduction and Procedural Status 

Out There Grown, LLC (“OTG”) is owned and operated by Stephanie Rein and Arthur 

Bosworth. Pure Joy Farm, LLC (“PJF”) is owned and operated by Debra Hopkins and Peter Daigle. 

PJF and OTG shall be referred to collectively as the “Applicants”. 

Applicants previously submitted consolidated applications for Site Plan Review, and an 

initial hearing was held by the Planning Board on March 23, 2022. For reasons articulated by an 

abutter’s counsel regarding the sufficiency of the initial hearing notice, Applicants plan to 

withdraw the original applications, and on April 4, 2022 refiled new applications which correctly 

identify all subject parcels and include a revised Site Plan. Although Applicants have refiled 

separate applications, based on comments made by the Board Chair on March 23, 2022, the 

supporting materials have been consolidated for ease of reference.  

In support, Applicants rely principally on the revised Site Plan prepared by Coastal 

Engineering. They also have submitted a consolidated and marked version of the “General” and 
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“Review” Checklists promulgated by the Board. This Memorandum provides additional 

information that could not fit onto the Checklists and is organized as follows:  

I. Background Information and General Description of Use (page 2)

II. Additional Information in Response to Application Packet Document entitled
“Marijuana Establishment General Checklist” (Bylaw Sections 100.5-100.7) (page
5)

III. Additional Information in Response to Application Packet Document entitled
“Regulation of Marijuana Review Checklist” (Bylaw Section 70.4 (C) and 100.8)
(page 10)

IV. Response to Application Packet Document entitled “Addressing the Review
Criteria” (page 12)

V. Description of Daily Operations (page 17)

VI. Legal Analysis Regarding Odor Mitigation Requirements (page 19)

VII. Applicants’ Statement Regarding Limited Abutter Concerns (page 22)
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I. Background Information and General Description of Use

Applicants are members of High Dune Craft Cooperative (“HDCC”) which has received a 

Provisional License from the Massachusetts Cannabis Control Commission (“CCC”) as a 

Marijuana Craft Cooperative (“MCC”). HDCC has also executed a Host Community Agreement 

(“HCA”) with the Town of Truro. 

Applicants will implement “Natural Farming” practices in their cultivation of marijuana. 

All fertilizers, amendments, and solutions for Integrated Pest Management (“IPM”) are made on 

site and sourced from our natural environment. All growing practices follow the list of allowable 

pesticide use pursuant to CCC regulations. Greenhouse plants will be planted in 4’x 52’ raised 

beds of living soil using drip tape and emitter irrigation. Outdoor plants will grow using living soil 

in three different styles: raised beds, 4’x4’x2’ and 6’ x 6’ x 2’ wooden boxes, and Hugelkultur 

beds. The living soil will be inoculated with indigenous microorganism, harvested, and propagated 

by Applicants, which sequester carbon and nitrogen naturally. 

Applicants will share growing space, and both intend to have two employees, for a total of 

four employees, one of whom resides at 21 Old Bridge Road. The employees will perform 

functions in accordance with the CCC regulations within the area indicated on the Site Plan. 

Both Parcels 202 & 232 are owned by Debra Hopkins. Currently Parcel 232 has a 30’ x 

40’ cathedral greenhouse, which is not part of this project, but which will continue vegetable 

cultivation. Both parcels have a long history of organic vegetable production for market as well as 

animal husbandry including fowl, goats and horses. Debra Hopkins holds status as an IRS 

Schedule F agricultural use. 

The Parcels located at 21 and 23 Old Bridge Rd. are an optimal location for a Recreational 

Marijuana Establishment (“RME”) for several reasons. Located at the end of an existing private 

way, the proposed area is secluded with virtually no line of sight from abutter residences or town 
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roads. The parcels are perched on one of the highest elevations in Truro allowing for passive 

ventilation for the proposed greenhouse which will utilize the prevailing southwest wind to cool 

and mitigate odor over open land. 

Minimal grading will take place to level area for the proposed 60’x 60’, gutter connected, 

state of the art greenhouse from Growspan. The greenhouse utilizes advanced climate control 

computer technology with an emphasis on low-cost solutions for disease and pest management 

while using minimal amounts of energy. Soil removed from greenhouse site will be used as part 

of berm construction to naturally mitigate odors.  

The greenhouse will employ a fully automated light deprivation system that will allow 

Applicants to harvest multiple times in a growing season. The greenhouse will utilize natural light 

with the use of supplemental artificial lights when necessary at night and only when the light 

deprivation system has been deployed. All security lighting required by CCC and the Truro Police 

Department (“TPD”) will be down shaded or utilize night vision technology. This system 

eliminates any light leakage to our night sky consistent with chapter IV, Sec. 6 of the Truro General 

Bylaws. 
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II. Additional Information in Response to Application Packet Document Entitled
“Marijuana Establishment General Checklist”

Applicants have submitted a consolidated written response on the Planning Board’s 

Application document entitled “100-Marijuana Establishment General Checklist” (the “General 

Checklist”). The following are notes, clarifications, or additional explanation which could not be 

included in the Checklist response due to its size.  

100.5 

Section 100.5 Paragraphs A and B seek confirmation that the RME is properly licensed 

and that the use is allowed under the Truro Zoning Bylaw. Applicants have submitted a copy of 

their Provisional license (Supplemental Attachment AA) and assert that the proposed use is 

permitted in accordance with the use. Table Section 100.5 sections C and D are inapplicable 

because the proposed RME is neither a marijuana retailer nor a treatment center.  

100.6 

Section 100.6, paragraphs A-J require Applicants to demonstrate adherence to the By-laws 

general requirements regarding RME location and operations. As set forth in the General Checklist 

response, the proposed RME is not within 500 feet of a school and therefore Section 100.6, 

paragraphs A and B are inapplicable.  

In response to Section 100.6, paragraph C regarding a Security Plan, Applicants state that 

in 2019 they met with former Town Planner Jeffrey Riberio, Truro Fire Chief Tim Collins, Truro 

Police Chief Jamie Calise, and Health Agent Emily Bebee at the proposed site. At that time Chief 

Collins and Chief Calise requested a 3' perimeter around exterior of fence to be clear of brush to 

facilitate access for rescue squad, fire department and police. Chief Calise also requested that 

fencing not be opaque, thus allowing for a clear line of site from outside the fenced area. The 
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Security Plan is currently being reviewed by Chief Calise. Chief Calise informed Applicants that 

for security reasons he will be the only person to review security plans.  

In response to Section 100.6, paragraph D, Applicants state that they have entered into a 

Host Community Agreement with the Town, a true copy of which has been submitted to the Board 

as Supplemental Attachment BB. In addition, Applicants have executed a First Amendment to the 

Host Community Agreement (the “Amendment”) which was approved by the Select Board on 

August 24, 2021. It is the Applicants’ understanding that counter signature of the Amendment by 

the Select Board is pending.  

In response to Section 100.6, paragraph E regarding odor mitigation, please see Section VI 

of this Memorandum, page 19 infra.  

In response to Section 100.6, paragraph F, the Applicants state that there will be no signage 

identifying the RME, except those mandated by the CCC.  

In response to Section 100.6 paragraph G requiring hours of operation, Applicants state 

that due to the nature and scope of the activities inherent in operating this type of RME, Applicants 

request that no specific hours of operation be prescribed regarding passive attention to plants. 

Applicants agree not to operate heavy machinery during after daylight hours, but there may be 

instances when attention must be paid to the plants during evening hours.  

In response to Section 100.6, paragraph H, Applicants state that as set forth in the Site Plan, 

Applicants propose to utilize two (2) moveable structures (storage trailers) (8’ x 20’ x 9’) 

immediately to the south of the 2-story structure at 23 Old Bridge Road. Given the orientation, the 

trailers would not be visible from the private way or abutting properties. As noted during the 

hearing on March 23, if and/or when a house is built on 25 Old Bridge Road, and the storage 

trailers are visible from the new house, then Applicants would be willing to erect necessary and 

appropriate screening to comply with Section 100.6, paragraph H. Applicants respectfully submit 
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that it is neither warranted nor cost-effective to require screening now from residential structures 

that may, or may not, be constructed in the future. 

Section 100.6, Paragraph I is inapplicable. Applicants demonstrate compliance with 

Section 100.6, paragraph J is set forth in the Site Plan Zoning Table. The proposed 3,600 sq. ft. 

greenhouse combined with total, 240 sq. ft. of proposed tool sheds, equals 3,840 sq. ft. well below 

25% of the combined parcels’ total square footage.   

100.7 

Section 100.7, paragraphs A-D, discuss the Bylaw’s requirements for (A) a Security Plan; 

(B) a Resource Plan; (C) a Traffic Study and Circulation Plan; and (D) additional plans, narratives

and elevations sometimes required in different types of Site Plan Review. 

As previously noted, the Security Plan is the province the Police Chief and a draft was 

provided to him on or about March 20, 2022.  Applicants are awaiting his review and comment. 

With respect to the required Resource Plan, Applicants state that the RME’s energy source 

will be electric, provided by Ever Source and partially offset by existing solar array on roof of two-

story wood frame building represented on Site Plan. Propane will be provided by Cape Cod Oil 

Co. Water will be provided by existing well pump. Applicants have provided additional 

specification and information regarding electrical system overview, proposed energy/utility 

demand, vent system and air quality and proposed electrical demand offsets. See Supplemental 

Attachment CC.  

Applicants will follow all applicable waste disposal requirements prescribed by the CCC 

and in accordance with 935 CMR 500.105 12 A-D. Notice will be sent to Emily Beebe, Truro 

Health Agent, after the final waste disposal plan is reviewed and approved by the CCC. Applicants 

will compost all organic waste on site. Organic material containing cannabis, as defined in 310 

CMR 16.02, will be run through a 15amp electric chipper shredder and then mixed with wood 
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chips and native soil rendering it unusable for its original purpose. This material will be added to 

compost piles on site. Non-Cannabis organic waste (i.e., weeds, sticks and used soil) will be 

composted on site. OTG will incorporate all of its compostable waste back into its soil utilizing 

anaerobic and aerobic composting techniques including Johnson-SU composting, “hot 

composting” and static piles. These techniques are both cost efficient and environmentally sound. 

Non-organic solid waste not containing cannabis will be located in a four barrel wooden enclosure 

and will be disposed of at the Truro Transfer Station.  

Applicants expect to use approximately 110 gallons of water per day for irrigation of 

canopy, berm and compost tea applications. This figure also includes water requirements of two-

story wood frame building within proposed fencing. Applicants will utilize deep mulching 

techniques on all marijuana plants as well as drip irrigation resulting in low water demand. Hand 

watering is required during seedling stage of marijuana plant growth. Combined the two RMEs 

daily water usage totals 220 gallons. According to Massachusetts municipal sources, the average 

four (4) person household uses 300 gallons per day and 109,500 gallons per year. The RME water 

demand will be less per year than average 4-person household. 

As noted at the March 23 hearing, the CCC sets forth extensive reporting requirements 

regarding energy and utility usage and waste disposal. See, CMR Sections 500.103 (1) and (2), 

105.12 A-D, 500.120 (11). Applicants propose to comply with the CCC’s requirements, and will 

provide a copy of any submissions or approvals generated in connection therewith. Applicants 

request that compliance with the aforementioned CCC requirements be accepted by the Planning 

Board in lieu of strict compliance with this section of the Bylaw. In the alternative, Applicants 

request that the Planning Board waive the requirement of submission of a formal Resource Plan. 

Regarding the Traffic Study and Circulation Plan requirements, Applicants submit that the 

location of the site, the scope of the proposed use, and the minimal number of vehicle trips 
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anticipated, a formal Traffic Study is not appropriate. This is a small site at the end of a dirt road. 

Ample parking is available and is shown on the Site Plan. The RME will not be engaged in retail 

sales, and the only vehicle traffic will be from four (4) employees, occasional visits from qualified 

agents and CCC regulators. Both the Police Chief and the Fire Chief have been on site and reported 

no concerns with respect to traffic circulation or safety. To the extent the Board feels that this 

narrative explanation does not comply with the By-law’s requirements, the Applicants respectfully 

request that the Board grant a waiver.  

With respect to Section 100.7 (D) (1-10), Applicants have satisfied all documentary 

requirements with the exception of signage (D.5) (not applicable), security plan (D.7) (in process), 

and fire protection plan (D.8) (indicated by Fire Chief not necessary). Regarding the narrative 

describing management and general operations, please see Sections I and V of this Memorandum. 
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III. Additional Information in Response to Application Packet Document entitled
“Regulation of Marijuana Review Checklist”

70.4 (C) 

Applicants have submitted a consolidated written response on the Planning Board’s 

Application document entitled “100-Regulation of Marijuana Review Checklist (70.4(c) and 

100.8)” (the “Review Checklist”), Applicants’ Site Plan, prepared by Coastal Engineering, Inc. 

(Supplemental Attachment DD) complies with all requirements set forth in Review Checklist 

70.4(C), with the exception of locating wetlands, flood elevations and national Heritage 

Endangered Species Act jurisdiction, which to the best of Applicants’ knowledge, are not present 

or applicable.  Revised architectural plans showing elevations and floor plans for the two (2) story 

existing structure are included in Supplemental Attachment PP. Lighting is described in Section II 

(100.8, p. 5) of this Memorandum.  Neighborhood context for the property under consideration 

has been or will be fully provided by the Board’s site visit.  Based on the Board’s comments during 

the prior hearing on March 23, 2022, no “Re-vegetation/Landscaping Plan” is necessary or will be 

required. 

100.8 

Section 100.8 (A-D) addresses construction and screening of buildings and containers, 

security fencing, lighting, and mandatory conditions banning sales, gifts or delivery of products 

directly to the public. 

With respect to Section 100.8 (A), Applicants propose to utilize an existing building for 

office use and processing, two metal trailers for storage and drying of product, and the construction 

of a new greenhouse. No screening is proposed or warranted because none of the buildings, 

containers or structures will be visible from adjacent ways or abutting properties.  The greenhouse 

will be new construction similar in look and feel to the existing greenhouse located at 21 Old 
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Bridge Road.  See Greenhouse Plans and Specifications provided by Grow-Span annexed to the 

Supplemental Attachments as Exhibit FF. 

With respect to Section 100.8 (B), Applicants represent that security fencing will strictly 

comply with regulations promulgated by the CCC and be see-through, as requested by the Truro 

Chief of Police.  Similarly, and in response to Section 100.8 (C), lighting will be as required by 

the CCC, and comply with any requirements made by the Truro Chief of Police.  In addition, all 

supplemental lighting within the greenhouse will be down shaded with reflector hoods. All use of 

supplemental light will be subject to blackout technology. Applicants will utilize a fully automated 

light deprivation system, which is guaranteed to eliminate any light seepage. Perimeter, safety and 

security lighting will be down shaded and will conform to Chapter IV Sec. 6 of General Bylaws 

of the Town of Truro. 

In response to Section 100.8 (D), Applicants state that the RME will not engage in sales, 

gifts, or delivery of marijuana or marijuana products to the public per CCC regulations. Delivery 

to authorized agents provided by Eagle Eyes Transport (authorized Transport RME). The proposed 

RME is located within the Residential District, and therefore Section 100.8 (E) is inapplicable. 
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IV. Response to Application Packet Document Entitled “Addressing the Review
Criteria”

The Planning Board’s application materials include a document entitled “Addressing the 

Review Criteria (pages 1-4)” (the “Review Criteria”). Rather than respond on the form itself, which 

has limited space, the following shall address the Review Criteria questions seriatim.  

Instructions: Please provide the Planning Board with a short explanation of how your 
application meets each of the review criteria of §70.4D, 100.6E and H, and §100.9 of the 
Truro Zoning Bylaw. If you require extra space for your answers, please attach the 
additional information to your application in no more than four (4) pages. This is to provide 
the Planning Board with an overview of your rationale prior to the meeting.  

§70.4D - REVIEW CRITERIA.  The Planning Board shall review Site Plans and their

supporting information. It is the intent of Site Plan Review that all new construction shall be 

sited and implemented in a manner that is in keeping with the scale of other buildings and 

structures in its immediate vicinity in order to preserve the characteristics of existing 

neighborhoods. Such an evaluation shall be based on the following standards and criteria: 

1. Relation of Buildings and Structures to the Environment. Proposed development
relates to the existing terrain and lot and provides for solar and wind orientation
which encourages energy conservation because:

The proposed 60’x60’ greenhouse site requires minimal grading to prepare for 

construction. Excavated soil will be used to construct berm along northern boundary of fenced 

area (see Site Plan, Supplemental Attachment DD). The greenhouse is located on the southern end 

of the fenced area in order to minimize potential abutter impact while also allowing for maximum 

solar gain. Greenhouse ventilation system is oriented East-West so exhaust is blowing towards the 

fewest abutter properties. Proposed (2) wood frame tool sheds will sit on cinder blocks (see Site 

Plan, Supplemental Attachment DD). 

2. Building Design and Landscaping. Proposed development is consistent with the
prevailing character and scale of the buildings and structure sin the neighborhood
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through the use of appropriate scale, massing, building materials, screening, 
lighting and other architectural techniques because:  

Development is consistent with the existing farm on the proposed site. There currently is a 

30’x40’ greenhouse on Parcel 202, 21 Old Bridge Road, which was constructed over 20 years ago. 

The proposed site is not visible from any abutter’s residences or structures. 

3. Preservation of Landscape. The landscape will be preserved in its natural state
insofar as practicable by minimizing any grade changes and removal of vegetation
and soil because:

Applicants anticipate limiting site grading to 10’ past the greenhouse footprint (an 

approximate area of 70’x70’). Removal of 20-3- trees is required to optimize natural sunlight in 

grow areas. 

4. Circulation. Curb cuts and driveways will be safe and convenient and will be
consistent with Chapter I, Section 9 of the General Bylaws of the Town of Truro
because:

Not applicable. 

5. Lighting. Lighting will be consistent with Chapter IV, Section 6 of the General
Bylaws of the Town of Truro. There will be protection of adjacent properties and
the night sky from intrusive lighting because:

Required entry and security lighting will all conform to Chapter IV, Sec.6 of General 

Bylaws of the Town of Truro by implementing down shading. Greenhouse supplemental lighting 

will have no impact on the night sky due to the use of a fully automated light deprivation system. 

§100.6-GENERAL REQUIREMENTS (all in Checklist)

E. No odor from marijuana cultivation, processing, manufacturing or retail may be
noxious or cause a nuisance or danger to public health or impair public comfort and
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convenience. Marijuana establishments shall incorporate odor control technology 
and safeguards to ensure that emissions do not violate Board of Health regulations 
adopted pursuant to M. G. L. c 111 §3 lC, including but not limited to those specific 
for odors. Briefly explain how you are addressing this: 

Due to the distance between cultivation activity and abutters, Applicants do not anticipate 

any odor complaints. In order to avoid odor issues a soil berm planted with a variety of beneficial, 

fragrant flowers will be installed parallel to existing row of Leland Cypress creating natural odor 

mitigation between site and nearest abutter. If a complaint is filed the RME will follow protocol 

outlined in the Zoning Bylaws, work with the Truro Board of Health to resolve any issues, as well 

as the protocol established by the Select Board in the Host Community Agreement. The RME is 

committed to being a good neighbor. 

H. Craft Marijuana Cultivator Cooperatives, Marijuana Cultivators, MMTCCPs and
Microbusinesses shall be allowed to utilize movable structures, except that natural
screening, or other approved screening, shall be required as a condition of Site Plan
Review, as necessary, to render such structures less visible from public or private
ways or abutting parcels. Briefly explain how you are addressing this:

The RME will utilize (2) storage containers approximately 8’x 20’. Existing 40’ tall line 

of Leland Cypress will obstruct containers from view of abutters. Containers will be visible from 

the entrance, a private road, with parcel 202, 21 Old Bridge Road. 

§100.9 - SITE PLAN REVIEW AND SPECIAL PERMIT CRITERIA

A. In addition to the Site Plan Review under §70 et. seq., and the Special Permit criteria
under §30.8 the Planning Board and Zoning Board of Appeals, respectively, shall
conduct all Site Plan Review and Special Permit determinations on a case-by-case
basis, taking into consideration:

1. The particular form of Marijuana activity proposed:

The RME will cultivate, obtain, manufacture, process and brand marijuana products to 

deliver to licensed Marijuana establishments, but not directly to consumers. (see CCC definition 

of Craft Marijuana Cooperative).  
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2. The site location (including proximity of abutters, schools, or sensitive natural
habitat) or historic properties identified in the Town’s inventory of historic
resources.

The RME site has five abutters: See Site Plan (Supplemental Attachment DD) and Abutters 

List. 

-Parcel 999

-Parcel 202

-Parcel 277

-Parcel 282

-Parcel 203

3. The traditional uses of the site and their similarity to or difference from the
proposed activities:

Proposed site has been a working farm for decades producing organic vegetables, herbs, 

flowers, as well as engaging in the art of animal husbandry. 

4. The intensity of the proposed activities, including impacts on neighbors and the

environment: 

Applicants will utilize regenerative farming techniques designed to sequester carbon and 

optimize on-site resources. The proposed canopy coverage of 9% is well below the maximum 

allowed lot coverage specified in the Zoning By-law.  Applicants anticipate no adverse impacts to 

abutters or the environment. 

B. In addition to the Site Plan review criteria set forth in § 70.4(D), the following shall
additionally apply to the Planning Board's review of any RME and MMTC:

1. The proposal shall provide for the protection of abutting properties and the
surrounding area from detrimental site characteristics and from adverse impact
from excess noise, dust, smoke, or vibration higher than levels previously
experienced from permitted uses:

Applicants do not anticipate any higher levels of noise, smoke, dust or vibrations than 

experienced during prior and current use.  
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2. The proposal shall provide for structural and/or landscaped screening or buffers for
storage areas, loading docks, dumpsters, rooftop or other exposed equipment,
parking areas, utility buildings and similar features viewed from street frontages
and residentially used or zoned premises:

Activities will not be visible from Town roads or any abutter residences. 
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V. Description of Daily Operations

Applicants will grow, dry, trim, cure, process, package and sell cannabis products to 

licensed dispensaries. There will be no less than two (2) and no greater than four (4) employees 

for each Applicant.  The daily activities of the owners and employees will evolve seasonally, but 

will include generally the following:  

1. Pruning

2. Testing of soil and water for PH levels

3. Monitoring of moisture content in soil

4. Cloning and clone care

5. Soil amending, mulching and top dressing

6. Integrated Pest Management (IPM)

7. Foliar spraying

8. Harvesting

9. Inspection of drying product

10. Inspection of curing process

11. Trimming of dry product

12. Waste disposal/ Composting

13. Processing- Cannabis preroll

14. Branding/Packaging

15. Sales

16. Daily updating of METRC Seed to Sale tracking

17. Inventory

18. Infrastructure maintenance

19. Attending Seminars/Industry gatherings off site
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20. Attending Social Equity outreach events off site

21. Manufacturing products using extracted oil that has been produced off site. There

will be no extraction performed on site.

22. There will be no residential occupancy of the 2-story structure on 23 Old Bridge

Road.

All activities will be undertaken by agents licensed by the CCC and in accordance with all 

applicable CCC license conditions, rules and regulations. 
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VI. Legal Analysis Regarding Odor Mitigation Requirements

Applicants’ obligations regarding odor mitigation are set forth in the Truro Zoning Bylaw, 

the Truro Board of Health Regulations, and the Host Community Agreement.  Section 100.6 E of 

the Truro Zoning By-law states: “No odor from marijuana cultivation, processing, manufacturing, 

or retail may be noxious or cause a nuisance or a danger to public health or impair public comfort 

and convenience. Marijuana establishments shall incorporate odor control technology and 

safeguards to ensure that emissions do not violate Board of Health regulations adopted pursuant 

to M.G.L c III, § 31C, including but not limited to those specified for odors (emphasis supplied).” 

The applicable Board of Health regulations are set forth in Section 14, adopted September 

2009, and state in pertinent part, that they are “intended to prevent nuisances, sources of filth, and 

causes of sickness that may injure public health, safety or welfare.” Subsection 2 of Section 14 

defines “nuisance” as “a condition that endangers public health, safety or welfare,” and Subsection 

3 empowers the Board of Health to “destroy, remove or prevent” nuisances which “in its opinion, 

may be injurious to public health (emphasis supplied).”  

During flowering it is inevitable that cannabis plants will create a smell. Whether such odor 

migrates to a neighbor’s property, however, in such volume as to constitute a nuisance that 

“endangers public health, safety or welfare,” cannot be presumed, or predicted. Odors emanating 

from the site must actually cause some impact which the Board of Health considers a nuisance 

before odor control technology is mandated under the By-law.  

According to both the Zoning By-law and the Board of Health regulations, the BOH is the 

ultimate arbiter of whether something is injurious to public health, and if so, how it should be 

mitigated or abated. The Zoning By-law simply does not require Applicants to preemptively install 

expensive technological solutions for problems that have yet to manifest themselves.  Whether 

marijuana odor constitutes a nuisance is a subjective determination on which reasonable minds can 
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differ, and in this scenario, it is not reasonable to condition site plan approval on the installation 

of technological “solutions” that are not calibrated to a defined problem. If Applicants’ operations 

cause a nuisance in the opinion of the BOH, then and only then should the Town, acting through 

the Select Board, mandate conditions regarding technological odor mitigation.  

The Host Community Agreement, negotiated and executed by the Select Board, contains a 

specific protocol that recognizes and expands upon the previously discussed BOH regulatory 

scheme. Specifically, section 6 of the Host Community Agreement provides as follows:  

The Co-op and its Members agree to work collaboratively and cooperatively with the Town 
and abutting property owners to address mitigation of any reasonable concerns or issues that may 
arise through the operation of the Co-op, including, but not limited to, odor, noise, light or visual 
impacts. 

In the event the Town receives six (6) or more written complaints from either abutters, 
owners of land directly opposite the Members' property on any public or private street or way, or 
abutters to the abutters within 600 feet of the property line of the Members' property, representing 
separate households, within a two-week period with respect to substantially the same type of 
negative impact (odor, noise, light or visual) in relation to any individual Member's operations, 
then the Parties agree that the following protocol may be followed: 

1. The Town may, in its discretion, choose to investigate the complaints, which may
include inspection of the operation and evaluation of the complaint from the
property of the complainants. Inspection of complaints may be conducted by the
Town's Building Inspector, Health Agent, Police Chief, and/or Fire Chief, or their
designees, to evaluate the nature and scope of the complaint, document the
conditions giving rise to the complaints, and investigate the impacts on abutting
properties. The inspecting officials shall prepare a written Inspection Report.

2. Following the completion of a written Inspection Report, the Town Manager may
convene a meeting of Town Officials/Staff to review the Inspection Report, and
meet with the Member whose operations are the basis for the complaints to
determine whether further mitigation measures may be implemented to address the
complaints. The Town may undertake further inspections and require that
independent measurements of light, sound or odors be taken. The Town and the
Member shall discuss various mitigation measures, including the following:

a. A reduction in the amount of outdoor canopy for the next growing season;
b. A relocation of the outdoor growing operations to a less obtrusive location

on the property;
c. The enclosure of the marijuana cultivation operations in a green house or

other structure in order to control impacts;
d. Implementation of odor, light or noise control processes or technologies
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reasonably calculated to address the specific nature of the complaints. 
e. Any other mitigation measures, as deemed appropriate.

3. In the event the Member and the Town cannot reach an agreement as to the mitigation
measures to be undertaken by the Member, the Member may request that the Town agree
to seek the input of an independent third-party mediator to assist in facilitating an agreed-
upon resolution, the cost of which shall be borne by the Member and may be deducted
offset against the following year's Community Impact Fee. The Town Manager and the
Member shall both agree on the third-party mediator prior to any meeting with the
mediator, and any final mitigation agreement shall be subject to approval of the Select
Board.

4. Nothing set forth herein, including the Town's participation in a mediation/conciliation
meeting, shall limit the authority or jurisdiction of the Building Inspector, Board of
Health, or any other local enforcement official from enforcing applicable state laws and
regulations, the Town's local bylaws and regulations, or the conditions of the Special
Permit and/or Site Plan Approval, nor shall any mediation/conciliation meeting or
agreement pursuant to this Section of the Host Community Agreement limit the authority
of the Select Board to seek enforcement of the terms of this Agreement through any
available means, including by judicial order.

(Emphasis supplied).

The protocol devised by the Select Board, and agreed to by the Applicants, constitutes a 

measured and fair process that directly addresses the potential fears of odor nuisance voiced by 

some abutters. The Planning Board should defer to this process rather than consider conditions 

which, at this juncture, cannot be reasonably calibrated to a defined nuisance, and certainly will 

impose an unreasonable financial hardship on the Applicants.  
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VII. Applicants’ Statement Regarding Limited Neighbors’ Concerns

During the hearing on March 23, certain abutters asserted (i) that they were not informed 

of Applicants’ intentions to seek approval for an RME at this site; (ii) that they intended to build 

a house on the abutting parcel at 25 Old Bridge Road; (iii) that odor from the RME would detract 

from quiet enjoyment of parcels located at both 25 Old Bridge and 19 Hatch; and (iv) that security 

concerns should cause the Planning Board to deny the requested relief. Applicants wish to briefly, 

and respectfully, respond to these assertions.  

As an initial matter please note that, as required by CCC regulations, Applicants held 

several public outreach meetings which detailed the particular plans for the site.  All abutters, 

including owners of 25 Old Bridge and 19 Hatch, received notice by certified mail.  Please see 

attached Supplemental Attachment GG. 

Based on an email exchange between counsel ending on April 7, 2022, it is the Applicants’ 

understanding that abutters at 25 Old Bridge Road and 19 Hatch Road will request the following: 

1. The greenhouse incorporate actual odor control ventilation/treatment features, that

will effectively contain and prevent the disbursement of any foul odors from the growing process 

or any other handling of the products.  

2. If any of the processes to occur in the 2 story house will also generate odors, those

too must be treated and contained with appropriate and effective technologies. 

3. All marijuana plants growing on site must be of the varieties that do not produce

the most pungent odors. This is especially important for those growing outdoors, where no 

mechanical controls will be available. 

4. That the area of the site outside the work limit lines shown on the plan, which is

proposed to provide a buffer and natural mitigation, be maintained in its natural state as an 

express condition of the approval.  
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5. That a review date be included in the approval, to judge if the mitigation measures

are working effectively. 

6. The Host Community Agreement should be modified to return to the complaint

threshold of three neighborhood complaints to trigger action by the Town. Requiring six 

complaints within a 600 foot radius makes no sense in this location.   

As previously noted, whether odor from cultivation creates a nuisance is subject to a variety 

of factors, including in this instance, whether there is anyone present to smell it.  Abutters own 

vacant land adjacent to the site at 25 Old Bridge Road1, and a seasonal residence located at 19 

Hatch. Neither property is regularly or continuously occupied.  Nonetheless, the abutters argue 

that Applicants must install expensive mitigation techniques to ensure that no odor escapes from 

the greenhouse, even if they are not present to be annoyed by it. 

Applicants respectfully suggest that if the Board is to give any weight to the assertion that 

the proposed activities may cause some unspecified future harm at 25 Old Bridge Road, it must 

require the owners to first demonstrate conclusively that it is both possible and likely that a 

residence will be constructed in the near future. Complaints regarding potential nuisance at 19 

Hatch should be treated with similar scrutiny. The property is not a full-time residence, and any 

potential impacts must be evaluated in the factual context that for large parts of the year no one 

will be at the home to experience the feared odors.  

With respect to the remaining abutter requests, Applicants state that there will be no 

extraction processes performed in the 2-story structure, or any other activities that would create 

odor requiring mitigation. Applicants contend that it is impossible to comply with abutters’ 

requests to limit varieties of cannabis grown outdoors because what constitutes “the most pungent 

1 Notwithstanding the abutter’s assertion that he intends to build a house on 25 Old Bridge Road, no plans were 
presented and no permits have been sought. In fact, the Truro Assessor’s card for the parcel states that there is “No 
info on buildable status in PRC or Bldg. Dept. files.”  
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odors” lies in the nose of the beholder. The inherently subjective nature of what constitutes an 

unpleasant odor renders this request incapable of effective description or enforcement.  

Applicants have no present intent to expand beyond the areas of work shown on the Site 

Plan and would of course seek modification of the Site Plan Review approval if any changes are 

contemplated. Applicants do not believe a review date is warranted or appropriate given the fact 

that odor control and nuisance mitigation is the jurisdiction of the Board of Health, and to the 

extent the dispute resolution procedures outlined in the Host Community Agreement are utilized, 

the Select Board. Finally, the Applicants note that the Board has no authority to modify or amend 

the terms of the Host Community Agreement.  
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(�, Massachusetts Cannabis Industry Portal (MassCIP) 

Cannabis Control Commission > My Licenses > Craft Marijuana Cooperative 

This page provides details about your appl ication(s) for Craft Marijuana Cooperative license. You may use this page to: 

• Start a brand new application
• View the status of your applications
• Return to an applica1lon that is in progress and not yet submitted
• Withdraw an application that is in progress, but has not been submitted

If you would like to begin or continue working on appliculions for a different type -of license, certification or registration you may do so by naviga1lng to this pnge. 

Users are able 10 view where their application(s) are in the Commission's review process. When viewing the application's place in the process, please note tha1 there are four (4) queues in which your application may be placed: 

Classlf1eatlon Required: This is the queut'l your applica1ion will be placed In when you firs t submit your applic,Jtion. Commission staff will review your application in !he order it was submilted. Commission staff will assess wheth 
your applicatior receives priority, expedi1ed, or general review based on established regulations and policies. Your appllcation wl l l  only move up in this queue. 

. , 

Appllcatlons Requiring i llltlal Review: Once your application has been assessed for priority, expedited, or general review, It wil l enter this queue. This queue i,S sorted In the following order: priority, expedited, and then general 
applications. Priority applica1ions (1hose submitted by certified Economic Empowerment applicants and cer1if1ed MTG Priority applicants) will be reviewed first alternating between these two grot1ps based on the first-In-time 
submitted application. Expedited applications will be reviewed next based on flrst-in1lme submission. General applications will be reviewed when there are no priority or e:<pedited appllcatio,is requirin9 initial review and b:.1sed 01 
ftrsHn-time submission. ;Xpplications in this queue mny move up or down the queue based on the submission of additiona.l priority or expedited applications. Additionally, applications may be reclassified (i.e. changed from gene 
to e)(ped/ted) bas,ed on new information. lf this occurs, your application may move down 111 the queue. If your application is reclassified (i.e. changed from general to expedlled), i t will move up In the queue.

Application& Requiring Supplemental Revlew: If your application received a Request for Information and was  reopene<l, once your application is resubmitted It will enter this queue. This queue is sorted in the snme manner as th 
applications In the /lpplications Requiring Initial Review queue. Applica1ions in this queue may move up or down the queue based on the resubmission of additional priority or expedited aj}plicatlons. 

Applfcatlons Deemed Complete: 11 you have received a notice from the Commission stating your application was deemed complete, you will see your application in this queue. Vol.Jr place in tl1is queue Is determined by the date y 
application was deemed cornplelc in comparison to other applications and will movci up when applications have been considered for provisional licensure. While in this queue, and pursuant to the notice you will receive from the 

. Commission, you will be required to pay background checl< fees and have individuals fingerprinied while the Commission awaits for a municipal response from lhe host community. Your place In the queue is not a direct lndicafo 
when you wil l  be considered for provisional licensure as this is dependent 011 ueveral tact ors (i.e. receipt/review of background reports, suitability review, municipal compfiance). 

Please note some additional disclaimers: 

Applications that are currently In a reopened status will not show the queue/place in queue as only pending appl ications will have this information. 

Applications that ore deemed complete, and are requested to be reopened, will be deemed incomplete and reenter the Applications Requiring Suppleme11tai Review queue when resubmlt1ed. 

Ucense # C028'I 297 I High Dune Craft Coopera1ive LLC 1 23 Old Bridge, Rd. Truro, !\AA 026.66 . {Active) . 
Your Li,:ei'1se• fr; Acilvo 1:1s cf 07/ 1 3/20:21. 

o •



TOWN OF TRURO 
AND HIGH DUNE CRAFT COOPERATIVE 

HOST COMMUNITY AGREEMENT 

FOR THE SITING OF A CRAFT MARIJUAA COOPERATIVE 1N THE TOWN OF TRURO 

This Host Community Agreement ("Agreement") is entered into this /O�ay of September,
2019 (the "Effective Date") by and between High Dune Craft Cooperative, LLC, a Massachusetts, 
Limited Liability Company ("the Co op"), with a principal place of business at 23 Old Bridge Road, 
Truro, MA 02666 and the following individual Co-op Members: 

1. Longnook Artisan Growers, LLC, 12 Longnook Road, Truro, MA 02666;
2. Outer Cape Cannabis Connection, LLC, 1 Noons Road, Truro, MA 02666;
3. Out There Grown, LLC, 21 Holsberry Road, Truro, MA 02666; and
4. Pure Joy Farm, LLC, 23 Old Bridge Road, Truro, MA 02666 (the "Members");

and the Town of Truro, a Massachusetts municipal corporation with a principal address of 24 TO\:vn 
Hall Road, Truro, MA 02666 (the Town"), acting by and through its Select Board (hereinafter 
collectively the "Parties"), in reliance upon all of the representations made herein. 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, the Co-op and its Members wish to operate a licensed Craft Marijuana Cooperative 
for the cultivation of adult use marijuana at the following locations: 

1. Longnook Meadows Farm- 6 Pomps Lot Road, Map 46-138, Truro;
2. Outer Cape Cannabis Connection, LLC - 1 Noons Road, Truro;
3. Out There Grown- 23 Old Bridge Road, Truro;
4. Pure Joy Farm, LLC - 23 Old Bridge Road, Truro.

And for the manufacturing of marijuana products at the following locations: 

1. Pure Joy Farm, LLC 23 Old Bridge Road, Truro

in accordance with and pursuant to applicable state laws and regulations, including, but not limited to 
G.L. c.94G and 935 CMR 500.000, and such approvals as may be issued by the Town in accordance
with its Zoning Bylaw and other applicable local regulations, as may be amended; and

WHEREAS, the Town recognizes this Co-op and its Members will benefit the Town and its 
citizens through increased economic development, additional employment opportunities for residents, 
and a strengthened local tax base; and 

WHEREAS, the Co-op and its Members anticipate that the Town may incur additional 
expenses and impacts on the Town's road and other infrastructure systems, law enforcement, fire 
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5. The Town may use the above referenced payments as it deems appropriate in its sole
discretion, but shall make a good faith effort to allocate said payments for road and other
infrastructure systems, law enforcement, fire protection services, inspectional services,
public health and addiction services and permitting and consulting services, as well as
unforeseen impacts upon the Town.

6. Pursuant to M.G.L. c. 94G, §3(d), a "community impact fee shall be reasonably related to
the costs imposed upon the municipality by the operation of the marijuana
establishment ... " Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Parties hereby acknowledge the
difficulty in computing actual Town costs and agree that impacts may result in municipal
budgetary increases that cannot be separately identified or precisely quantified.
Consequently, the Co-op and its Members agree that the payments due under this
Agreement are reasonably related to Town costs and waives any claims to the contrary.

B. Additional Costs, Payments and Reimbursements

1. Permit and Connection Fees: The Co-op and its Members hereby acknowledge and
accept, and waive all rights to challenge, contest or appeal, the Town's usual building
permit fee and other permit application fees, water connection fees, and all other
local charges and fees generally applicable to other commercial developments in the
Town.

2. Consulting Fees and Costs: In addition to the Community Impact Fee, the Co-op
and its Members shall reimburse the Town for any and all reasonable consulting
costs and fees related to any land use applications concerning the Co-op, negotiation
of this and any other related agreements, and any review concerning the Co-op or its
Members' operations, including planning, engineering, legal and/or environmental
professional consultants and any related reasonable disbursements at standard rates
charged by the above-referenced consultants. The Town agrees to endeavor, to the
greatest extent reasonably possible, to engage consultants with competitive, industry
standard fee structures, and to require peer review, or duplicative services, only when
necessary.

3. Other Costs: The Co-op shall reimburse the Town for the actual costs incurred by
the Town in connection with holding public meetings and forums substantially
devoted to discussing the Co-op and/or reviewing its Members' operations and for
any and all reasonable consulting costs and fees related to the monitoring and
enforcement of the terms of this Agreement, including, but not limited to
independent financial auditors and legal fees. Provided, however, that any upfront
payment for such fees and costs may be deducted from the payment of the Annual
Community Impact Fee for the subsequent payment period.

4. Late Payment Penalty: The Co-op and its Members acknowledge that time is of the
essence with respect to their timely payment of all funds required under Section 2 of
this Agreement. In the event that any such payments are not fully made with ten

BB 
4







required by the Police Department, work collaboratively to implement any reasonable changes, 
amendments or modifications to address local concerns. 

The Co-op and its Members shall promptly report the discovery of the following to Town Police within 
24 hours of the Co-op becoming aware of such event: diversion of marijuana; unusual discrepancies 
identified during inventory; theft; loss; unusual discrepancy in weight or inventory during 
transportation; any vehicle accidents, losses, or other reportable incidents that occur during transport; 
any suspicious act involving the sale, cultivation, distribution, processing, or production of marijuana 
by any person; unauthorized destrnction of marijuana; any loss or unauthorized alteration of records 
related to marijuana; an alarm activation or other event that requires response by public safety 
personnel; failure of any security alarm system due to a loss of electrical power or mechaical 
malfunction that is expected to last longer than eight hours; and any other breach of security. 

The Co-op and its Members agree and acknowledge that periodic inspections of the individual 
Member operations by the Town's Police Department, Town's Fire Department, Building Department 
and Board of Health to ensure compliance with local bylaws, rules and regulations shall be a 
condition of continued operation in Town and agree to cooperate with the Town's Police Department, 
Building Department, Fire Department and Board of Health in providing access for scheduled and 
unscheduled inspections of the individual Member operations. The Town acknowledges that the 
majority of the Members conduct operations on residential parcels where they also reside. Therefore, 
except in case of emergency or imminent threat to public health or safety, the Town shall endeavor to 
give twenty four (24) hour advance email notice of any inspection. 

6. Community Impact Concerns

The Co-op and its Members agree to work collaboratively and cooperatively with the Town and 
abutting property owners to address mitigation of any reasonable concerns or issues that may arise 
through the operation of the Co-op, including, but not limited to, odor, noise, light or visual impacts. 

In the event the Town receives six (6) or more written complaints from either abutters, owners of land 
directly opposite the Members' property on any public or private street or way, or abutters to the 
abutters within 600 feet of the property line of the Members' property, representing separate 
households, within a two-week period with respect to substantially the same type of negative impact 
(odor, noise, light or visual) in relation to any individual Member's operations, then the Parties agree 
that the following protocol may be followed: 

1. The Town may, in its discretion, choose to investigate the complaints, which may include
inspection of the operation and evaluation of the complaint from the property of the
complainants. Inspection of complaints may be conducted by the Town's Building Inspector,
Health Agent, Police Chief, and/or Fire Chief, or their designees, to evaluate the nature and
scope of the complaint, document the conditions giving rise to the complaints, and investigate
the impacts on abutting properties. The inspecting officials shall prepare a written Inspection

Report.

2. Following the completion of a written Inspection Report, the Town Manager may convene a
meeting of Town Officials/Staff to review the Inspection Report, and meet with the Member
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whose operations are the basis for the complaints to determine whether further mitigation 
measures may be implemented to address the complaints. The Town may undertake further 
inspections and require that independent measurements of light, sound or odors be taken. The 
Town and the Member shall discuss various mitigation measures, including the following: 

a. A reduction in the amount of outdoor canopy for the next growing season;
b. A relocation of the outdoor growing operations to a less obtrusive location on the

property;
c. The enclosure of the marijuana cultivation operations in a green house or other

structure in order to control impacts;
d. Implementation of odor, light or noise control processes or technologies reasonably

calculated to address the specific nature of the complaints.
e. Any other mitigation measures, as deemed appropriate.

3. In the event the Member and the Town cannot reach an agreement as to the mitigation
meas,µres to be undertaken by the Member, the Member may request that the Town agree to
seek the input of an independent third-party mediator to assist in facilitating an agreed-upon
resolution, the cost of which shall be borne by the Member and may be deducted offset against
the following year's Community Impact Fee. The Town Manager and the Member shall both
agree on the third-party mediator prior to any meeting with the mediator, and any final
mitigation agreement shall be subject to approval of the Select Board.

4. Nothing set forth herein, including the Town's participation in a mediation/conciliation
meeting, shall limit the authority or jurisdiction of the Building Inspector, Board of Health, or
any other local enforcement official from enforcing applicable state laws and regulations, the
Town's local bylaws and regulations, or the conditions of the Special Permit and/or Site Plan
Approval, nor shall any mediation/conciliation meeting or agreement pursuant to this Section
of the Host Community Agreement limit the authority of the Select Board to seek enforcement
of the terms of this Agreement through any available means, including by judicial order.

7. Additional Obligations

The obligations of the Co-op, its Members and the Town recited herein are specifically contingent upon 
the Co-op obtaining a Final License from the CCC, and the Co op's receipt of any and all necessary 
local approvals to locate, occupy, and operate within in the Town. 

This agreement does not affect, limit, or control the authority of Town boards, commissions, and 
departments to carry out their respective powers and duties to decide upon and to issue, or deny, 
applicable licenses, permits and other approvals under the statutes and regulations of the 
Commonwealth, the General and Zoning Bylaws of the Town, or applicable regulations of those boards, 
commissions, and departments or to enforce said statutes, bylaws and regulations. The Town, by 
entering into this Agreement, is not hereby required or obligated to issue such licenses, permits and 
approvals as may be necessary for the Co-op to operate in the Town, or to refrain from enforcement 
action against the Co-op and/or the Co-op for violation of the terms of said permits and approvals or 
said statutes, bylaws, and regulations. 
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Resource Plans 100.7 B2


OTG and PJF request a waiver for 100.7 B2 which includes the electrical system 
overview, purpose energy/ utility demand, and purposed electrical demand offsets. The 
CCC requires a stamped engineered plan as defined in CCC 935 CMR 500.103 1(B) 
and 935 CMR 500.120(11)   see attached


The Town’s requirement of an Electrical Resource Plan which includes electrical 
system overview, proposed electrical/utility demands and proposed energy offsets are 
required by The CCC for final licensure. OTG and PJF will share the final approved 
Electric Usage Plan after CCC approval.


The vent system and air quality requirements are referenced in the overhead 
schematics provided by Growspan. -See attachment FF 


































USA-DEPT OF INTERIOR 
Cape Cod National Seashore 
99 Marconi Site Rd 
Wellfleet, MA 02667 

40-999-0-E

50-173-0-R

WINKLER MICHAEL F & KATHERINE 
PO BOX 1110 
TRURO, MA 02666 

CLURMAN MARGARETTA S 
69 WEYMOUTH ST 
PROVIDENCE, RI 02906 

CLARK KA THERINE M & 
DOWELL RODNEY S 
15 OCEAN PIER AVE UNIT A 
REVERE, MA 02151 

MARSHALL JAMES S 
BOX 994 
N KINGSTOWN, RI 02852 

50-195-0-R

50-198-0-R

50-201-0-R

50-204-0-R

WILSON JOHN DOUGLAS & 
THE DAVID M WILSON 2012 TRUST 
707 PRUDDEN ST, APT 122 
LANSING, Ml 48906 

MONNAHAN KELLY JEROME 
PO BOX286 
TRURO, MA 02666-0286 

50-276-0-R

50-279-0-R

WILSON GEOFFREY A & 
BLAKESLEE EVE M 
PO BOX943 
BERNARDSTON, MA 01337 

54-82-0-R

TRURO TRUST 

TRS:CASSILETH GREGORY M & LISA 
2112 LINDA FLORA DRIVE 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90077 

50-119-0-R
FRANCIS JOSEPH W ESTATE OF & 
HEIRS OF CORDES & DYER& ENGMAN 
C/O FRAZIER 
PO BOX906 
WELLFLEET, MA 02667-0906 

50-192-0-R

TARRASCH/YAMAKIDO LIVING TRUST 
TRS: MARC E TARRASCH ET AL 
1418 ARBOR AVE 
LOS ALTOS, CA 94024 

50-196-0-R

CORCORAN G STEVEN & PAULA 
34 WOODSIDE LN 
NEW HOPE, PA 18938 

50-199-0-R

MACK ARIEN LIFE ESTATE 
RMNDR: ARIEN MACK LIVING TRUST 
37 WEST 12TH STREET,# 5F 
NEW YROK, NY 10011 

HOPKINS JOHN B 
PO BOX 1188 
TRURO, MA 02666-1188 

50-202-0-R

50-236-0-R
MICKS RICHARD L & TAMI JOY & 
HEIRS OF CORDES & DYER & ENGMA 
C/O MICKS 
PO BOX 1029 
WELLFLEET, MA 02667-1029 

50-277-0-R

GLASSMAN JUDITH LIFE ESTATE 
RMNDR: TRS MITCHELL J GLASSMAN 
75 CAMBRIDGE PARKWAY, U E210 
CAMBRIDGE, MA 02142 

50-282-0-E

TRURO CONSERVATION TRUST 
TRS: BETSEY BROWN ET AL 
PO BOX327 
NO TRURO, MA 02652-0327 

50-120-0-R

BASS THOMAS A & 
KRUEGER ROBERTA L 
7147 COLLEGE HILL RD 
CLINTON, NY 13323 

50-193-0-R

OLD BRIDGE ROAD LLC 
MGR: JAMES M HIRSHBERG 
124 VIA VERDE WAY 
PALM BEACH GARDENS, FL 33418 

50-197-0-E

TRURO CONSERVATION TRUST 
TRS: BETSEY BROWN ET AL 
PO BOX 327 
NO TRURO, MA 02652-0327 

50-200-0-E

TRURO CONSERVATION TRUST 
TRS: BETSEY BROWN ET AL 
PO BOX 327 
NO TRURO, MA 02652-0327 

50-203-0-R

WILSON JOHN DOUGLAS & 
DAVID M WILSON 2012 TRUST 
707 PRUDDEN ST, APT 122 
LANSING, Ml 48906-5385 

50-240-0-R

14 OLD BRIDGE ROAD RL TY TR 
TRS:HIRSHBERG JAMES M &DIANE B 
124 VIA VERDE WAY 
PALM BEACH GARDENS, FL 33418 

50-278-0-R

FEE MICHAEL C & SMITH MICHELE 
PO BOX 2011 
TRURO, MA 02666 

51-78-0-R

READ FAMILY NOMINEE TRUST THE 
TRS: READ BENJAMIN H JR ET AL 
PO BOX 1929 
JACKSON, WY 83001 













Waste Management Plan


OTG and PJF will follow all applicable Waste Disposal Requirements prescribed by The 

Cannabis Control Commission (935 CMR 500.105 12 A-D). Notice will be sent to Emily Beebe, 

Truro Health Agent, after the final waste disposal plan is reviewed/approved by The CCC.	

Specifically OTG and PJF will compost all organic waste on site. Organic 

material containing cannabis, as defined in 310 CMR 16.02, will be run through a 15amp 

electric chipper shredder and then mixed with wood chips and native soil rendering it unusable 

for its original purpose. This material will be added to compost piles on site. Non-Cannabis 

organic waste (i.e., weeds, sticks and used soil) will be composted on site. OTG will 

incorporate all of its compostable waste back into its soil utilizing anaerobic and aerobic 

composting techniques including Johnson-SU composting, “hot composting” and static piles. 

These techniques are not only cost efficient, but also an environmentally sound. Non-organic 

solid waste, not containing cannabis, will be located in a four barrel wooden enclosure, similar 

to those found all over Truro. This waste will be disposed of at The Truro Transfer Station.



























Out There Grown, LLC	 3/16/22

Po Box 688

Truro,MA. 02666


By Hand Delivery

Barbara Carboni

Truro town hall

24 town Hall rd.

P.O. Box 2030

Truro,MA. 02666


Re: Out There Grown, LLC. Lease


Dear Ms. Carboni,

This will confirm that I am the owner of 23 Old Bridge Rd. Truro, MA. 02666 and 

that I have agreed to lease portions of the property to Out There Grown, LLC> for the 
purpose of marijuana cultivation.


Very truly yours,


Debra Hopkins
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TOWN OF TRURO 

PLANNING BOARD 
Meeting Minutes 

March 2, 2022 – 5:00 pm 
REMOTE PLANNING BOARD MEETING 

 
 
 
 
Members Present (Quorum): Anne Greenbaum (Chair); Steve Sollog (Vice Chair); Jack Riemer (Clerk); 
R. Bruce Boleyn; Paul Kiernan; Rich Roberts; Ellery Althaus 
 
Members Absent: 
 
Other Participants: Town Planner/Land Use Counsel Barbara Carboni; Health & Conservation Agent 
Emily Beebe; Planning Department Administrator Liz Sturdy; Vice Chair of the ZBA Chris Lucy; Select 
Board Liaison John Dundas; Brenda Connors (Resident); Chuck Steinman 
 
Remote meeting convened at 5:02 pm, Wednesday, March 2, 2022, by Chair Greenbaum who 
announced that this was a remote public meeting aired live on Truro TV Channel 18 and was being 
recorded. Town Planner/Land Use Counsel Carboni also provided information as to how the public may 
call into the meeting or provide written comment. Members introduced themselves to the public. 
 
Before the Public Comment Period, Chair Greenbaum clarified that there would not be a Public Hearing 
tonight as that was scheduled in error as the required Public Hearing may occur only after the Select 
Board sends the proposed articles to the Planning Board next Tuesday, March 8, 2022.   
 
Public Comment Period 
 
Public comment, for items not on the agenda, was opened by Chair Greenbaum and who recognized 
Brenda Connors but made no public comments made.  
 
Planner Report  
 
Town Planner/Land Use Counsel Carboni said that she had a discussion today with the counsel of the 
Cape Cod Commission regarding the Development Agreement Bylaw, but she will update later during 
this meeting. 
 
Chair Report   
 
Chair Greenbaum announced that a goal of the Select Board’s objectives was to gather the chairs of the 
ZBA, Planning Board, Housing Authority to discuss housing in Truro. Select Board Member Sue Areson 
will lead a meeting with the respective chairs on March 14, 2022, to discuss how to move forward.  
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Board Action/Review:  
 
Chair Greenbaum prefaced this discussion and announced that the Public Hearing would be scheduled 
for the next meeting on March 9, 2022, at 4:30 PM as the notice to the public listed that time. Chair 
Greenbaum then led the discussion on the following proposed amendments with the Members: 
 

• § 10.2: to amend the "Purpose" section of the Bylaw 
 
Chair Greenbaum noted that there were no changes to be made to the “Purpose”, so Chair Greenbaum 
moved on to the next one. 
 

• § 10.4: to amend the definition of the term "Street" as appearing in the Bylaw  
 
Chair Greenbaum recognized Mr. Steinman who commented on the definition of the term “Street” and 
expressed his concerns. Mr. Steinman had provided Chair Greenbaum, in writing, a proposed phrase 
(see below in red) under the proposed clarification which the Members considered adding:  
 

• Streets that are:  
o Constructed in accordance with subdivision rules & regulations at the time, 
o Shown within an approved subdivision plan signed by the Truro Planning Board and 
o Recorded at the Barnstable Registry of Deeds 
o But not Streets that are shown solely on an Approved Not Required Plan (ANR) that 

was endorsed by the Planning Board.” 
 
Chair Greenbaum recognized ZBA Vice Chair Lucy who reiterated his comments from last week’s 
meeting as he felt that the Bylaw was unnecessary and would create more problems than good. 
 
Member Riemer made a motion to amend the article on Street definition to add “but not Streets that 
shown solely on an Approved Not Require Plan (ANR) that was endorsed by the Planning Board.” 
Member Althaus seconded the motion. 
So voted, 4-2-1, motion carries.  
 
After this vote, Chair Greenbaum asked for a motion to insert the word “definitive.” 
 
Member Roberts made a motion to amend the article on Street definition to insert the word 
“definitive” so the phrased reads as “shown within an approved definitive subdivision plan signed by 
the Truro Planning Board.” 
Member Kiernan seconded the motion. 
So voted, 7-0, motion carries. 
 
Chair Greenbaum announced that she will prepare this amendment, as voted upon, and submit to Town 
Planner/Land Use Counsel Carboni for inclusion in the Select Board’s packet.  
 
Discussion of Proposed Bylaws for 2022 ATM  
 
Chair Greenbaum led the discussion on the following (in changed order from the agenda) items: 
 
(6) Revise §40.1 Duplex Bylaw to make it more useful in addressing the housing challenges in Truro. 
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Chair Greenbaum commented that she would like to delete the “Water Resource Protection District” 
from §40.1.C. After an informal poll of Members, Chair Greenbaum asked for a motion.  
 
Member Kiernan made a motion to revise the proposed Duplex Bylaw by eliminating the language 
“and the Water Resource Protection District.” 
Member Althaus seconded the motion. 
So voted, 7-0, motion carries.  
 
(5) Development Agreement - correct inadvertent elimination of a Bylaw and replace that Bylaw. 
 
Town Planner/Land Use Counsel Carboni provided an update on her conversation with the Cape Cod 
Commission’s (CCC) counsel on the Development Agreement. Town Planner/Land Use Counsel Carboni 
had questions were raised as the CCC had to approve the Bylaw. The CCC’s counsel expressed concern 
about the CCC’s Board taking the time to review and approve the Bylaw but then it be subject to 
approval at Town Meeting where it could be denied. Town Planner/Land Use Counsel Carboni said that 
the CCC was willing to review the Bylaw prior to Town Meeting but made no commitment to approve it 
by Town Meeting. Member Kiernan noted that this Bylaw had been previously approved with the same 
language, but it was erroneously deleted during a rewrite in 2004. ZBA Vice Chair Lucy commented that 
the Select Board had this discussion in 2015 with the Chief Regulatory Officer (CRO) of the CCC and 
suggested that the Members review the minutes from the Select Board’s meeting held on January 20, 
2015. ZBA Vice Chair Lucy added that the CRO’s description of the Development Agreement in 2015 was 
significantly different than the one in 2002. A discussion ensued among Members and Member Althaus 
stated that he was uncomfortable to move this forward to Town Meeting if the CCC was also reluctant 
to review and/or approve prior to Town Meeting. Chair Greenbaum announced that this item would not 
move forward, and Town Planner/Land Use Counsel Carboni said that she will continue to further 
discussions with the CCC’s counsel, and if there is a change, Town Planner/Land Use Counsel Carboni will 
update the Members. 
 
(1) New Stormwater Management General Bylaw - address identified lack of a bylaw addressing this 
critical issue. 
 
Health & Conservation Agent Beebe commented that she had not read the regulations in detail, but she 
believed that Truro needed a collaborative effort to address this issue. Health & Conservation Agent 
Beebe noted that the Board of Health is concerned about contamination from stormwater and that it is 
going to take time to work on this Bylaw. She also added that the Cape Cod Commission could be a great 
ally in helping create a Stormwater Management General Bylaw. Member Riemer commented that 
Truro was one of three towns in Barnstable County without a Stormwater Bylaw and that the Bylaw 
should move forward “as is” in the process even it if is not perfect. Chair Greenbaum replied that the 
challenge is how to develop the best Bylaw by bringing together the expertise from other Town boards 
and staff to include the DPW and Conservation Commission. Chair Greenbaum concluded that this Bylaw 
will not be ready for Town Meeting. Chair Greenbaum thanked Member Riemer for his interest and 
work on this subject and added that there must be good public education on this matter to vote in 
support of the Bylaw. Chair Greenbaum added that she felt that this Bylaw would not pass at Town 
Meeting. When asked by Member Kiernan in terms of a timeline to complete this Bylaw, Health & 
Conservation Agent Beebe said that it would be hard to forecast but maybe it could be done by the next 
Town Meeting. Member Roberts said that he agreed with Member Riemer for the need to get this Bylaw 
to the public. Member Althaus commented that the Planning Board should allow the other Town boards 
and staff provide input and not be rushed in the process. ZBA Vice Chair Lucy said that he works for the 



Meeting Minutes for Planning Board Meeting on March 2, 2022  Page 4 of 5 

DPW and cleans out the catch basins with Town equipment, but he noted that, as Member Althaus said, 
this information has only been out for a couple of weeks. ZBA Vice Chair Lucy added that to ask the 
public to vote on this 18-page document would be unsuccessful. Chair Greenbaum said that the chairs of 
the Board of Health, Conservation Commission, and the Climate Action Committee had received copies 
of this draft Bylaw to review but she had no feedback yet. Chair Greenbaum concluded that this item 
will stay on the list of potential Warrant articles.  
 
(4) New Lot Coverage Bylaw - new bylaw to require a certain percentage of all Truro lots be covered by 
trees/vegetation (or limit amount of lot covered by buildings, patios, pools, tennis courts etc.) 
 
Chair Greenbaum presented the New Lot Coverage Bylaw which contained the following language: 
 

No more than 30 percent (30%) of the total area of any lot (except for Beach Point) shall be rendered 
impervious or covered. This included but not limited to the installation of buildings, structures, patios, 
decks, pools, and paved surfaces (including permeable and impermeable pavements). 
 
Chair Greenbaum and Members discussed the issue of clearing of lots and the results. Chair Greenbaum 
noted that Members Kiernan and Roberts developed the language for the new Bylaw. Chair Greenbaum 
then asked Members to consider if the new Bylaw would apply to residential properties, commercial 
properties, or both. Member Kiernan suggested that lots should require that 40% of the lot be retained 
in its natural state. Member Boleyn commented that he would be in favor this. Member Althaus 
commented that the New Lot Coverage Bylaw that the Planning Board would have to consider what the 
enforcement of the Bylaw would be and if grandfathering existing lots in Town. Chair Greenbaum said 
that enforcement would be a challenge. Member Roberts said that he would be in favor of the New Lot 
Coverage Bylaw as it would be best suited for residential lots only.  
 
Member Boleyn made a motion to amend the draft article (PB-3) to add the language “residential or 
Seashore District”. 
Member Riemer seconded the motion. 
So voted, 7-0, motion carries.  
 
(7) Revise § 10.4 definition of Mean Ground Level to clarify and better meet original Purpose. 
 
Chair Greenbaum stated that Member Roberts has provided language that is very clear, and he 
recommended the removal of the following language:  
 
Further, the finished grade of the fill, within one hundred (100) feet of the building shall not have a 
grade steeper than ten per cent (10%) (one foot drop for every ten-foot run). 
 
Chair Greenbaum asked Member Roberts to review the recommended changes to the Members as well 
as the problems with the existing definition. Member Roberts also reviewed the revised sketch 
(provided as an example) that illustrated the result of the proposed change of slope that would reduce 
nearly 40% of fill. Chair Greenbaum stopped the discussion due to the length of the meeting and added 
that the conversation would be continued until the next meeting on March 9, 2022. 
 
The Planning Board did not discuss the following agenda items at this meeting due to the length of the 
meeting:  
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(2) Revise § 10.2 Purpose to add language  
 
(3) Revise §10.4 Street Definition  
 
(8) Amend §30.5, Floodplain District, to be consistent with State's 2020 Model Floodplain Bylaw and 
requirements of National Flood Insurance Program.  
 
Member Kiernan made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 7:31 pm. 
Member Boleyn seconded the motion. 
So voted, 7-0, the motion carries.  
 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Alexander O. Powers 

Board/Committee/Commission Support Staff 
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TOWN OF TRURO 

PLANNING BOARD 
Meeting Minutes 

April 6, 2022 – 5:00 pm 
REMOTE PLANNING BOARD MEETING 

 
 
 
Members Present (Quorum): Anne Greenbaum (Chair); Steve Sollog (Vice Chair); Jack Riemer (Clerk); 
R. Bruce Boleyn; Paul Kiernan; Rich Roberts; Ellery Althaus 
 
Members Absent:  
 
Other Participants: Town Planner/Land Use Counsel Barbara Carboni; Planning Department 
Administrator Liz Sturdy; Select Board Liaison John Dundas; Select Board Member Sue Areson; ZBA Vice 
Chair Chris Lucy; Francie Randolph and Hannah Oakland (Applicants); Donald Poole (Outermost Land 
Survey, Inc. and Representative for John Rice - Applicant); Attorney Michael Fee (Attorney at Pierce & 
Mandell, P.C. and Representative for High Dune Craft Cooperative) 
 
Remote meeting convened at 5:01 pm, Wednesday, April 6, 2022, by Chair Greenbaum who announced 
that this was a remote public meeting aired live on Truro TV Channel 18 and was being recorded. Town 
Planner/Land Use Counsel Carboni also provided information as to how the public may call into the 
meeting or provide written comment. Members introduced themselves to the public. 
 
Public Comment Period 
 
Public comment, for items not on the agenda, was opened and closed by Chair Greenbaum as no one 
offered public comment.  
 
Without objection from the Members, Chair Greenbaum brought forward the Public Hearings on 
tonight’s agenda. 
 
Public Hearings  
 
2022-001/SPR - Arthur Bosworth and Stephanie Rein, Out There Grown, LLC (High Dune Craft 
Cooperative) for property located at 23 Old Bridge Road (Atlas Map 50, Parcel 232, Registry of Deeds 
title reference: Book 377, Page 44). Applicant seeks a Residential Site Plan Review under §70 and §100 
of the Truro Zoning Bylaw for a Recreational Marijuana Establishment (RME).  
 
2022-002/SPR - Debra Hopkins, Pure Joy Farm, LLC (High Dune Craft Cooperative) for property located 
at 23 Old Bridge Road (Atlas Map 50, Parcel 232, Registry of Deeds title reference: Book 377, Page 44). 
Applicant seeks a Residential Site Plan Review under §70 and §100 of the Truro Zoning Bylaw for a 
Recreational Marijuana Establishment (RME).  
 
Chair Greenbaum recognized Attorney Fee who announced a request on behalf of the applications for 
the Board to approve the withdrawal of the above-mentioned pending applications with the intent to 
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resubmit in a more complete form on April 19, 2022. The purpose of the with the withdrawal of the 
pending applications is that the applications, nor the public notices, referenced both parcels located at 
21 Old Bridge Road and 23 Old Bridge Road. Attorney Fee said that was a defect that needed to be 
rectified.  
 
Member Boleyn made a motion to approve the withdrawal of the applications. 
Member Kiernan seconded the motion. 
So voted, 6-0, motion carries. 
 
Note: Vice Chair Sollog had recused himself from these matters and did not vote on the motion. 
 
Chair Greenbaum announced the approval of the motion and Attorney Fee thanked the Members upon 
his departure from the meeting.  
 
Housing Conversation 
 
Chair Greenbaum led the discussion on the housing issues in Truro and announced that the feedback 
would be forwarded to the Truro Housing Authority, the Local Comprehensive Planning Commission, 
and the Walsh Committee. Discussion ensued with the Members and the public on the following topics: 
 

• Increase the diversity of housing in Truro 

• Increase the density in Truro 

• Seasonal and year-round housing  

• Year-round housing for seniors who wish to downsize 

• Options for young families 

• Rental housing 

• Home ownership opportunities 
 
Chair Greenbaum stated that the three questions, in order, to be discussed tonight are: 
 

1. What ways of increasing density to increase housing in Truro are most appealing to you? Why? 
2. What ways are less appealing? Why? 
3. What parts of Truro would you suggest for increased density in Truro? 

 
Chair Greenbaum noted that Members should not comment and listen to the suggestions from the 
public. At this point, Ms. Regan McCarthy made Chair Greenbaum aware that the Truro website was 
now down so participants may not view the agenda for tonight’s meeting or go to the meeting link so 
Chair Greenbaum provided the call-in phone number along with the access code so viewers may 
participate that way.  
 
Residents made the following comments/suggestions to Question #1: 
 

• No increase in housing density due to potential water issues for residents. 

• Truro should remain the same and not increase the housing density. 

• Truro must do much more to for ADUs to include financial support from the Town as there is a 
large wealth disparity in Truro that must be corrected. 

• Truro should allow tiny houses and allow co-housing.  
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• The environment should not be negatively affected by increased housing density. 

• Truro should support financial programs for ADUs and possibly allow a second ADU on a 
conforming lot for a senior resident. 

• Allow flexibility of Zoning bylaws to allow higher housing density on one or two lots. 

• If there is an available 10-acre lot, Truro should look at building 50-100 units to meet the 
housing demands in Truro for the next 50 years. 

• Truro should look at regional solutions as residents work in other communities not just Truro. 

• Truro could explore radius housing which is building units in a specific area. 

• Truro could consider ADUs and tax incentives for part-time residents who are open to housing 
others.  

•  Flexible single-family housing regulations which consider setbacks and height. 

• Make use of existing available properties for housing.  

• Purchase properties for the purpose of building affordable housing.  
 

Residents made the following comments/suggestions to Question #2: 
 

• My family picked Truro to live for the space and rural atmosphere, so none are appealing to me. 

• I am afraid of large developments with large homes which can’t be supported septic systems 
and will require additional infrastructure. 

• I am worried about 100 new houses which will increase the population in Truro. 

• I am in favor of housing for year-round employees who work in Truro but leery about seasonal 
employees.  

• Any structures which exceed tree height are unappealing to me so that would eliminate 
apartment buildings.  

• Truro is a rare and fragile ecosystem, so any increased housing density is unappealing to me.  

• I feel that for every tree and plant removed to accommodate new housing must be replaced or 
repurposed. 

 
 Residents made the following comments/suggestions to Question #3: 
 

• The Walsh Property and Route 6 corner would be best suited.  

• There is a lot of focus on North Truro and Central Truro, but South Truro has opportunities as 
well. 

• To maintain Truro’s rural character, Truro could use a formula of 30 persons per acre to slowly 
grow the community. 

• Truro should identify lots which are larger than ¾ of an acre and figure out a way to incentivize 
wealthy property owners to develop some of their excess land to make Truro a more diverse 
and year-round community.  

• Incentivize property owners who Airbnb their homes to rent to year-round employees in the 
local area. 

• Incentivize property owners who have no heirs to inherit their property to sell to the Town of 
Truro.  

• Utilize the old North Truro Air Force Base around Payomet for housing.  

• Facilitate the communications with property owners without heirs and the Truro Conservation 
Trust as these decisions are complex but it might be an interesting option for increased housing 
density. 
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• Encourage people to review the toolbox at the Massachusetts Housing Partnership for more 
information about increasing housing density as some suggestions tonight are similar.  

• Allow ADU requests to be online so it reduces delays from a lengthy process.  

• Develop a strategic plan that involves the public, property owners, and developers to work 
collaboratively to solve these housing challenges.  

• Truro should establish guidelines for multi-housing that maintains Truro’s rural character.  

• The Truro Housing Authority is currently updating its Housing Production Plan that is done every 
5 years and vetted by the Planning Board and the Select Board. It is then submitted to the State 
of Massachusetts for approval. A consultant is currently doing an assessment of Truro housing. 

 
Chair Greenbaum thanked everyone for their input and Truro can solve this challenge. This is the first of 
several housing conversations which will be held. 
 
Temporary Sign Permit Applications  
 
Francie Randolph/Hannah Oakland - Sustainable CAPE, Truro Educational Farmers Market (at Pamet 
Park), requesting four (4) 36" x 72" banners (three on Route 6 and one at Veteran's Memorial Field). The 
banners will be installed on Friday afternoons and removed Monday afternoons beginning June 13th 
and ending September 12th.  
 
After Chair Greenbaum read aloud the application in this matter, Member Althaus recused himself as he 
will be a member of the Farmers Market this year. 
 
Chair Greenbaum recognized Ms. Randolph who introduced Ms. Oakland to the Members. Ms. 
Randolph said that the signs will be in the same place as previous. The dates may shift and move ahead 
by a week as Ms. Randolph is working on a field trip with the students at the Truro Central School. Ms. 
Oakland noted that the actual date would be June 3, 2022. Town Planner/Land Use Counsel Carboni 
stated that she found the application properly amended.  
 
Member Boleyn made a motion to approve the application as amended.  
Member Riemer seconded the motion. 
So voted, 6-0, motion carries.  
 
Chair Greenbaum announced the approval of the application and Ms. Randolph thanked the Members. 
 
Board Action/Review  
 
2022-003 Rel/Cov John B. Rice, 8,8A Hatch Road, Map 51 and Parcels 031 and 105. Discussion and 
approval of a full covenant release from the Town of Truro "Form F - Certification of Completion & 
Release of Municipal Interest in Subdivision Performance Security". 
 
Chair Greenbaum recognized Mr. Poole who noted that Attorney Jay Murphy, who represented the 
Applicant, has now retired and Mr. Rice is now requesting a full covenant release. Town Planner/Land 
Use Counsel Carboni opined that the covenant release only applied to Lot #8 (now referred to as Lot 
#13) and #8A (now referred to as Lot #12). Town Planner/Land Use Counsel Carboni also added that the 
DPW Director, the Health & Conservation Agent, and the Building Commissioner have all confirmed that 
the conditions of the covenant have been met. 
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Chair Greenbaum recognized Member Boleyn who expressed that he would like to conduct a Planning 
Board site visit as the Planning Board had routinely done this for previous covenant releases. Mr. Poole 
asked that the two lots be released tonight, and he will seek covenant releases for the other lots at 
another time. Member Riemer noted that the plan indicated that a barn was on the lot, but the Truro 
property card indicated that it was single-family house with bedrooms and a bathroom. Mr. Poole 
replied that the house was inhabitable and that a correction was filed with the Massachusetts Land 
Court.  
 
Town Planner/Land Use Counsel Carboni noted that this was a routine matter and that three Truro 
department heads confirmed that the conditions have been met.  
 
A discussion ensued among Members about the respective lots’ septic systems and the approval of the 
release of the covenant for one lot only as there was adequate documentation. Town Planner/Land Use 
Counsel Carboni opined that would be a reasonable solution. Prior to the offering a motion, Town 
Planner/Land Use Counsel Carboni departed the meeting.  
 
Member Althaus made a motion to approve the release of the covenant for Lot #12 and Lot #13 
pending the production of the Homeowners’ Association documents and the documentation 
confirming the installation of a new septic system on Lot #12 by the Health & Conservation Agent. 
Chair Greenbaum seconded the motion. 
So voted, 4-3, motion carries.  
 
Chair Greenbaum asked Mr. Poole if he understood that approval of the motion. Chair Greenbaum 
confirmed with Mr. Poole that the HOA documents were required for the approval of the release of the 
covenant for both lots and the documentation of the installation for Lot #12’s new septic system. Mr. 
Poole thanked the Members and departed the meeting.  
 
Chair Greenbaum announced that the Select Board had not accepted the Planning Board’s amended 
articles so the Planning Board would have to vote on the original articles as submitted. These articles will 
be printed in the Warrant.  
 
Vote on Zoning Articles for Report to Town Meeting  
 
Chair Greenbaum announced that the articles would be voted upon in sequence as list in the Warrant 
and that there would be another public hearing which would be held next week at 5 PM at which the 
public may provide comments. 
 
§10.2 Purpose  
 
Member Riemer made a motion to support the article as submitted. 
Member Roberts seconded the motion. 
So voted, 6-1, motion carries.  
 
§10.4 Street Definition 
 
Member Kiernan made a motion to support the article as submitted. 
Member Boleyn the motion. 
So voted, 7-0, motion carries.  
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Lot Coverage Bylaw 
 
Member Kiernan made a motion to support the article as submitted. 
Member Roberts seconded the motion. 
So voted, 7-0, motion carries.  
 
§40.1 Duplex Bylaw  
 
Chair Greenbaum stated that the Planning Board will have to amend on Town floor to add the Use 
Table. 
 
Member Kiernan made a motion to support the article as submitted. 
Member Riemer seconded the motion. 
So voted, 7-0, motion carries.  
 
Amend §30.5, Floodplain District, to be consistent with State's 2020 Model Floodplain Bylaw and 
requirements of National Flood Insurance Program. 
 
Chair Greenbaum noted that there was not a copy of the Floodplain District included in the Members’ 
packets for this evening’s meeting. Chair Greenbaum stated that she needed a vote to get the article on 
the Warrant. Member Althaus commented that he had received this afternoon an updated explanation 
of the Bylaw via Town email. Chair Greenbaum said that this information was prepared by Town 
Planner/Land Use Counsel Carboni and Health & Conservation Agent Beebe. Chair Greenbaum now 
emailed this information to the Members so they can read it. Chair Greenbaum announced a recess until 
7:40 pm. 
 
Chair Greenbaum read aloud the requirements of the Bylaw and what was required for compliance with 
the National Flood Insurance Program as prepared by Town Planner/Land Use Counsel Carboni and 
Health & Conservation Agent Beebe.  
 
Member Riemer made a motion to support the article as submitted. 
Member Kiernan seconded the motion. 
So voted, 7-0, motion carries.  
 
Town Planner Report 
 
No report this evening.  
 
Chair Report 
 
No report this evening. 
 
Minutes 
 
Chair Greenbaum led the review for the minutes of the February 16, 2022, Work Session. 
 
Member Boleyn made a motion to approve the minutes as written. 
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Vice Chair Sollog seconded the motion. 
So voted, 7-0, motion carries.  
 
Chair Greenbaum reviewed next week’s calendar to include the public hearing on the articles for the 
Warrant. Member Kiernan inquired about the completed survey from January and Chair Greenbaum 
said the results have not been compiled yet.   
 
Member Boleyn made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 7:48 pm. 
Member Kiernan seconded the motion. 
So voted, 7-0, the motion carries.  
 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Alexander O. Powers 

Board/Committee/Commission Support Staff 
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TOWN OF TRURO 

PLANNING BOARD 
Meeting Minutes 

April 13, 2022 – 5:00 pm 
REMOTE PLANNING BOARD MEETING 

 
 
 
Members Present (Quorum): Anne Greenbaum (Chair); Steve Sollog (Vice Chair); Jack Riemer (Clerk); 
R. Bruce Boleyn; Paul Kiernan; Rich Roberts; Ellery Althaus 
 
Members Absent:  
 
Other Participants: Town Planner/Land Use Counsel Barbara Carboni; Planning Department 
Administrator Liz Sturdy; Select Board Liaison John Dundas; Regan McCarthy (Resident); Chris Lucy 
(Resident) 
 
Remote meeting convened at 5:11 pm, Wednesday, April 13, 2022, by Vice Chair Sollog who announced 
that he was temporarily leading the meeting until Chair Greenbaum could join due to technical 
difficulties. Vice Chair Sollog said that this was a remote public meeting aired live on Truro TV Channel 
18 and was being recorded. Vice Chair Sollog also provided information as to how the public may call 
into the meeting or provide written comment. Vice Chair Sollog introduced Chair Greenbaum who had 
joined the meeting. Members introduced themselves. 
 
Public Comment Period 
 
Public comment, for items not on the agenda, was opened and closed by Chair Greenbaum as no one 
offered public comment.  
 
Public Hearing 
 
Chair Greenbaum announced that these public hearing on articles which will be presented at Town 
Meeting. This hearing gave the members of the public to raise concerns. 
 
Public Hearing pursuant to M.G.L. c40A, §5 regarding proposed amendments to the following sections 
of the Town of Truro Zoning Bylaws:  
 
Article 42: §30.5, Flood Plain District (revise) 
 
Chair Greenbaum asked Town Planner/Land Use Counsel Carboni to provide background on the Bylaw 
and why it was necessary to approve due to Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
regulations.  
 
No questions or concerns were expressed by the public.  
 
Article 43: §10.2, Purpose (revise) 
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Chair Greenbaum stated that the Planning Board wanted to address climate change and changes to the 
environment.  
 
No questions or concerns were expressed by the public. 
 
Article 44: §10.4, Definition, Street (revise) 
 
Chair Greenbaum noted that the language erroneously deleted during a rewrite years ago was now 
added. Chair Greenbaum added that streets which are part of subdivisions approved by the Planning 
Board, registered with the County of Barnstable, and exist on a subdivision site plan signed by the 
Planning Board are included in the definition of a street.  
 
Chair Greenbaum recognized Ms. McCarthy who stated her concerns about not including Approval Not 
Required (ANR) and adequate frontage. Ms. McCarthy suggested that the Planning Board conduct a 
thorough review prior to a public review process. Ms. McCarthy thanked the Members for their 
consideration.  
 
Town Planner/Land Use Counsel Carboni said that an ANR endorsement does not establish frontage on a 
street for the purpose of zoning or a subdivision plan review. Town Planner/Land Use Counsel Carboni 
added that there is case law on this matter.  
 
Member Kiernan commented that he agreed with Town Planner/Land Use Counsel Carboni’s opinion. 
Member Kiernan read aloud the Subdivisions Regulations’ Section 2.2.2, #12, page 8. 
 
No further public comments were made.  
 
Article 45 §10.4 Definition, Lot Coverage (new); §50, Area and Height Regulations 
 
Chair Greenbaum provided an overview following a meeting with the Climate Action Committee 
addressing runoff, carbon sequestration, and loss of trees. Chair Greenbaum said that it is a Bylaw that 
many Cape Cod towns have. This Bylaw would only apply to the Seashore and Residential Districts.  
 
Chair Greenbaum recognized Mr. Lucy (speaking as a private citizen and not as the ZBA Vice Chair) who 
asked what about a hypothetical situation where a property owner who had over 30% coverage. Mr. 
Lucy also asked about what mechanism would allow enforcement of the Bylaw. Mr. Lucy said that he did 
not see that anyone who has over 30% is grandfathered according to the Bylaw. Mr. Lucy also noted 
that solar panels are not included in the Bylaw. 
 
Member Kiernan noted that this is a reactive Bylaw and cited a specific situation where a property 
owner removed 90% of the existing vegetation and plants from the property that resulted in the 
“grubbing” of the two lots on Andrew Way. Member Kiernan noted that this is a Bylaw would raise 
awareness among property owners as they need to be aware of their decisions and how they can 
negatively impact the Town’s water sources.   
 
Mr. Lucy said that is a reactive Bylaw but there is no enforcement component.  
 
Member Kiernan said that he believed that the Bylaw should be renamed “Lot Clearing” and that he 
agreed with Mr. Lucy’s comments.  
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Vice Chair Sollog noted that the 30% coverage would restrict the size of a home on a ½ acre lot and that 
this was a first attempt to address that issue. 
 
No further public comments were made.  
 
Article 46: §40.1 Duplex Bylaw (revise) 
 
Chair Greenbaum said that this would reduce the required lot size from 1 acre to the standard ¾ acre 
and would limit the size of the second unit. Both units could house families. It would also change the 
total size limit from 3,000 SF to 3,600 SF. This Bylaw would add housing units to Truro and diversify the 
housing stock.   
 
Chair Greenbaum recognized Mr. Lucy who said that there were no definitions for “apartment” and 
“duplex”. Mr. Lucy also noted that there are loopholes in the Bylaw which would allow a 3,000 SF home 
with two bedrooms and a 600 SF unit with one bedroom that could be used as a seasonal rental. 
Member Kiernan replied by reading aloud the clarification of the meaning of definitions according to 
Massachusetts General Law Chapter 40A (as amended).   
 
No other public comments were made.  
 
Chair Greenbaum noted that there no other items on the agenda. Chair Greenbaum asked Members to 
pick up next week’s packets from Planning Department Administrator Sturdy at Town Hall tomorrow or 
Friday as Monday is a holiday. Chair Greenbaum also announced that there were scheduled site reviews 
on the calendar for next Tuesday and Planning Department Administrator Sturdy had already distributed 
that information to the Members.   
 
Member Kiernan made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 5:51 pm. 
Vice Chair Sollog seconded the motion. 
So voted, 7-0, the motion carries.  
 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Alexander O. Powers 

Board/Committee/Commission Support Staff 
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