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Hi Libby,

As encouraged at last night's BOS meeting, I, as a resident of Cedar Crest III, am reiterating
 my concerns relative to articles 1 & 2 to be voted on at Monday's STM in hopes that they will
 be incorporated into the final MOA with Richmond Great Point.

As Selectman Glidden noted, the developer, Richmond Great Point, will reap significant
 economic benefits from the passing of these two zoning articles. Therefore, it is prudent that
 Town use this MOA as an opportunity to consider the overall well being of the residents of
 Nantucket.

Attached, please find a statement read at October 26th's Planning Board meeting which
 reiterates many of the concerns we, the residents of Cedar Crest III, expressed last winter
 when the first round of zoning articles came our way.

There were two resident emails as part of the Planning Board October 26 meeting which
 reiterated many of the concerns that we expressed last winter including questions about the
 validity and legality of the private roads in our neighborhood being opened up to any new
 and/or abutting subdivision.

Attached, please find an email sent to the BOS as part of the 30 day review period following
 the subsequent application of a 40B by Richmond Great Point, by Mr. & Mrs. Scott Allan
 which further clarifies and spot on identifies the notion that based on Cedar Crest III's
 Declaration of Trust and Declaration of Restrictions, there is no legal basis for opening up on
 roads to any new and/or abutting subdivision.

I have spoken to members of the ZBA, the Planning Board, the Planning Department, and
 Selectmen, voicing our concerns about the use of our private roads.

Richmond Great Point created a plan under a similar rezoning article, endorsed by the
 Planning Board and the Finance Committee, for this past April's town meeting which did not
 include the use of our private roads to connect the new and/or abutting subdivision. First and
 foremost, they should honor that commitment in this new MOA.

Our concerns remain transparent and we implore the BOS to consider our efforts to protect
 and ensure our quiet and private neighborhood remain just so.

Kindly confirm receipt of this email. 

thanks for your time,

Erin Carson 

mailto:erinmarie2000@gmail.com
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Understandably, many of us are concerned with Articles 1 & 2 to be voted on at the special town 


meeting two weeks from tonight. We feel the same way now as we did when Article 53 was put 


to town meeting in April. We are against opening our roads to any new and/or abutting 


subdivision citing safety concerns as well as impact on our private infrastructure. As property 


owners in Cedar Crest III, we object to Richmond Great Point Development’s presumption that 


they have  a right to use lots in our development as access roads to their new (and entirely 


separate) developments. Furthermore, we consider that Richmond Great Point Development has 


no such right and such a use of lots as roads would be contrary to the provisions of the 


Declaration of Trust of Cedar Crest III Homeowner’s Association. 


 


At the Planning Board hearing on February 9th, Richmond Great Point Development 


acknowledged that the residents of Cedar Crest III had a strong vested interest in their 


neighborhood. And, they indicated at that time, that they wanted our comfort level to be at the 


highest with regards to what they were doing. Richmond Great Point Development also indicated 


that the increase in zoning via article 53 would not link our neighborhood with the new 


neighborhood and/or subdivision; They acknowledged that there would be no access between the 


two;  and they opted to “end discussion” on an access through Evergreen and Daffodil, 


acknowledging the dangers of possible increased traffic in our neighborhood especially given the 


proximity of it to the airport.  


 


We are looking for clarification on whether this zoning article is ultimately seeking to connect 


our current neighborhood with the newly proposed one? 


 


 







Respectfully, if this zoning article is looking in essence to quadruple density, can't we find a 


compromise like we did prior to April's town meeting? WE NEED TO TAKE USING OUR 


PRIVATE ROADS OFF THE TABLE. 


 


If we are to be inclined to support these articles, we request the following additions and changes be made 


to Article 2 as follows: 


 


Under Workforce Housing Bonus Lots (2) of Article 2, we ask that the following be added: 


 


d. : A minimum buffer area of at least 20 feet shall be established between 


the Workforce Housing Bonus Lots and residentially zoned abutting 


properties or subdivision roadways.  The Planning Board may require the 


buffer area to include plantings, fencing, walls, or other improvements to 


mitigate impacts to abutting properties. 


E. Access to any of these Workforce Housing Bonus Lots shall either be off a 


public road way or a new subdivision roadway unconnected to a private 


approval required subdivision roadway. 


 


And under Workforce Rental Community (3) of Article 2, we ask that the following be added: 


e. Access to any of the Workforce Rental Community lots shall either be off a 


public road way or a new subdivision roadway unconnected to a private 


approval required subdivision roadway. 







 


Thank you for your time and we appreciate the Board taking into consideration our thoughts and 


concerns.   







-- 
Erin Lemberg Carson
508.221.3787 (c)
508.232.4151 (f)
**Licensed MA Real Estate Broker
**Licensed MA Construction Supervisor

Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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