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Meeting Minutes, 2/15/07

Location:  Senior Center

Recorded by Peter Colombotos
Attending:

Peter Colombotos—appointee from Master Plan Implementation Committee (MPIC)

Steve Elliott—appointee from the Planning Board

Marilee Kenney Hunt—Citizen member, appointed by the Board of Selectmen 

Rick Kranes—appointee from the Conservation Commission

David Moore—appointee from the Housing Partnership

Max Reed—appointee from the Capital Planning Committee

Bob Vazza—appointee from the Housing Authority

Absent: 

Bob Wood—appointee from the Historical Commission

Dan Buron—appointee from Recreation Department

Guests: 

Adam Helly, representing St. Thomas Aquinas church

Donna Chaffee, representing the Scotland Church

Carlton Hunt, chair, Master Plan Implementation Committee

Bob Iafrate, assistant building inspector

Shirley Krasinski, president, Bridgewater Improvement Association

Ken Mahtesian, representing the Community Development Office on its building reuse study application

Anna Nalavenko, representing the Community Development Office

Meeting called to order at 6:35

Marilee asked for a motion to approve the annual report she had remitted via email.  A motion was made and passed unanimously.

Marilee informed the committee that Dan informed her that he would be unable to attend because he had to go to a wake.  He wrote in an email to Marilee that he had emailed his rankings to Pete, that he had had attached a timeline of Recreation Department Hearings regarding use of the Hogg Farm for softball fields (although he apparently neglected to do so), and he included some comments about the proposal to install new windows in the town buildings.

Adam Helly submitted 

Marilee passed out letters from the MPIC for the softball fields, for the building reuse study, and the CPA liaison.  She also distributed a sample deed restriction.

Proposal to discuss tonight include St. Thomas, the town building reuse study, the CPA liaison, the Methodist Church, and the GIS for open space.  David introduced Donna Chaffee, whom he had invited to come speak about the Scotland Church proposals and the future of the church.  David asked Donna to speak to the committee’s concerns about the future of the church.  He indicated that if the proposal were funded, that some sort of deed restriction would be placed on the building.  Donna indicated that the congregation consists of 15 regularly attending members and that they plan on “going forward.”  She indicated that they “lose a lot of people who have families because they…have no place for the children.”  She said, “I don’t see us going under any time soon.”  Marilee indicated that the committee would still need to iron out the details of any deed restriction.  Anna Nalavenko mentioned that in her work with Community Development Block Grants that there is typically a timeline under which they grant would need to be paid back if the building were sold.  Donna submitted a letter of recommendation from the Historical Commission.  One is pending from the Planning Board.  Pete clarified to Donna that a deed restriction can severely limit the owners future options.  He added that a deed restriction can remain in place forever, as the example that Marilee passed out shows.  Bob Vazza asked who was the lead person at the church.  Donna replied that there is no pastor currently, that they have a visiting pastor week-to-week.  Bob asked if the developer of the adjoining proposed 40B project has approached the church about gaining a right-of way through church land.  He added that if the church could generate funds from the developer, this might affect the committee’s decision.  Bob indicated that the developer was having trouble finding somebody at the church to talk to.  Bob took Donna’s phone number.  Marilee asked who the legal agent is who would be responsible for signing any documents relating to a CPA grant.  Donna indicated that the church is owned by the membership.  Pete mentioned that as grantors, we like to see that applicants have sought funding from other sources.  The committee recommended that Donna speak with Bruce Dyer and see what the church could get for access rights.  Rick suggested that funding could be stipulated on the church getting money from the developer.  Marilee asked Donna to submit a copy of the church’s operating budget indicating income and outlays.  Marilee asked for the budget and fiduciary information at least a week before our next meeting on March 15th.

Municipal Building Reuse Study Committee—Ken Mahtesian mentioned that, in his role as chair of the McElwain School Disposal Study Committee, he had called for a survey of the property to include an evaluation of existing conditions, a title search, a engineer’s survey.  He got together with David Matton, director of the Community Development Office, and they decided to submit an application to do a comprehensive survey of the McElwain School and the three town-owned buildings downtown.  He mentioned that as a senior project manager for Shaw’s Supermarket, he uses such reports routinely.  The reports are used to determine the scope of work for a given project; they serve as a “road map” for the project.  When applied to public buildings they help us evaluate the buildings’ condition, possible uses and where money should be spent.  He noted that it’s commonly held that the buildings downtown can not be replaced and yet none of them has a sprinkler system and they are not ADA compliant.  This report would address these issues.  There is currently no credible survey of in place.  Such a report would give the voters confidence in the allocation of public funds.  Anna Nalavenko added that such a report might offer models for how the town might consolidate public use and afford excess space for rental and income generation.  Rick suggested that effective use plan is critical before we spend money on renovation.  Marilee asked if such a report was already done.  Ken indicated that the report that the college did a few years ago consisted of three pages.  Bob was asked how much we have to spend this year.  He answered that there is $925,440 in the account.  Bob Iafrate suggested that it is not necessary to spend $60,000 on such a report, that it is obvious when walking through the building what work is necessary.  Ken mentioned that while there was widespread regard for the downtown buildings, nobody realized that the lack of sprinklers was probably the greatest threat to the buildings.  David suggested that the most important part of the study was the reuse component but that that will be decided by those within town government and put before town meeting.  Marilee suggested that a critical element is the vision of reuse by the community at large and that a formal study would help articulate that.  David suggested that 75% of the survey would be looking at the existing conditions and that those are easy to determine.  He insists that he has six pages of information of on work that has been done in the last 15 years.  He does not see the need “to hire an architect to come in…and type up a report and hand it back to you.”  Ken and David proceeded to debate the merits of commissioning a professional study.  David insisted we already have the information and Ken insisted that it needs to be done more professionally.  Ken insists that there is not adequate accountability on the maintenance of the buildings because we have not commissioned a professional survey.  He cited the example of the fact that the McElwain School has been heated this year and last in order to keep the sprinkler system from freezing when it is, in fact, a dry system that can not freeze.  David expressed a concern for the wise use of public money.  Max added that it’s unwise “to pay somebody money to tell us what we already know.”  Marilee added that she personally doesn’t know what kind of shape the buildings are in and the investment in a comprehensive survey is a wise investment because it will serve as a “road map” for all future work.  Ken thinks the $60,000 is a reasonable price tag since it would normally cost about $25,000/building thus consolidation of the project would save about $40,000.  Anna Nalavenko added that doing a comprehensive survey will make any Request for Proposals (RFPs) that much more successful and could save the town money in the long run.  Pete suggested that the town would be in a better position to receive state and federal grants if we had such a comprehensive plan on the books.  David expressed concern about the time it would take to complete the study.  He alluded to the fact that the committee had discussed the possibility of funding the study and, after the town receives the results, funded the work to the buildings outside of the regular funding cycle.  He said that he doesn’t want the buildings to “go another year” without repair.  Marilee expressed concern about funding project outside of the timeline we have established.  She said that it is critically important the committee not even give the appearance that we are acting in anything but the most scrupulous way.  She insisted that we must avoid the perception that we have our “pet projects’ that we are pushing through.  Marilee mentioned that BOS chairman, Herb Lemon asked to withdraw proposals 01 (Town Hall Windows), 02 Academy Building Siding), 03 Academy Building windows), 04 (Town Hall siding) and 14 (Academy Building handicap access) in deference to the result of the municipal building reuse study.  Rick asked how the BOS could pull those applications.  Marilee responded that they came from the BOS in the first place.  David has not heard anything about this.  Marilee said she would seek confirmation from Herb.  There was some discussion about whether some of the work that is deemed to be so critical could be funded out of the Capital Planning budget.  There was discussion about how pressing repair to the windows is.  Steve asked whether replacing the windows wouldn’t be a sound investment regardless of the outcome of the study,  Ken Mahtesian pointed to the example of the installation of sprinklers as a more prudent investment.

David pointed out that there are employees in the town who oversee tens of millions of dollars worth of construction projects in the town and that they need to be given some credit for that.  Ken responded that there is a “credibility problem” in town and that a professional study would dispel those concerns and help earn support at town meeting for the expenditure of public funds.  Pete added that these proposals don’t leverage any other funds and that perhaps there are opportunities that haven’t been explored.  There was some general discussion about planning for capital projects in town, with Ken arguing that enough is done in this regard.

Marilee pointed out that once this round of funding is completed and the building reuse study is complete, we could shift our funding process to a rolling basis and fund the work to the public buildings.  She stresses that there is no imminent rush.  Ken recalled that at one time there was a proposal to replace the windows in the north section of the Williams Schools, which was later deemed not worth renovating.  If we had put windows in that would have been a waste of money.

Marilee stressed that everybody agrees that the buildings need to be preserved, but that we should be extremely deliberate in how we do it.

[Due to a failure of the tape recorder, it was extremely difficult, though not impossible, to recover any of the conversation beyond this point.]

The meeting was adjourned at 8:55.
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