




NARRATIVE 

Application for Approval of a Preliminary Subdivision Plan 

9B BENSON ROAD 
Assessors Map 53 and Parcel 50-0 

Fisher Road Realty Trust 
Willie J. and Gloria J. Cater, trustees 

This is a proposal to create a 2 parcel subdivision and approval 
is sought for Preliminary Subdivision Plan pursuant to §2.4. of 
Truro’s Rules and Regulations Governing the Subdivision of Land. 

The proposed subdivision is as shown on the plan titled 
Preliminary Subdivision Plan of Land for Fisher Road Realty 
Trust, by Outermost Land Survey, Inc., dated June 6, 2023; and 
is included in the application. 

The application has been submitted in accordance with the Filing 
Procedure found at §2.4.1, and the Submission Requirements at 
§2.4.2 of Truro’s Rules and Regulations Governing the 
Subdivision of Land. 
                   

The proposed Lot 1 shall be the site of a single family home; 
the application includes plans for the proposed turn around and 
driveway to serve the dwelling unit. 

Lot 2 is intended as a gift to the Truro Conservation Trust. Lot 
2 abuts an existing TCT parcel. 



9B Benson Road has a long history with this board and the Town’s 
Zoning Board of Appeals, and a long history in Massachusetts 
state courts. 

The Supreme Judicial Court, has affirmed the existence and 
validity of the access right of way to serve 9B Benson Road. And 
the Land Court has fixed the location of the access right of 
way. 

This access right of way is as shown on the plan titled Access 
Right of Way Construction Plan for Dr. Willie J. and Gloria J. 
Cater, by Clark Engineering, LLC, dated July 14, 2023. A second 
plan has been prepared, titled Access Right of Way Construction 
Plan for Dr. Willie J. and Gloria J. Cater, by Clark 
Engineering, LLC, dated October 25, 2023, in response to 
comments from abutters. Both plans are included in the 
application. 









































Kate Moran Carter 
857-453-4354 

kcarter@daintorpy.com 

DAIN │ TORPY │ LE RAY │ WIEST │ GARNER PC 

175 Federal Street, Suite 1500 ▪ Boston, MA 02110▪ T: 617.542.4800 ▪ F: 618.542.4808 ▪ www.daintorpy.com 

November 3, 2023  

By FedEx 

Truro Planning Board  
Truro Town Hall  
24 Town Hall Road  
P.O. Box 2030 
Truro, Massachusetts 02666  
Attn: Anne Greenbaum, Chair 

Re: 9B Benson Road, Truro, Massachusetts 
 Application for Preliminary Subdivision Approval 

Dear Chairwoman Greenbaum: 

This office represents Will and Gloria Cater, the Trustees of the Fisher Road Realty Trust (the 
“Trust”) in connection with the Trust’s application under G.L. c. 41, Section 81S for preliminary 
subdivision approval of property known and numbered as 9B Benson Road, Truro, 
Massachusetts (the “Property”). I am writing to you to ask that two of the members of the Truro 
Planning Board (the “Board) recuse themselves from consideration of the Trust’s application in 
accordance with their obligations under G.L. c. 268A, § 23(b). That statute states in relevant part 
that no current officer or employee of a municipal agency1 shall knowingly, or with reason to 
know:  

act in a manner which would cause a reasonable person, having knowledge of the 
relevant circumstances, to conclude that … he is likely to act or fail to act as a 
result of kinship, rank, position, or undue influence of any party or person. 

(emphasis added). Furthermore under G.L. c. 268, § 19 a municipal employee must not 
participate in any matter affecting his/her own financial interest (or that of an immediate family 
member or a business organization in which he is serving as an officer/ director/trustee/ 
partner/employee). Per a 1987 advisory opinion from the State Ethics Commission (See Tab 12), 
if a planning board member, or his or her family member, is an abutter to a proposed subdivision, 

1 Under G.L. c. 268A, §1(g) the statute governs any “person performing services for or holding an office, position, 
employment or membership in a municipal agency, whether by election, appointment, contract of hire or 
engagement, whether serving with or without compensation, on a full, regular, part-time, intermittent, or consultant 
basis.”  

2 The 1987 advisory opinion has been repurposed as continuing guidance for Planning Board Members on the State 
Ethics’ Commission’s website.   
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the planning board member must abstain when the issue comes before the board because of the 
financial interests implicated by the proposal, even if the member of family member did not 
object to the proposed subdivision.  

Accordingly, we believe that given Mr. Riemer’s and Mr. Kiernan’s prior opposition to an earlier 
iteration of the current preliminary subdivision plan for the Property, neither gentleman can be 
fair and objective in considering the Trust’s current application and must recuse themselves from 
related Board proceedings.  

Both Mr. Riemer and Mr. Kiernan exercised their rights as private citizens to participate in prior 
public hearings before this Board in opposition to prior proposals by the Trust to access the 
Property via the same private easement that will connect to the subdivision road on the Property. 
In 2014 the Trust applied to the Board for approval of a Definitive Plan pursuant to MGL c.40A, 
Section 81T and Section 2.5 of the Town of Truro Rules and Regulations Governing the 
Subdivision of Land with respect to the Property (the “2014 Proposal”). At the time the plan 
submitted by the Trust reflected a single lot subdivision, access to and egress from which will be 
served by a driveway located over a private easement, certain dimensions of which were 
established by decision of the Massachusetts Land Court in Cater v. Bednarek, Miscellaneous 
Case No. 98 MISC 250365 (GHP) (the “Action”). At the continued public hearing on April 15, 
2014 Mr. Riemer spoke in opposition the 2014 Proposal arguing that it would be unwise for the 
Board to waive certain dimensional standards for the driveway because of alleged safety 
concerns and the possibility of thereafter binding the Board to waive these same regulations for 
future proposals. At the May 6, 2014 continued public hearing, Mr. Riemer speculated about the 
possibility that the view of a driver on the driveway could be blinded on a bright sunny day, and 
expressly asked the Board to deny the Trust’s application. True and correct copies of the minutes 
from both meetings are attached to this letter at Tabs 2 and 3.  

Mr. Kiernan lives at 10 Benson Road in Truro. Although he is not a direct abutter to the Property 
his property is located approximately 700 feet from the Property. Most importantly, Mr. Kiernan 
was a defendant in the Action. The defendants in the Action argued that the Property was not 
benefitted by any easement rights, including the driveway that will connect to the subdivision 
road reflected on the current preliminary subdivision plan. Thereafter, Mr. Kiernan participated 
in the public hearing process before this Board to oppose the Caters’ previous proposals. At the 
March 4, 2014 Mr. Kiernan appeared as an abutter challenging the Caters’ characterizations of 
the holding of the Action and urging the Board to require a safer means of accessing the Caters’ 
proposed development on Property or to deny the plan all together. A true and correct copy of 
the March 4, 2014 meeting minutes are attached to this letter at Tab 4. Mr. Kiernan wrote a letter 
of opposition to the Board which was read into the record at the April 15, 2014 continued public 
hearing to consider the 2014 Proposal. Mr. Kiernan’s letter cautioned the Board not to waive 
certain dimensional requirements related to the driveway and threatened that if the Board did 
waive those requirements that there could be additional litigation. At the May 6, 2014 continued 
public hearing, Mr. Kiernan read another statement into the record objecting to the 2014 
Proposal.  
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Mr. Riemer and Mr. Kiernan acted well within their rights as private citizens to participate in 
litigation and the public hearing process and vigorously oppose the 2014 Proposal. However, in 
light of their prior participation, it is no secret that Mr. Riemer and Mr. Kiernan are opposed to 
development on the Property. Although the 2014 Proposal was slightly different than the Trust’s 
current proposal, both projects will involve the use of the private easement, which Mr. Riemer 
and Mr. Kiernan have argued against. A reasonable person considering the objective evidence 
could only conclude that Mr. Riemer and Mr. Kiernan would act consistent with their previously 
articulated self-interest and vote against the current proposal. In these circumstances, both men 
must recuse themselves. See, e.g., Windsor v. Planning Board of Wayland, 26 Mass.App.Ct. 650, 
652 (1988) (plaintiff, who was a planning board member and abutter to the proposed subdivision 
participated only as a private citizen in public letter writing campaigns, and court actions 
challenging the subdivision plan; plaintiff recused himself from the planning board votes); 
Winchester Boat Club, Inc. v. Zoning Board of Appeals of Winchester, 2021 WL 1700846,*12 
(Mass. Land Ct., April 29, 2021) (intervenor, who was also member of the Board, properly 
recused himself in order to represent his interests as an abutter).  

Sincerely, 

/s/ Kate Moran Carter 

Kate Moran Carter 

 



TAB 1 
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TRURO PLANNING BOARD  
Meeting Minutes - Tuesday, April 15, 2014 
Truro Town Hall, 24 Town Hall Road, Truro, MA at 6:00 pm 
 
Members Present: Karen Snow (Chair), Bill Worthington, Leo Childs, Chris Lucy, Lisa Tobia 
and Bruce Boleyn.  Absent: John Pendleton 
 
Others Present: Charleen Greenhalgh ( ATA/ Planner), Steven Sollog, Donald Poole, Bruce 
Edmands, Paul Kiernan, Jack Riemer, Ben Zehnder, Eliza Cox, Tom Frisardi, Joan Holt and 
David Clark 
 
Ms. Snow called the meeting to order at 6:04 pm 
 
Winkler Route Six Trust, Michael F. Winkler, Trustee, 1 Noons Heights Road, Site Plan 
Review  
Representative: Attorney Ben Zehnder 
This is a continuation of the public hearing from April 1, 2014.  The applicant seeks endorsement 
of an Application for Site Plan Review pursuant to §70.2 of the Truro Zoning By-law for 1) 
landscape material stockpiling and processing; 2) Asphalt/Brick/Concrete (ABC) stockpiling; 
and 3) ABC crushing no more than five times each calendar year for a week’s duration each 
instance.  The property is located at 1 Noons Height Road, Atlas Map 39 Parcel 166.  
 
Mr. Zehnder the applicant’s representative requested a further continuance of this matter to May 
6, 2014.  Ms. Tobia moved to continue the Site Plan Public Hearing to May 6, 2014.  Seconded 
by Mr. Boleyn, voted on and approved 6-0-0. 
 
2014-001 Willie J. Cater and Gloria J. Cater, 9B Benson Road, Definitive Subdivision  
Representatives: Attorney Bruce Edmands, Don Poole, P.L.S and Dave Clark, P.E. 
This is a continuation of a hearing from February 18, and March 4, 2014.  The applicants seek 
for approval of a Definitive Plan pursuant to MGL c.40A, Section 81T and Section 2.5 of the 
Town of Truro Rules and Regulations Governing the Subdivision of Land with respect to their 
property known and numbered 9B Benson Road, Truro and shown as Parcel 50 on Truro 
Assessor’s Map, Sheet 53.  The Application seeks approval of a single lot subdivision access to 
and egress from which will be served by a driveway located over a right of way as meeting the 
specifications set forth in a Judgment entered in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts Land 
Court.  
 
Mr. Worthington recused himself and moved to the audience.  
 
Mr. Edmands related that at the April 1, 2014 meeting an agreement was reached that the 
abutters would submit a proposal of compromise using a diagonal route up the hill. The proposal 
with 42 requirements/issues concerning the road design was received and is not acceptable. The 
proposal asks that the Caters agree to a road design that is not within the bounds of the Truro 
Subdivision rules and regulations without the support of those who will be directly affected by it, 
the only assurance would be that the abutters would remove their opposition to the plan. Mr. 
Zehnder, representing the abutters stated that the proposed route included many restrictions, but 
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was intended to begin a discussion. The proposal was not presented in good faith and Mr. 
Zehnder offered an apology to the Caters. The abutters are seeking the least amount of 
disturbance to the hillside therefore the proposal before the Board is the easement designated by 
the Land Court, and is the preferred route for the abutters. If the Planning Board can waive the 
grade restrictions and also the cul-de-sac the fill will be greatly reduced.   
 
Ms. Tobia asked for clarity of the path of the road. Mr. Zehnder stated that the path is the one 
laid out by the Land Court referring to plan A. Attorney Cox representing the LaFredo property 
asked the Board to consider granting of waivers to minimize the damage to the terrain, view and 
esthetic beauty that is existing at this site and recognize the interference with the existing septic 
system that will occur if the preferred route A is followed. She asked the Board to keep in mind 
that the court decreed a right of way through three private properties, if ever there was a situation 
to grant waivers this is such a case. Attorney Cox identified Bob Perry as the engineer for all 
three abutters. Thomas Frisardi, attorney representing Lucy Clark, added that grade waivers are a 
necessity and asked if the Planning Board would take a vote even a straw vote so the Caters 
would know that they would have a usable lot after this is constructed. Ms. Snow asked if the 
DPW Director could provide some examples of existing grade conditions on some roads in 
Truro. Ms. Snow read a letter from Paul Kiernan into the record; the letter asked the Board to 
proceed with caution as further litigation may follow if the Board acts outside its powers.  
 
Ms. Snow reviewed the requested waivers made by the applicants Ms. Snow stated that it is 
appropriate to consider these requests for waivers at this time. (Note the numbering is as they 
were discussed at the meeting, not from the plan numbers.) 

1. Minimum Right of Way width Mr. Boleyn stated that implicates safety issues. Ms. Tobia 
stated she has no problem with reduced Right of Way. Mr. Childs still uncomfortable 
with reduced Right of Way. Mr. Lucy stated he has no problem with a design of 15’ of 
paved surface and the judge has ordered this width. Mrs. Greenhalgh asked for the plan to 
be clarified. Mr. Edmands cleared up the description of what the court required for both 
the Right of Way width and the paved surface. Through consensus the Board and the 
applicant agreed the Right of Way will be 20’. Ms. Snow asked the Board if they will 
waive paved surface down to 10’ with 2’ of shoulder. For a length of 560’. Ms. Tobia 
asked to do as little harm as possible and is in favor of an 8’ surface where possible. The 
Board discussed the width. Mr. Boleyn preferred a wider paved surface will allow 
waiving the width down to 10’.  

2. Vertical alignment waiver. The Board agreed the minimum intersection angle 
requirement can be waived for a single lot.  

3. Grade requirement waivers. Mr. Lucy stated for reference Sally’s way grade is 10%. 
Long discussion on grades. Ms. Tobia stated that she is willing to waive grade up to 16%. 
Mr. Childs stated that 200’ of 16% grade is passable unless it is covered with ice. Ms. 
Snow summarized that the Board would waive a road up to a 16% grade for some defined 
distance. 

4. Ms. Snow asked for a re-vegetation plan where a pre-inventory of existing growth was 
provided in order to replace what was there with the same vegetation. The Board agreed. 

5. Ms. Snow addressed the need for turn-outs at points on the road for vehicles to pass each 
other. The applicant agreed to provide turnouts with hardener not paved.  

6. The Board asked for a T turnaround instead of a cul-de-sac. 
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7. The existing septic system in the path of the road should be dealt with. Through the land 
court it is the responsibility of Caters to deal with the septic. There is not as yet a 
determination that the road will interfere with the septic system on the Loffredo property. 
Attorney Cox disagreed with this determination. The Loffredo’s are asking for a 
condition on the site plan where if the road interferes with the septic system, it is 
remedied before commencement of the road construction. Mr. Poole stated that the ‘as 
built’ card shows a different foot print for the location of the leach pit. Ms. Snow asked 
for a time constraint. Mrs. Greenhalgh stated that making it a condition of approval then 
the time constraint is built into the application. Next meeting is May 6 2014. All material 
needs to be submitted by April 28 for consideration of May 6. Attorney Zehnder stated 
that these conditions do not represent an approval of the application but rather complete 
and accurate terms and conditions for proceeding. He stated we should not lose sight of 
the need for things to be built correctly and will work toward that end with the other 
attorneys and engineers. 8. Covenant release will be based on construction of the road 
prior to issuance of a building permit.  

8. Road surface should not be pavement wherever possible. Where grade allows use 
alternative to paving. The attorneys discussed road surfaces producing noise and dust.  

 
Ms. Snow stated that this is the end of the waivers list. Ms. Snow opened the meeting to the 
public. 
 
Mr. Kiernan asked the Board not to waive 40’ easement requirement, the paved width, the radius 
of the road intersect and the turnaround. A 12’ wide easement will not allow him to be eligible 
for a building permit. Mrs. Holt stated there are 2 different items before the Board. The Board 
should not combine the two. A one lot subdivision which requires a 40’ easement. The other item 
before the Board is a driveway. Mr. Worthington a member of the Truro Conservation Trust 
asked why the Board wants to waive the easement when a 40’ easement does not change the cut 
or fill it is delineation on an assessor’s map and not much more. Ms. Snow asked if he meant the 
right of way or the layout. Mr. Poole questioned the appropriateness of Mr. Worthington 
speaking at the meeting, for not disclosing his seat on the Planning Board and not being a direct 
abutter. Mr. Riemer spoke on the willingness of the Board to waive the requirements which have 
been worked on to insure the safety and overall appeal of the Town of Truro, He stated it is not 
wise to waive these requirements, for future precedents which will have a bearing on future 
applications that will come before this Board. 
 
Ms. Snow stated subdivision regulations are waive-able. This Board created the rural road 
alternative purposely to allow less impact on the environment. Ms. Snow stated that the Board 
routinely waives width grade and intersect angles as well as construction of cul-de-sacs. The 
Board is waiting for more information. Ms. Snow asked that the plan contain a note stating this 
subdivision is limited to one residence and no further development is permitted. Mr. Kiernan 
stated the Board should ask town counsel if the 40’ easement, the 20’ turn radius and turnaround 
are waive-able by this Board.   
 
Mr. Boleyn moved to continue this public hearing to May 6, 2014. Seconded by Mr. Lucy, voted 
on and continued to May 6.    6-0-0  
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Assignment of Motions for Zoning Articles for the Annual Town Meeting  
Ms. Snow assigned the articles to members for motion at Town Meeting.   
 
Continued Discussion and Review of Proposed Changes to the Planning Board Policies and 
Procedures, including Code of Conduct  
Tabled to next meeting. 
 
Review and Approval of Meeting Minutes 
 Mr. Worthington moved to accept the minutes for March 4, 2014 as amended. Seconded by Mr. 
Childs, voted on and approved 6-0-0. 
 
Mr. Worthington moved to approve the minutes of March 17 as amended. Seconded by Mr. 
Childs voted on and approved 6-0-0. 
 
Mr. Childs moved to approve the minutes of March 19 as amended. Seconded by Ms. Tobi, 
voted on and approved 6-0-0. 
 
Adjourned at 8:00pm 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
 
Steve Sollog 



 

 

TAB 3 

  



Truro Planning Board Minutes                              May, 6 2014                                       Page 1 | 6 

 

TRURO PLANNING BOARD                   

Meeting Minutes-Tuesday, May 6, 2014 at 6:00 pm 

Town Hall, 24 Town Hall Road, Truro, MA  

 

Members Present: Karen Snow (Chair), Bill Worthington, John Pendleton, Leo Childs, Chris 

Lucy and Bruce Boleyn 

Members Absent: Lisa Tobia 

Others Present: Charleen Greenhalgh ATA/ Planner, Steven Sollog, Bruce Edmands, Don Poole 

Gloria Harris Cater, Dr. Willie Cater, Paul Kiernan, Jack Riemer, Ben Zehnder, Fred Gaechter, 

Eliza Cox, Christopher Snow, Bob Weinstein, Tom Frisardi, Lucy Clark, Joan Holt, David Clark, 

Nancy Thornley and John Thornley  

 

Ms. Snow called the meeting to order at 6:00pm 

 

2014-001 - Willie J. Cater and Gloria J. Cater Definitive Subdivision, 9B Benson Road  

Representatives: Bruce Edmands, Don Poole and Dave Clark 

The applicants have filed an application for approval of a Definitive Plan with the Clerk of the 

Town of Truro pursuant to Massachusetts c.40A, Section 81T and Section 2.5 of the Town of Truro 

Rules and Regulations Governing the Subdivision of Land with respect to their property known and 

numbered 9B Benson Road, Truro and shown as Parcel 50 on Truro Assessor’s Map, Sheet 53.  

The Application seeks approval of a single lot subdivision access to and egress from which will be 

served by a driveway located over a right of way as meeting the specifications set forth in a 

Judgment entered in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts Land Court. This is a continuation from 

February 18, 2014, March 4, 2014, April 1, 2014 and April 15, 2014.  Mr. Pendleton and Mr. 

Worthington recused themselves. 

 

Mr. Edmands stated that with the benefit of the prior discussion, the Caters have prepared a revised 

road design. By increasing the grade of the road to 16%, the cut and fill for this road is greatly 

reduced. The width of the road is not reduced due to potential safety risk. A re-vegetation plan has 

also been prepared for approval. Mr. Clark described the changes to the plan. The 16% grade is the 

greatest slope and replacing the cul-de-sac with a T-turn allows the cut and fill on the Truro 

Conservation Trust land to be eliminated. A turnout is provided along the road. Ms. Snow asked for 

a description of the guard rail and its location. The placement was explained by Mr. Clark. Ms. 

Snow asked for explanation of where the hardened surface turns to pavement, the placement of the 

apron and the specifications for clearance to the turn-around. Mr. Clark explained the temporary 

apron is a device to mitigate/control tracking of debris from truck tires. The purpose is to knock the 

material off the wheels of the trucks working at the site. After construction is finished the apron 

will be removed and the area re-vegetated.  

 

Mr. Boleyn stated he is very uncomfortable and concerned with the safety of the grade. Mr. 

Edmands stated that there is an unobstructed view from the bottom of the road looking up to the 

Cater property and vice versa. Mr. Childs agreed that a wider road is a good idea and recommend a 

hedge fence to protect the properties from wind and noise also questioned whether a catch basin 

might provide for some contamination to the nearby well. Mr. Clark stated the best option is a 
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catch basin but he will explore alternate choices. Mr. Lucy stated that a decrease in the grade would 

increase cut and fill and he asked if it would be possible to run a trench toward Benson Road to 

carry rain run-off out away from the well on the neighboring property. The road will be pitched to 

one side because it will allow a narrower road surface and the berm will only be needed on one 

side. 

 

Ms. Snow asked what the hardened surface choices are and asked if the T-turn and hammer head 

could be moved on the layout to eliminate any clearing on the Truro Conservation Trust property.  

Teresa Spray’s suggestions are designed to manage/control the invasive species and restore the area 

with eastern red cedar, scrub oak and plain grassland. Mr. Childs described the particular areas 

where the height of the re-vegetation should be controlled to allow for low growing ground cover. 

Discussion continued on re-vegetation. 

 

Ms. Cox attorney representing the Loffredo property stated that her client does not want this access 

road, but if this is imposed on her client then they are pleased with the grade, which helps preserve 

the view. Subdivision Control Law requires the Planning Board to conform to the 

recommendations of the Health agent. Ms. Cox read a response from the Health agent and 

submitted it for the record. Her client would like to see the road narrowed to 10’ total including 

berm. The plan should respect the natural environment and she stated that many roads are narrower 

and allow for safe passage. The width will be left up to the Planning Board to determine what is 

necessary to provide safe access. Ms. Cox stated that through consultation with their engineer, Bob 

Perry, they ask for the removal of the guard rails as they will obstruct the view. In addition, they 

want to see a reduction in the driveway apron width and they want a strong restriction on the plan 

limiting development to one single family dwelling. The Planning Board has that authority. We 

appreciate Mr. Lucy’s suggestion to move run-off to Benson Rd which will disperse storm water 

over a larger area. 

 

Mr. Zehnder representing Truro Conservation Trust (TCT) stated that it is in the hands of the 

Planning Board to preserve this land. This looks like a good plan. The TCT would like to see a 

reduction in the road width to 10’ and they asked for several conditions 1) No lighting be permitted 

on the roadway; 2) Require bonding, it is critical to secure a covenant surety bond; 3) Restoration 

time period be limited 90 days; 4) No construction during July and August; 5) Require the planting 

to be maintained forever; and, 6) Compensate for the horizontal disturbance done to the land in the 

Truro Conservation Trust. Mr. Lucy engaged in a discussion about the width of the road. Mr. 

Zehnder asked to allow the narrowest width possible.  

 

Mr. Frisardi attorney for Lucy Clark stated emphatic objection to any approval of this plan. The 

applicant does not have the requisite frontage. The Land Court did not confer a frontage right to the 

Right of Way. The conditions suggested are worth consideration. Cash bond is essential and 

include a time limit. The court advised information and therefore the decision is not binding. Mr. 

Frisardi used some examples of Court decisions to make his point, finally stating that a 40’ right of 

Way is the requirement to the subdivision control law so the application must be denied.  
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Mr. Kiernan asked for a point of order concerning the change in the Planning Board membership in 

the very near future, leading to the possibility for a conditional approval of the plan. If that were to 

happen then which plan would be conditionally approved? Ms. Snow stated that it is her intention 

to have a vote on this subdivision this night.  The Board worked on specifics of the plans.  Ms. 

Snow reviewed the plan specifics with the abutters and the rest of the Board.   

 A ten foot width for the road way. A one and a half foot berm and two-foot shoulder with 

hardened surface.  A total of ten foot hardened surface for the unpaved section of the road. 

 No lighting on the roadway other than on the Cater property. 

 A discussion on the bond ensued. Mrs. Greenhalgh read the Massachusetts General Law on 

securing a bond. The Board worked out the wording of a requirement of bond.  

 Mr. Edmands stated that his clients are willing to delay construction until September.  

 Maintaining the road will be in the statement of conditions which runs with the property.  

 Set aside an equal area of property as that which is disturbed on the TCT property, 

dedicated to open space.  Mr. Edmands accepted the condition, setting aside the area.  

 In the matter of the septic location the Caters understand their responsibility and obligation 

to rectify any disturbance.  It would require the Caters to adhere to whatever is required by 

the Board of Health.  

 As stated in the letter the unpaved section of roadway should be 10’wide inclusive of the 

shoulders hardened surface. 

 One Single family home on the lot condition. 

 Move catch basin away from the leach pits. 

 Name of proposed road Hopper Lane. 

 

Mr. Lucy discussed the pitch of the road with Mr. Boleyn who feels the grade is a major safety 

issue. Mrs. Greenhalgh stated that the application must be approved by National Heritage and the 

waivers must be on the plans. The Board reviewed the waivers to be included on the plan.  

Mr. Frisardi asked that the monument restoration be included as a condition on the plan, including 

the waivers as requested by the applicant.  

 

Ms. Snow opened the meeting to public comment at 8:56pm.  

 

Mrs. Holt an abutter stated the Board is ignoring the subdivision by-laws. The 40’ right of way is 

not waive-able in design standards and a building permit will not be issued. Ms. Snow responded 

regarding subdivision after speaking with Town Counsel and the Town Planner both advised this is 

a plan which has merit and similar subdivisions have been approved in the past. This driveway is 

not a road and the Planning Board is weighing in on how it should be built. The judge did not 

guarantee a building permit in fact if the building commissioner decides that this road does not 

confer frontage then other boards will review the case. Mr. Kiernan agreed with what the chair 

stated, but questioned using §2.5.2.16 where the abutters can build a fence, where is the limit of the 

right of way.  

 

Mr. Edmands stated that the Judge did not specify the exact dimensions of the right of way. The 

judge intended that the Caters would have a right of way which would provide access to the Cater 

property, which would satisfy the zoning requirements.  
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Mr. Kiernan read a statement objecting to approval of this plan. The Court mandated approval of a 

subdivision but there should be no misunderstanding that this roadway will not confer frontage. Mr. 

Riemer asked the Board to address safety issues any bright sunny day could cause the blinding of a 

driver’s view, and asked the Board to deny the application.  Ms. Snow closed the public hearing. 

 

After further Board discussion, on a motion from Leo Childs, seconded by Christopher Lucy, the 

Board voted to approve the Definitive Subdivision of Land prepared for Doctor Willie J. and Gloria 

J. Cater as submitted and to approve the method of construction for access from Benson Road to 

the subject property, pursuant to MGL c.41, §81-T and §81U and Section 2.5 of the Town of Truro 

Rules and Regulations Governing the Subdivision of Land, located at 9B Benson Road, Truro and 

shown as Parcel 50 on Truro Assessor’s Map, Sheet 53,  with the following conditions: 

 

1. The paved portion of the road shall have a width of 10’ paved, with a 1½’ berm on one side, 

with 2’ of hardened shoulders on either side.  This is exclusive of the T-turnaround in the cul-

de-sac. 

2. The unpaved portion of the road shall have a width of 10’, with 2’ of hardened shoulders 

loamed and seeded. 

3. The unpaved portion of the road shall be constructed with a dense grated base with a natural 

surface.  A detail of the construction shall be provided. 

4. No work related to the roadway shall commence until the septic system serving 9 Benson Road 

has been designed, permitted, and relocated in accordance with the requirements of Title 5 (310 

CMR 15.000 et seq) and the Truro Board of Health Regulations, and the new system has been 

put into operation.  This shall be so noted on the plan and within the Planning Board Covenant. 

5. The guard rail shall begin approximately at Station 2+75 rather than at Station 2+00. 

6. The proposed limit of clear for the T-turnaround shall be restricted to within the confines of the 

cul-de-sac area. 

7. There shall be no lighting of the roadway on the Truro Conservation Trust, Loffredo or Clark 

properties. 

8. The applicant shall deposit with the Town a cash or other approved bond in the amount of 

$25,000, in addition to a Planning Board Covenant.  The bond shall be remitted to the applicant 

upon completion of all construction and restoration in accordance with the approved plans, and 

verification by the Planning Board that vegetation has stabilized and is reasonably expected to 

survive and grow normally.  No Certificate of Occupancy shall issue for the property until the 

bond has been deposited with the Town. 

9. There shall be no construction of the roadway during the months of July and August in any 

year. 

10. The applicant shall set aside as open space through a plan notation and covenant, or through a 

conservation restriction, an area of land on the Cater property at least equal in square footage to 

the area of Trust land disturbed for the project. 

11. A Statement of Condition will be executed and shall include the provision that the roadway 

shall not be constructed except in connection with the construction of a single family dwelling 

on the Cater property. 
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12. The applicant shall count all trees measuring 6” DBH (for example Pitch Pine, Oak, Cherry), 

but not including invasive species, which are to be removed from the Loffredo property (9 

Benson Road) within the limit of work area, and for every such tree removed, one shall be 

planted on the Loffredo property in a location acceptable to the Loffredos. 

13. The leach pits located at Station 2+00 shall be relocated outside the 100 feet radius to the well 

on the Loffrado property. 

14. The subdivision road shall be known as “Hopper Lane”. 

15. The temporary apron, to be used during construction, shall be reduced to 10’ on the 

Construction Plan.  Following construction of the road the temporary apron shall be removed 

and shall be reconstructed in conformity with the remainder of the unpaved road.  Any 

disturbed areas shall be revegetated. 

16. The Eastern Red Cedar shown on the BlueFax Restoration/Planting Plan within the 100’ radius 

of the Loffrado well, shall be relocated to outside the “white” area as shown on the plan. 

17. Any monuments disturbed during construction shall be replaced. 

18. No construction of the way shall commence until Natural Heritage’s Massachusetts Endangered 

Species Act (MESA) has acted and/or signed-off. 

19. All waivers, in item 20, shall be noted on the definitive plan prior to endorsement. 

20. The Board approved the following waivers from the Town of Truro Rules and Regulations 

Governing the Subdivision of Land, Appendix 2, Table 1, Recommended Geometric Design 

Standards for Subdivisions: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Board’s vote was three (3) in favor (Messer’s Childs and Lucy and Karen Snow) and one (1) 

vote against (Bruce Boleyn).  As a simple majority of the Planning Board is required for approval 

and the Truro Planning Board is a seven (7) member Board, the approval was not received.   

 

Standard Requirement Proposed Waiver 

Requested 

Roadway Layout    

Minimum right of way width 40 feet 12 feet 28 feet 

Minimum roadway width 14 feet 12 feet 2 feet 

Shoulder width 4 feet 2 feet 2 feet 

Grade    

Maximum grade 

8% or 10% 

For 100 feet 

16% 

For 200+/- 

feet 

8% or 6% 

100+/- feet 

Intersection Standards    

Minimum intersection angle 60 deg. 32 deg. 28 deg. 

Minimum curb radius 20 feet 0 feet 20 feet 

Dead-end Street    

Minimum radius of circular 

turnaround, to curb or to edge of 

pavement 

 

40 feet 

 

T-

Turnaround 

 

T-Turnaround 
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Winkler Route Six Trust, Michael F. Winkler, 1 Noons Heights Road, Site Plan Review  

Representative: Benjamin Zehnder 

This is a continuation of a Public Hearing from April 1, 2014 and April 15, 2014. The applicant seeks 

endorsement of an Application for Site Plan Review pursuant to §70.2 of the Truro Zoning By-law for 

1) landscape material stockpiling and processing; 2) Asphalt/Brick/Concrete (ABC) stockpiling; and 3) 

ABC crushing no more than five times each calendar year for a week’s duration each instance.  The 

property is located at 1 Noons Height Road, Atlas Map 39 Parcel 166.  

 

Mr. Zehnder stated that two members will be off the board with the coming election, leaving only four 

present members to act on the request, he therefore asked to withdraw the application without prejudice 

and resubmit when the new Board is formed following the May 13 Town Election. Mr. Snow, attorney 

for abutters, asked to hear the matter as there have been multiple delays in this application. He 

reviewed the two iterations of the site plan, the failure of the applicant to comply with Town cease and 

desist orders. A revised plan was filed that was insufficient. The application has been pending and asks 

that Board act to deny the application.  

 

Mr. Pendleton stated that the application is still inadequate and has been presented 3 times and does not 

propose to address the potential of protecting the groundwater or the surrounding area. On a motion 

from Mr. Pendleton, seconded by Mr. Boleyn, the Board found that approval for the application in the form 

submitted for Winkler Route Six Trust, Michael F. Winkler, Trustee, pursuant to §70.3 of the Truro Zoning 

By-law approved by the Truro Annual Town Meeting on April 29, 2014 (previously §70.2) for 1) landscape 

material stockpiling and processing; 2) Asphalt/Brick/Concrete (ABC) stockpiling; and 3) ABC crushing no 

more than five times each calendar year for a week’s duration each instance; cannot be given based on the 

finding that the application as submitted: 

 

(a) is incomplete.  

 

(b) and with the imposition of reasonable conditions will not ensure that the project will conform to the 

standards and criteria described herein.  

 

(c) and with the project as proposed, does not comply with the requirements of the Zoning By-law.  

 

The Board’s vote was four in favor (Pendleton, Childs, Boleyn and Snow) and two opposed (Worthington and 

Lucy.) 

 

The Board thanked Ms. Snow for her dedication to the Planning Board and also thanked Mr. Pendleton 

for his service. 

 

Adjourned at 9:52 pm 

 

Respectfully submitted 

 

 

Steven Sollog 

 



TAB 4 
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Truro Planning Board 

Meeting Minutes- March 4, 2014 

Truro Town Hall- 6:00 pm 

 

Members Present: Karen Snow (Chair), Bill Worthington, Leo Childs, John Pendleton, Lisa 

Tobia, Chris Lucy and Bruce Boleyn 

Others Present: Charleen Greenhalgh ATA/ Planner, Steven Sollog, Bruce Edmands Atty., Don 

Poole, Dave Clark, Jamie Veara Town Counsel, Lucy Clark, Nancy F. Callander, Fred Gaechter, 

Paul Keirnan, Linda Noons, Ben Zehnder, John Hopkins, Jennifer Morris, Steve DiGiovanni and 

Tom Roda 

 

Ms. Snow called the meeting to order at 6:00pm 

 

2014-001 - Willie J. Cater and Gloria J. Cater Definitive Subdivision – 9B Benson Road 

Representatives Attorney Bruce Edmands; Surveyor Donald Poole; and Engineer Dave Clark 

 

Continuation of the public hearing from February 4, 2014.   The applicants seek approval of a 

Definitive Plan with the Clerk of the Town of Truro pursuant to MGL c.40A, Section 81T and 

Section 2.5 of the Town of Truro Rules and Regulations Governing the Subdivision of Land with 

respect to their property known and numbered 9B Benson Road, Truro and shown as Parcel 50 

on Truro Assessor’s Map, Sheet 53.  The Application seeks approval of a single lot subdivision 

access to and egress from which will be served by a driveway located over a right-of-way as 

meeting the specifications set forth in a Judgment entered in the Commonwealth of 

Massachusetts Land Court. Mr. Worthington and Mr. Pendleton recused themselves from this 

hearing.    

                                                                                                                             

Messrs. Worthington and Pendleton recused themselves.  Mr. Edmands summarized the plan 

stating that in 1979 Dr. Cater and his wife purchased the lot as stated from Howard B. French 

with the hope of one day building a residence on the property. In the mid 1990’s plans were 

drawn up and the abutters were notified that when the property was created in 1899 it was 

benefitted by a right-of-way at the time the property was deeded by Charles W. Cobb to Lorenzo 

Baker. The right-of-way is defined as “over my land on the East and the road now established”, 

beyond that the location of the right-of-way was never fixed on the ground nor was there ever 

any structure built on the top of the hill. The Caters notified the abutters of the unfixed right-of-

way and went about to fix a location of right-of-way. (As a matter of law, where a right-of-way 

is not specifically defined in a deed, the property owners, who have the benefit of the right-of-

way along with the property owners whose land is burdened by the right-of-way, have the 

opportunity to reach an agreement where to locate it).  

 

When an agreement was not found, the only recourse for the Caters was to turn to the Judicial 

System. On behalf of the Caters, Mr. Edmands filed an action in the Land Court seeking a 

declaratory judgment concerning, 1. The existence and vitality of the 1899 right-of-way, and; 2. 

Its location. That action precipitated 15 years of litigation over whether or not the right-of-way 

was validly granted in the first place, whether or not the right-of-way continued in existence or 

had been extinguished abandoned or otherwise relinquished in some fashion and ultimately 

where the right-of-way should be located. After two separate trials, first over the validity of 
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right-of-way and second over the location of the right-of-way, the land court declined to define 

the right-of-way absolutely using instead the rural road alternative found in the Truro 

regulations. This judgment fixed the decision of determining the road width and grade with the 

Planning Board allowing that the Planning Board has the legal authority to waive the 14’ right-

of-way requirement providing that all applicable rules and regulations are followed. This led to 

an appeal and more judgments. The Supreme Judicial Court took the case and demanded that the 

Land Court reconcile the conflict in the decision concerning the twelve foot width. This resulted 

in an amended judgment where the road is to be built no wider than what is decided to be 

necessary for the use. There is expert testimony in the record stating that twelve feet is adequate. 

If this adequately protects the esthetics and adequately protects the environment (the rural nature 

of the area) the Caters must now go before the Planning Board and make a request that they 

approve a right-of-way limited to the specifications set forth in the courts decision. In the past 

fifteen years every complaint has been addressed by the court, the applicants have reached out to 

every conflicting consideration and now ask the Planning Board to please recognize what the 

court has done in seeking to balance all these competing interests. The Cater’s recognize there 

are environmental considerations still to be met but the Planning Board is asked to help the 

Caters to move forward. 

                                                                         

Ms. Snow stated that the missing items from the application need to be provided. The Engineer 

showed the cul-de-sac on the plan and the gross area is noted. A notation regarding permanent 

bounds for the lot corners is missing. Mr. Lucy stated that pipes are as sufficient legally as 

concrete bounds. The Board agreed. Ms. Snow continued stating the Waivers are not listed on 

the definitive plan. The engineer stated that the missing items will be taken care of. Mrs. 

Greenhalgh stated that a covenant needs to be provided and the site needs to be staked. Ms. 

Snow read several letters in opposition to the definitive subdivision: John and Nancy Thornley; 

Steven Lafredo and Ellen Hirschbach; Eliza Cox; Lucy Clark; and Nancy F. Callander.  Mr. 

Edmands stated that all these issues were addressed by the land court.  

 

The Fire Commissioner entered the room and demanded a head count.  Mrs. Greenhalgh asked 

parties present for the next part of the meeting to exit and wait outside the meeting room, which 

they did. 

 

Mr. Edmands continued, asking if the board is disinclined to support a roadway that is less than 

the required width. Ms. Snow discussed with the Board the possibility of a longer less 

deleterious route. Mr. Edmands explained that the longer route was proposed and rejected the 

applicant would consider going back to that plan if there would be a way to do it quickly.  Mr. 

Gaechter, President of Truro Conservation Trust (“TCT”), stated that the Board needs to define 

access and minimize the damage to the land’s profile. The TCT requests either a denial of the 

application or provide a staked roadway with boundary and an indication of elevation and 

continue the application so that all the abutters can negotiate a more reasonable approach. The 

Board should consider a condition prohibiting the construction of the road until there is a 

building permit issued for a dwelling. Mr. Lucy reviewed the time frame of this legal dispute and 

asked why everyone has waited so long. Mr. Gaechter stated that in the Court the impact to the 

land was not considered, negotiating a least invasive route in two more months is not 

overbearing in a sixteen year struggle. Mrs. Greenhalgh stated that May 30, 2014 is the deadline 

for a decision; there are reasons to continue the hearing, but she suggested that the Board should 
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make a decision before the personnel of the Board changes as a result of the May election. Ms. 

Tobia stated if the Board follows the recommendations of the Land Court the grade will be steep 

and the road will not be wide enough, possibly a public hearing is needed to come up with a 

more acceptable width and a re-vegetation plan. Mr. Boleyn recommended that the Board take a 

little more time and supported that a building permit must be issued before the roadway is 

constructed. Mr. Lucy raised the issue of what to call this right-of-way, a driveway which the 

Board does not determine width and grade or a street which the Board does rule over width and 

grade. Mr. Edmands stated the request before the board is to address the issue of frontage, the 

cul-de-sac is the frontage. Mr. Veara stated that the Board is determining a roadway which will 

confer frontage to allow the Caters to build a home. The terminology of the 2007 and 2010 

judgments interchanged the words (driveway and street), the judge determined that the adequate 

width for this roadway is 12’ and that the Board can waive the regulations to allow a 12’ road 

width. Ms. Tobia stated that if there were other plans that the abutters found less offensive those 

plans should be in this packet so a choice for can be made by the applicant and abutters.  Mr. 

Edmands stated that there were a number of plans submitted by all the parties, none of which 

could be agreed on by all the parties. The plan before the Board tonight is the 2003 plan. The 

court chose the 2003 plan exhibit 37 by Coastal Engineering. A less deleterious plan has been 

drawn. 

 

Ms. Snow stated that her concern is the cut and fill and asked the applicant to stake the center 

line and edge of limit of work so that the board can visit the site and determine the lay of the 

road plan. The Board will schedule a visit on Thursday March 13 at 3pm. Ms. Snow and board 

agreed to this site visit. Ms. Snow then asked the applicants to provide an alternate route for the 

road, recognizing the need for cooperation of the Truro Conservation Trust and the abutters.   

 

Mr. Gaechter, acting as coordinator for the TCT agreed to get the Board of the TCT to decide on 

a best approach. Ms. Snow stated that without an adequate alternate proposal the Board can only 

make a decision on what is presented before the Board. Ms. Snow asked for traditional staking 

and a representative present to explain the grading. The representatives agreed. 

 

Ms. Snow opened the hearing to the public. Mr. Keirnan, an abutter stated that the plan was 

given to Dr. Cater by the land court, there was no road, there was no frontage therefore the road 

must be 150’ feet long before it will convey frontage. He asks the Board to make sure they 

provide a safe plan or not approve it at all. Mrs. Holt, an abutter asked that no work on the road 

begin until there is a building permit. There will need to be an environmental review, the 

Massachusetts Historical Commission has an archeological site at the base of the hill and that 

will trigger an archeological review and she reiterated the 50’ of road will not confer frontage 

because there was no road prior to February 16, 1960. Lucy Clark an abutter read the deed from 

Charles Cobb to Lorenzo Baker which included a description of the right-of-way. She added that 

the purchaser knew that the property was land locked and was fully aware there would be 

problems gaining access to the property. The owner bears some responsibility and the offered 

design as shown is mean spirited.  

 

Ms. Snow reminded the Board of the site visit and asked for a motion of continuance. Mr. Childs 

moved to continue the application to April 1
st
. Seconded by Mr. Lucy, voted on and continued to 

April 1, 2014.  5-0-2 (John Pendleton and Bill Worthington)    

robinreid
Highlight
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Zoning Amendment Public Hearing                                                                                                                              
Ms. Snow opened the public hearing at 7:45 pm by reading the legal notice into the record. 

 

Article ____: To see if the Town will vote to amend the Truro Zoning Bylaw, Section 10.4 by 

adding new definitions for the following terms in alphabetical order: “Heavy Industry”; 

“Light Industry”; “Retail Business Service”; “Retail Sales”; and, “Wholesale Trade”. 

 

And further by amending 30.2 – Use Table, by making the following changes: 

1) under the Principal Use “Commercial” category: delete “Barber Shop” from the Use 

Table; change “Retail or wholesale business service” to “Retail business service” and 

change the “N” to “P” in the NT6A and TC districts; delete “(3)” after “Retail Sales”; add 

“Wholesale Trade” and make it “N” in the R, BP and S districts, “SP” in the NT6A and 

TC districts and “P” in the NTC and Rt6 districts; and, 

2) under the Principal Use “Industrial” category change “Industrial or manufacturing use 

(5)” to “Light Industry (5)” and change the “N” to “SP” in the NT6A and TC districts; 

and add “Heavy Industry” and make it “N” in all districts; and, 

3) delete Note 3 and leave it as “Reserved” and within Note 7, delete “, barbers shops, 

nursery schools”.   

 

Ms. Snow reviewed the history of this article stating that none of these terms were defined, yet 

they appear in the use table; the Board proposes to make changes by defining the uses and 

expanding the uses in the use table. Ms. Snow read a letter in favor of the changes from the 

Truro non-resident taxpayer association. Ms. Snow opened the meeting up to the public.  

 

Ms. Noons spoke against the proposed article and stated that the confusion has caused her great 

concern. The Noons Business has existed since before zoning and an explanation is needed for 

any changes to be made. Ms. Snow explained that there is a complete text of the proposed 

changes and added the proposals are going to expand the uses as they now exist. Heavy industry 

would be defined and would not be permitted in any district it is only permitted now in two 

districts by special permit.  

 

Mrs. Greenhalgh explained that those uses that are lawfully pre-existing, non-conforming, may 

continue as grandfathered uses. Ms. Snow read the grandfather provision in the by-law §30.7 a. 

Mrs. Greenhalgh stated if the use is consistent with the current use on the property then that is 

OK.  Any change of use requires a review from the Building Commissioner to determine 

consistency of use. Mr. Zehnder stated if there is a non-conforming use that is permitted now it 

can’t evolve with the times. Some of the changes are good but prohibiting heavy industry would 

only pose a burden on every industry present and prohibit future growth. He suggested 

identifying those uses that the town wants to eliminate, do not limit the uses without an outlet. 

The Board would be pushing these activities out of Town, without knowing what you may be 

losing. Mr. Hopkins, a property owner in the commercial district spoke against the proposed 

definitions. 

  

Mrs. Greenhalgh read the existing regulations defining home business/occupation as an 

allowable use throughout the town. This definition has been in the zoning bylaw for many years. 
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She also indicated that any resident can make a motion on Town Meeting floor to make these 

articles less restrictive.  In doing so, there would need to be demonstration as to why a use should 

be allowed.  She further stated that these (the Light Industry and Heavy Industry) are definitions 

that are in use in nearby communities. The restriction on heavy industry is meant for large 

operations like a concrete manufacturer. The determination of whether an industry is heavy is 

something that would be decided by the Zoning Board of Appeals. 

 

Mrs. Morris of GFM Enterprises, who rents space in Truro, stated opposition to the proposed 

article.  She asked why there was not a list of allowable uses within the definition.   Mrs. 

Greenhalgh explained the listing of uses would only be more restrictive, the individual needs to 

demonstrate that what is being done is light industry. Mr. Zehnder stated his opposition to the 

proposed article adding Mrs. Greenhalgh is right that current law requires a special permit but 

this Board should make it possible to have these businesses in Truro. The critical needs of the 

people in his room need to be taken into account.  

Ms. Snow rebutted that the board has expanded the uses. Mr. Zehnder stated that the Board 

should hear the concerns of these citizens and provide a way to allow some of these uses before 

there is a town meeting. Mr. Brown suggested placing SP (Special Permit) in the use table for 

heavy industry on Rt. 6. Mr. Woodrow spoke against the proposed article. Ms. Snow described 

light industry with examples.   A discussion followed outside the strict order of the meeting.  

 

Ms. Snow stated the interpretation that all industry will fall into heavy industry if they make 

some noise or dust is wrong. Mr. DiGiovanni stated his opposition to the proposed article adding 

a list is what is needed. Mr. Roda stated his opposition to the proposed article because the 

interpretation of heavy industry is making people nervous. Mr. Hopkins restated his opposition 

to these definitions. Ms. Noons restated how her business needs to be able to be adaptable to any 

needs which will keep them in business and there’s no clarity in the proposed article. Mrs. 

Greenhalgh recommended the Board move forward with the proposed articles, but to remove the 

proposed changes relative to “industrial.” Mr. Pendleton moved to amend the articles. Seconded 

by Mr. Worthington voted on and approved 7-0-0. Mr. Pendleton moved to recommend the 

amended article to Town Meeting. Seconded by Mr. Childs voted on and approved 7-0-0.   Ms. 

Snow closed the Public Hearing.  

 

Review and development of “Comments” for Zoning Articles  

Ms. Snow discussed the need for the comments for the changes to the use table and Site plan 

review. Mrs. Greenhalgh stated the deadline for the comments is March 11.  

 

Review and Approval of Meeting Minutes:  
Mr. Worthington moved to approve the minutes for January 27, 2014 as amended. Seconded by 

Mr. Childs voted on and approved 6-0-1 (Lisa Tobia) 

 

Mr. Childs moved to approve the minutes of February 4, 2014 as amended. Seconded by Mr. 

Boleyn voted and approved 5-0-2. (Lisa Tobia and Chris Lucy) 

 

Mr. Pendleton moved to approve the minutes for February 18, 2014 as amended. Seconded by 

Mr. Boleyn, voted on and approved 5-0-2 (Lisa Tobia and Chris Lucy) 
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Ms. Snow stated that the email was an inappropriate mode to achieve the confrontation before 

the sitting Board. A Board member owes it to the Board to share their concerns with the Board 

first. If you have a concern then let the Board address those concerns before any other action. It 

is disrespectful of the time the Board members spend working for the Town of Truro. Mr. Lucy 

responded that he was not disrespectful and the Board should kiss his ass. Mr. Lucy dismissed 

himself from the meeting. Ms. Snow continued that different opinions are important on a  

Board but it was unethical, self-serving and underhanded to blindside the Board with the 

distribution of the email, and found it very distasteful. Mr. Pendleton expressed his dismay with 

the action against the team (Board).  

 

Adjourned 9:04pm 

 

Respectfully Submitted 

 

 

 

 

Steven Sollog 

 
 




