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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

burton balkind
Eleanor Antonietti
Fw: zba
Friday, March 15, 2019 9:36:22 AM

My local address is po box 3429
And I own property at 47c Appleton
Thank you
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
----- Forwarded Message ----From: "burton balkind" <sprucecool@yahoo.com>
To: "Eleanor Antonietti" <eantonietti@nantucket-ma.gov>
Sent: Thu, Mar 14, 2019 at 8:33 PM
Subject: zba
I would like this letter submitted for the record for the Surfside crossing hearings
could you respond to let me know that it has been submitted thank you
Dear ZBA members
My name is burton balkind, and i have attended all of the ZBA meetings concerning
surfside crossing, when i have been on island, i have missed the last 2 because have been
traveling. I have not had an opportunity to voice my opinions at any of the meetings that i
have attended. I was trying to adhere to Chairman Toole's request to keep things on point.
I feel that Surfside Crossing application and presentations have not given the public any
idea of how water, sewer and safety are going to be addressed by this project. I have not
seen a sewer plan, a water plan, or how the proponents plan to deal with the unprecedented
density they are proposing. I understand there is a procedure that needed to be followed,
yet after spending many hours in the Mary P. Walker auditorium, i feel short changed on
all my time spent trying to grasp this enormous project. What i got from all these meetings
was the proponents giving various incarnations of a very dense and not a nantucket type of
project, with out provided any pertinent details of how they are going to accomplish this. I
hope the ZBA board stands firm on demanding details that we the people can analyze and
are able to make informed decisions.
I would like to thank the ZBA for all the time and energy you have put into this, My hope
is that we can get a complete plan that we can discuss in a nantucket way that will make the
island a better place.
thank you
burton balkind
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Continuously running out the time clock, as the applicant has done without making significant
progress on a modified project, does not show a good faith effort to resolving the affordable housing
shortage as claimed. At some point in the process and prior to the closing of the Public Hearing, a
final plan must submitted that reflects the actual project proposed. Until these details are submitted
and the applicant commits to a plan, this project should be denied.
Respectfully,
Michele Perry
14 S. Shore Rd
As per your request Mr. Toole below are bullet points for your use/reference
 A single complete plan has yet to be submitted for permit review
 What has been proposed is too dense for this property site and Nantucket. It has been determined
by many professionals and experts that this property cannot support the original 156 unit
development as submitted in the PEL letter.
 The island’s environment, town’s infrastructure, safety, health and well being of the community will
be forever challenged with a project such as this. The island’s residents cannot afford this project.
Information has been incomplete with the notation of “more information will be forth-coming” since
the beginning of the hearings on 5/10/18.
Areas lacking detail and information include but are not limited to:
Water, storm water treatment/runoff, sewer hookup, landscaping, parking, traffic, road safety,
details in HOA, specific details in lease/deed agreements for “Nantucketers” and more.
 Any sort of justification of the lengthy waiver requests.
 The applicant refused access to the property for complete environmental peer review, now under
appeal by the TON and Land Council.
 This project’s focus is to create “middle income housing for islanders” is not within the purview of
the 40B process. It does not address the affordable housing issues on the island – rather the assorted
narrative(s) given over the course of the year, provide an opportunity for the developer to have a
steady source of income by creating rental properties for workforce housing eroding the residential
feel of this particular neighborhood (LUG2). Therefore if that is the goal of this application, it should
be denied based on that it is simply not within the jurisdiction of the 40B legislation.
 At the request of the applicants, two design workshops were held to find middle ground on this
project. This proved to be a waste of time for many as it appeared that the applicants would prefer
the ZBA, community and pro dense housing specialists would design the project for them. Not only
did this accomplish very little but the applicant ignored suggestions by the workshop members for
less density, no below ground bedrooms, no condos, no rec building and more.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Meghan Perry
Eleanor Antonietti
SSC Letter
Wednesday, March 20, 2019 8:51:32 PM

Hello Eleanor,
Could you please give the letter below to all members of the ZBA and place it in the packet for the next zba
meeting.
Many thanks in advance!
Have a nice day!!
Meghan

Dear Board Members,
I want to thank all those involved in the Surfside Crossing hearings for all of the time and energy you have given to
the process. This has been quite a long process.
I want to make sure that the balancing of sustainable housing and the cost benefit to the island community is fully
explored and understood. Selling out our island to empty promises does not work.
In speaking with several experts regarding the proposed Surfside Crossing development, the underlying message I
have heard loud and clear is that this project is not appropriate for Nantucket nor does it promote sustainable
housing- never mind “affordable housing” or year round housing for the community of Nantucket.
Sustainable housing, as in using methods that do not harm the environment and natural resources so that they are
available for future uses- meeting the needs of today without compromising the needs of future generations. That is
why it is so important to have all of the fact based information available before rushing into decisions. For example
the information that Dr. John Coon, JD, PhD, presented and documents he submitted to the Board at the 1/16/19
ZBA meeting regarding water quality and groundwater protection issues. These issues are extremely important
especially living on an island.
If we destroy our only source of fresh water or if we overly tax our infrastructure we will have economic impacts
beyond those discussed. Everyone needs clean water. We all remember the sewer mains breaking like the one last
winter, but what if it happened during the summer. What if we had millions of gallons of raw sewage spilling into
the harbor 4th of July? Tourists will not wait in line at the Juice Bar or be walking around the in streets shopping if
they know the puddles they are standing in or walking around was in fact raw sewage. Crippling our economy.
Furthermore, the Surfside Crossing project is incomplete in its plans. There are no plans for sewer, water, traffic just
to name a few.
The applicant has suggested the installation of two more rotaries costing almost $5 million dollars to help with the
projected increase in traffic due to the development of which they are willing to pay around $100K towards the cost.
The rest will be the burden of the taxpayers while the applicant profits. How does this help our community?
The public health, safety, welfare and the environment outweigh the needs for this type of housing project. Almost
every department in the town was against the original project of 156 units. As stated by the applicant at the March
11, 2019 ZBA meeting the original 156 unit plan still stands. There has been no commitment from the applicant to
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reduce the density. Overly dense projects such as Surfside Crossing have no place on Nantucket and should be
denied.
If we deplete or destroy our natural resources such as available fresh water it won't matter how many houses are
available.
This is my personal opinion as not only someone who grew up here, but someone who hopes Nantucket will be
around for future generations to come.
Sincerely,
Meghan Perry

Sent from my iPhone please excuse any mistakes.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Mary Beth Splaine
Eleanor Antonietti
Re: Materials for next Surfside Crossing 40B Public Hearing on 3/26 in PSF
Thursday, March 21, 2019 2:01:08 PM
image001.png

To the ZBA Plot Plan
-We are abutters at 11 South Shore Rd. on the south eastern boundary
of SSC
-We ask that you consider asking that the developer increase the
buffer zone in this location. Our well is 10 ft. from the line, and our
concern with potential contamination is one of many concerns we have
with this project.
-The plan as proposed squeezes 8 housing units into the area along our
property line. This should be reconfigured with more space..fewer
units...and larger buffer zone.
_We continue to be grateful to the ZBA for your patience and
professionalism as you review the SSC application. You represent the
town well and follow the law conscientiously. Not an easy assignment.
-thank you for your consideration
Mary Beth Splaine
11 South Shore Rd.
508-228-0406
-
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

BRUCE PERRY
Eleanor Antonietti
Meghan Perry
ZBA submission
Thursday, March 21, 2019 10:52:33 PM
NANT Surfside Opp and Af_001.pdf

Eleanor - attached is a copy of the Town of Nantucket’s Opposition to the Motion filed by
NHESP and Surfside Crossing. I don’t think that I have given it to you to include in the
packet.
Thanks.
Bruce
BRUCE PERRY
andiamogo@me.com
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Kate Splaine
Eleanor Antonietti
mbusby@masshousing.com; emooney@nantucket-ma.go; julian.cyr@masenate.gov
Surfside Crossing, Nantucket ZBA Hearings
Friday, March 22, 2019 1:59:47 AM

To Chairman Toole and Members of The Nantucket ZBA,
After closely following Nantucket's Zoning Board of Appeals hearings regarding the proposed
Surfside Crossing 40B development, I empathize with and thank you. You have been tireless
in your efforts to find a way through this process respecting both the law and local concerns.  
Many letters are already on file regarding this proposal's unprecedented, damaging, safetythreatening density and disregard for the island. Please add my voice to those objecting to
these threats. Please also note that while I would likely qualify for affordable housing, this
development (while cynically purporting to answer that need) is not something I would ever
consider as an option. I am not alone in this sentiment. The applicants' continued insistence
that they are affordable housing heroes is profoundly, personally insulting to me and to many
others.
I write in response to the applicants' memo dated March 21, 2019, submitted to the board at
the eleventh hour (one day before the deadline for all submissions for the March 26 meeting)
wherein they insist the hearings close immediately and the ZBA make a ruling. In keeping
with the applicants' modus operandi, they have run out the clock, rejected or ignored ZBA
requests and suggestions, and now demand it is time to stop altogether.
While there are dozens of counter arguments to the obfuscating claims in the March 21st
memo, I write to object to one: Not one of the applicants' thirty-six requests for waivers has
been discussed. Thirty six. The disregard for Nantucket shown by the developers' expectation
that you should simply skip consideration of three dozen waivers is breathtaking. This
proposal demonstrates bad faith and has since the beginning. The applicants should not be
granted permission to build a treehouse, nevermind an enormous complex which violates
every imaginable local standard and norm regarding architecture, the environment, and health
and safety.
The board has multiple, legally sound grounds for denying this application. I hope you do.
Thank you,
Kate Splaine
PO Box 83
Nantucket, MA 02554
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Bob Middleton
Eleanor Antonietti
mbusby@masshousing.com; Erika Mooney
Opposition to Surfside Crosiing
Friday, March 22, 2019 6:59:32 AM

To Eleanor Antonietti, Michael Busby, and Erica Mooney
I would like to add my voice to the majority of island residents who oppose the monstrosity called “Surfside
Crossing”. My wife and I own a house nearby at 12 Surfside Dive, and we are strongly opposed to this rather
ridiculous project on an environmentally sensitive island like Nantucket.
Do the folks who are responsible for our future really understand what it is like on an island? On this small island?
You have heard our concerns. This is insane!
I expect that my “voice” will just be added to the pile of emails who are opposed to the project. Too bad we don’t
get a “vote” instead of an insignificant email. This is indicative of why people are upset all over the country, indeed
all over the world. The system is indeed rigged, and I have little doubt that the big money will win.
We are reasonable people. We know we need to solve the affordable housing problem on the island. But PLEASE
consider the permanent damage Surfside Crossing will do to this unique and fragile place and REJECT this
unwanted proposal.
Thank you for your time.
Bob Middleton
12 Surfside Drive
Nantucket, Massachusetts
Sent from my iPad
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Meghan Perry
Eleanor Antonietti
Hello Elenor,
Friday, March 22, 2019 8:29:29 AM

Hello Elenor,
Could you please pass the below letter on to all members of the ZBA and include it in the packet for the next meeting.
Thank you in advance!
Meghan Perry

Dear Members of the ZBA,
As requested I will try my best to outline my thoughts in bulleted form.
In reference to the Narrative for the March 11, 2019, ZBA meeting from Jamie Feeley and Josh Posner, representing Surfside
Crossing LLC applicants in the previous packet dated March 11, 2019. I must say there are many important matters left out of
the letter. A trend that has been occurring with these applicants throughout this entire process and the application for the
development of the hostile 40 B project, Surfside Crossing.
As an area resident, who has attended almost all meeting in person, I find this type of omission of the facts offensive and
dismissive at best. This project should be denied based on lack of information and incomplete applications, plans and thought.
It is impossible for this Board to make any kind of educated decisions on incomplete plans and an incomplete project. The
public health, safety, welfare and the environment far outweighs the need for the marginal housing created by this overly
dense, inappropriate and incomplete project.
To name a few items, certainly not an exhaustive list, left out of the hearing process record by Jamie Feeley and Josh Posner
in the Narrative:

1.

Every town board has opposed high density multi residential units or dwellings referred to as “Condos”. Condos are
completely inappropriate in the country and the proposed Surfside Crossing development is in the country according
to the Town’s Master Plan and zoning. Condos are not the solution to the housing issues. Increase density in the
country is not the solution. The Nantucket Select Board further stated the Town’s opinion and opposition of condos in
their letter to the ZBA from the Town Manager, C. Elizabeth Gibson on January 25, 2019. Yet, the applicants
continue to insist on the use of condos.

2.

To be clear, Attorney Freeman, of Freeman Law Group LLC’s (representing counsel for Surfside Crossing
applicants) suggested the Design Workshop at the December 05, 2018 ZBA meeting.

3.

The workgroup sessions mentioned in the narrative by no means address any of the issues with this project. In fact,
the applicant further increased the bedroom density when there were asked to decrease in density. Suggestions were
not taken to heart. The public input was not represented in future plans and it was a waste of everyones time. The
density was asked to be reduced and was not. Greater buffers and more green spaces requested and not done. The
concerns of those at the workgroup were not addressed. Look at the comments from the public in the workgroup
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meeting minutes and its clear.

4.

Cliff Boehmer, (ZBA Design Advisor) the third party architectural reviewer cautioned that in every plan the condos
are segregated and that type of design does not bode well for building a good community. The developer did not
except any of the input from the design group except for the continued use of the phallic road layout.

5.

The applicant mentions meeting its pro forma, but the financials are never provided. However, at the Design
Workshop, the developers of Surfside Crossing said they need to sell 27 market rate houses at $2 million plus in order
to meet their pro forma. That breaks down to $54 plus million before any “affordable houses” are brought into the
equation. If you are a developer on Nantucket and you can’t turn a profit off of 13+/- undeveloped acres on a piece of
property purchased for $4 million, it might not be the job niche for you.

6.

The developers state that they are trying save on cost and space. Lets just call it how it is- Personal gain at the
expense of others. The developers are reducing the the quality of life for some so that another may profit. Examples
being below grade bedrooms (aka basement apartments or bedrooms) and multi-family condo units.

7.

Stacked parking is not a commonly found schematic for parking on Nantucket currently or in the past. Inadequate
parking is not a method to meet the pro forma.

8.

The total number of bedrooms is the total number of bedrooms no matter what time of year. The developers have
been pushing forward on this development under the guise that the project is for year round affordable housing for the
community. The statement in the applicant’s Narrative 3/11/19 that “The total number of bedrooms in the
development. (As has been discussed, 148 out of 280 bedrooms in the development are contained in the market-rate
single family cottages. Most of these bedrooms are empty most of the time, even in the high season, and have a much
less intensive impact on the community than bedrooms in 40B or year-round units.“ makes it sound as those this is
not a year round housing development but more likely high priced rental units for profit and quick turnover during the
tourist season. This in no way helps the housing crisis on island, but actually further cripples those looking for
affordable housing. What restrictions are there on it?

9.

While the applicant tries to infer that it has worked in good faith and presented reasonable plans, the applicant in fact
has yet to produce any form of a complete plan other then the original 156 units. The burden to provide a complete
and acceptable plan for the applicant does not fall on the citizens of Nantucket, the Town of Nantucket departments or
any board representing the Town of Nantucket. This burden rests solely with the applicant.

10.

This Board has asked multiple times for informations, details and plans only to be given false promises of information
that has never been produced by the applicant. The Town of Nantucket and this Board has gone out of its way to work
with the applicant while this type of gesture has not been reciprocated by the applicant.

This project is for profit and personal gain at everyone else’s expense and hazard. No developer should be given eminent
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domain over the community’s rights and safely to a healthy life and property. This hostile and adversarial 40b project of this
scale is inappropriate for Nantucket. Based on the information (or lack there of) submitted to the Board, Surfside Crossing
should be denied.

92

March 22, 2019
Dear Chairman Toole and Members of the ZBA:
If I had not attended every Surfside Crossing ZBA meeting except one, I would assume from Mr.
Freeman’s March 7, 2019 letter that Surfside Crossing LLC has worked in good faith to comply with the
directions of the ZBA and the significant concerns of the Nantucket Community. However, what I know
from attending all but one of the meetings is that Surfside Crossing has been disingenuous at best. Mr.
Freeman lists the plans submitted, but does not mention that the material submitted was late,
incomplete, and consistently did not address the serious concerns of the ZBA and public regarding
extreme density, fire and safety issues, stormwater treatment and impervious surfaces, traffic, sewer,
water, the list goes on! While professing to be working hard to address the ZBA’s instructions, it was
more of a game of Whack-A-Mole where lots and units would be removed in one area only to reappear
in another. As a result, the room count (which is the only way to determine density) has not appreciably
changed since the 100-unit plan submitted in September 2018. Indeed, the plans were so cryptic and
incomplete that several times no one in the room – including the Surfside Crossing team - could even
determine bedroom count or answer simple questions regarding the development.
While taking every opportunity to remind the ZBA and public of the limitations of the 40B law, Surfside
Crossing seeks to override those same limitations to create a wildly inappropriate complex with
unprecedented density, an outdoor pool and basketball court, a “recreation center” that includes a
bowling alley, commercial kitchen, arcade, and café. ALL of these elements are inappropriate for a
residential area. More importantly, they do not fall under the 40B statute of 20-25% affordable units
and should NOT be considered as part of a 40B plan.
At the March 11th meeting the ZBA questioned whether price per square foot mattered to their
deliberations. It does so only to refute the developers’ assertion that they want the massive multi-family
buildings as a way to address the need for middle-income year-round housing. With the price per square
foot for some of the condos up to TWICE the price for the stand-alone dwellings, I suggest that profit is
the motive. And as Ed Marchand reminded us, the middle-income housing incentive proposed by the
developers is not a valid reason for approval of the 40B.
How can developers Posner and Feeley now ask for a determination when none of the many waivers
have been discussed? When the public comment on the peer reviews has been left open? When the ZBA
has not been given the dimensions of buildings, units, rooms? There is no sewer plan, no water plan, no
stormwater treatment plan that meets the standards of groundwater recharge in the Wellhead
Recharge District for our sole-source aquifer.
Thank you for all of the time, effort, and patience you have put into this process.
Sincerely and with enormous gratitude,
Joan Alison Stockman
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

BRUCE PERRY
Eleanor Antonietti
Meghan Perry; Michele Perry
For the ZBA
Friday, March 22, 2019 10:30:58 AM

To Members of the Board:
In classic fashion, the Applicants have submitted a stack of information, some of which the
Board has been asking for for months, with a short time for review and demands that the
Public Hearing be closed. A move used by applicants who want a permit/denial that they can
appeal to the next level. Clearly this has been their intent for a while.
How do we feel about the latest submittals from the applicant? Disappointed and used.
Disappointed because the Board and public have spent many hours trying to come to a
compromise on a project that only the applicant seems to like.
Disappointed that the applicant has acted in bad faith, never intending to come to a
compromise.
Used by the applicant to string this project along to create the appearance that compromise
would be possible but in reality nothing but their submittals would realize their “vision” for
the project.
Used by the applicant as they still have not submitted requested information and responded to
questions raised by the Board and Public but still demand that the Hearing be closed and a
decision be made.
It is not up to the Board to be forced to decide between two bad options because that is what
has been submitted. It is up to the Board to approve a project that will protect and support the
Island of Nantucket.
It is also not up to the Board to design a project for the Applicant. It is the Applicant’s job to
propose and the Board’s job to dispose.
We will have more comments for the Board at its next meeting after we have sufficient time to
review the recent submittals
Thanks you for your time.
Bruce and Michele Perry
BRUCE PERRY
andiamogo@me.com
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March 22, 2019

Dear Chairman Toole and ZBA Board Members, We would like to first thank you all for your
commitment of time, your graciousness and intelligence in handling all of the meetings pertaining to
Surfside Crossing. We are a very lucky community to have you as our board.
We have attended all of the ZBA meetings pertaining to this project, intending ultimately to educate
ourselves to the scope of the project, and to hopefully be part of a process to help do the right thing for
the Nantucket community.
It quickly became evident that the project was way out of the scope of what’s appropriate for the island:
extreme density; questionable and lack of attention to fire and safety issues; lack of plans for sewer and
storm water runoff; threat to the wellhead recharge area for our sole source aquifer (note Dr John
Coon’s report Dec 12, 2018); traffic reports based on mainland averages, not actual Nantucket traffic at
peak times; prohibiting Natural Heritage access to the property to assess certain endangered species
(both plant and animal) deemed so on state and federal levels.
As many times as the developers, architects, engineers were asked to provide specific information
regarding runoff water mitigation, sewer plans, architectural details/scales, etc., they rarely had specific
answers. In fact “I don’t know” became the status quo. Plans for the layout and buildings came to the
board incomplete and hand scribbled…..very insulting and disrespectful. Virtually every town board
asked, requested that the condo units be eliminated and replaced with smaller more cottage like
buildings which would be more acceptable……all suggestions negated by the developers. Had we not
been to all of the ZBA meetings and had read the recent letters by attorney Mr. Freeman (3-7-19) and
Mr. Feeley and Mr. Posner(3-21-19), we would have thought that they were working hard to address the
concerns of ZBA and community members to find a thoughtful solution to our housing problem.
Nothing seems to be farther from the truth. It appears to many that they had the agenda from the
beginning…..run out the clock and force a denial and push through the original 156 units (which never
came off the table). This is so disrespectful to all, in such bad faith, and so disingenuous….they should
be so ashamed.
At our last ZBA meeting, town counsel indicated to the ZBA and the developers that we would definitely
need an extension of time to address the aforementioned issues, but also to address the waivers that
were put forth but were unable to be addressed by the Board. At this point we have hardly scratched
the surface of this project……how could an acceptance or denial be responsibly called based on so much
lack of information?
We all agree that Nantucket is in need of affordable housing. But this inappropriate project comes at a
huge cost to the health and safety of the community and our environment. The only benefit in sight will
be financial, to the developers.
Thanking you for all for your time,
Respectfully,
Carol Muehling and Patrick Taaffe
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March 22, 2019
To Chairman Toole and ZBA Board Members
In response to the recent public hearing and the submittal of requests by the
Applicants of Surfside Crossing 40B development to close the Public Hearing, I
would like to submit for the record the following.
Following this process has been educational and extremely painful. This is not the
first 40B project I have participated in, but hopefully will be the final.
Please note that I was a participant in the “design workshop” (requested by the
Applicant’s attorney), which proved a total waste of time in that there was no
middle ground achieved or positive outcome despite attempts by community
enthusiasts. We, as participants, witnessed the Town’s 40B consultant sell the island
down the road insisting that density is not an issue.
To reiterate the obvious, the applicants have yet to submit a complete set of plans
for review with the exception of the original plan in the PEL letter application (MA
Housing) for 156 units in April of 2018 which is still lacking necessary details to
make a determination on the permit process.
Following independent peer reviews, as the process allows, it was evident that this
project is far too dense for the site and Nantucket. No town departments endorsed
this type of development for a host of reasons. But the health, safety and welfare of
the residents of Nantucket were the primary concerns.
It was determined, although there are indeed housing developments significantly
less dense in the “pipe line,” the Town’s infrastructure (sewer, water, traffic etc.)
will not support an additional high-density project as proposed.
Suggestions were made by the Sewer Department and the Select Board that the type
of sewer system best suited for this project (gravity fed or a singular additional
pump station) be used rather than connecting to the existing force main which is old,
at capacity and has the potential for a catastrophic accident.
The Applicants engineer has insisted (against the Town’s peer review consultant)
that a tie in to the aging force main in an existing highly dense neighborhood is the
preferred method for Nantucket.
Nothing could be more further from the truth. In addition, utilizing The Santec
system will require that the Town completely renovate the existing sewer pumping
stations to fit the newer technology. Weston and Sampson, the Town’s sewer
engineer, has questioned the integrity of the sewer line in general in the area.
Therefore, are we as residents expected to carry the burden of outfitting the island’s
entire sewer system for the financial gain of the Applicants.
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To further complicate an already complex situation, the proposed site plan will hard
armor 70% of the property creating a pollutant issue for the neighborhood’s wells –
affecting their drinking water, in addition to jeopardizing the sole source aquifer of
the island.
There are multiple examples of incomplete details and lack of information supplied
by the applicants despite requests from the Board. The Applicants attorney states in
a letter to the ZBA on March 11th that the Applicants have gone to great lengths to
provide information, which is far from the truth. The time line presented is sparse
with accuracy.
The Applicant claims that their proposed business plan will not be successful
without the Condominiums and market valued units including below grade
bedrooms. However, no business plan has been submitted to justify these claims. If
the true intent is to provide middle- income and affordable housing for year round
residents, provide the evidence as claimed. In the legislation for MGL 40B, the
developments are intended to provide prosperity to the community. This project
does not provide the Nantucket community with any sort of commitment to further
affordable housing sustainability or prosperity.
The intent for this project has been all along, disingenuous. As stated by many
including the Select Board early on, the Applicants have shown in the past,
questionable practices with other projects on and off island. This particular project
is clearly for profit at the expense of the community.
This project without a doubt should be denied.
Respectfully,
Sean Coffin Perry
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Meghan Perry
Eleanor Antonietti
Surfside Crossing 3/21/19 memo
Friday, March 22, 2019 11:43:31 AM

Hello Eleanor,

Can you please forward the below letter to all members of the ZBA and include it in the
packet for the next ZBA meeting.
Thank you in advance!
Meghan Perry

Dear Members of the ZBA,

In light of the Surfside Crossing applicant’s most recent (March 21, 2019) bombardment of incomplete information and no
time for review with a hostile and threatening undertone memo I would again urge the Board to deny the project.
The public health, safety, welfare and the environment far outweigh the needs for this type of housing development. We have
all known during this long process that the developer was intending on going for the original and only plan on record, the 156
unit, 389 bedroom, incomplete application. The time wasted on all other “napkin drawings” is disrespectful and scornfully
abusive and discredits the applicant’s ability to say they have acted in “good faith”.
This ongoing tactic of dropping last minute information gives no time for thorough review by the Board, the Town of
Nantucket, peer reviewers, the public, the environmental advocacy group Nantucket Land Council, the citizen grass roots
group Nantucket Tipping Point and so on. This is a plan that only the applicant likes and the applicant disregards any other
input.
The applicant also omitted the pubic outcry against this project. The 800 plus people that attended ZBA meeting in opposition
to this project included summer visitors and year round residents. The number of people who have continued to oppose this
project grows. The work presented to this Board in opposition to this project by private citizens, the grass roots group
Nantucket Tipping Point, the environmental advocacy group the Nantucket Land Council and the Town of Nantucket,
including every town department and board reviewing this project is staggering.
The latest set of plans were a farce. The applicant has clearly had plans developed and made the choice to withhold the details
from this Board, even through the board has requested further information throughout this entire process, so as to prevent
proper review.
Development in a belligerent and delinquent manner does not benefit the community. A convoluted and warped sense of
reasoning and just cause does not mean something is right.
This proposed project is incomplete in so many ways including but not limited a lack of viable sewer plans, water plans,
traffic plans, lighting plans, environmental plans etc.. At no point in time have these questions regarding these plans been
answered by the applicant. Stating by the board asking for plans and changes “the changes you have proposed would
undermine the project’s economic feasibility. Therefore, we are not willing to make them…” is ridiculous and yet another
example of how this developer refuses to work with any member of the Nantucket community never mind attempting to help
the “housing crisis” as the developers claim they would like to achieve. The applicants are doing the bare minimum. If the
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applicant would like to “make a dent” affordable housing, as they claim, why not do more then the minimum required and
work with the community instead of being hostile and adversarial.
The entire process, the applicant’s focal point, has been on providing housing for middle income Nantucketers rather then
meeting the MGL 40B guidelines. Interchanging units for bedrooms in terminology is a misrepresentation of the 40B law.
Saying that 25% of the project units will be affordable is is not the same as 25% of the projects bedrooms will be affordable.
The applicant has not delineated on the site plan the condo units that will be market-rate and what units will be restricted as
“affordable” and year round for Nantucketers. Details about restricted ownership to local non-profit and affordable housing
organizations have not been disclosed and that has not been determined to be legal at the State level. Furthermore, there has
been no Home Owners Association details for monitoring and enforcing of HOA rules.
I am insulted that the applicants state in their March 21, 2019 memo that they have “we have been trying hard to find a way to
balance the Board’s primary concern with density with our desire to make a meaningful dent in Nantucket’s affordable
housing shortage.” This could not be more far from the truth. This Board as well as many other Town boards and departments
have requested a decrease in density and it has fallen on deaf ears as stated yet agin by the applicant at the March 11, 2019
ZBA meeting the original 156 unit plan still stands. There has been no commitment from the applicant to reduce the density.
Most recently, Cliff Boehmer, (ZBA Design Advisor) the third party architectural reviewer and Ed Merchant (ZBA 40B
Consultant, Facilitator) suggested the Design Workshop plans were too dense at workshop #1 and the applicant come back to
workshop #2 with even more bedrooms/density.
Boehner stated that “The original plan is very dense, so you’d want multiple parking spaces that aren’t tandem; therefore, he
widened the lots to 60 and 65. A multi-bedroom home should have space for parking more than one car.” Yet the applicant
disregards any suggestions and pushes on through with the egregious plans.
As a reminder the Design Workshop was a suggestion of the applicant at the December 5, 2019 ZBA meeting, yet the
applicant has chosen to disregard any of the proposals from the Design Workgroup. The applicant was again wasting
everyone’s time and resources.
The developer is continually mentioning how costly buildings are and being able to meet their pro forma, however no
financials are given. At the Design Workshop, the developers of Surfside Crossing said they need to sell 27 market-rate
houses at $2 million plus in order to meet their pro forma. That breaks down to $54 plus million before any “affordable
houses” are brought into the equation. How much profit does this developer need to make at other’s expense?
Removal of the the recreational building/bowling ally/sales office/gym/commercial kitchen/ and pool will not only reduce the
projects initial cost buy millions of dollars but will also reduce the ongoing cost to the residents, reduce the density, create
more green space and buffers.
In addition, six foot stockade fencing along the property line does not create a community feeling. What members of the
community are you try to keep out? Or in?
The burden to provide a complete and acceptable plan for the applicant does not fall on the citizens of Nantucket, the Town of
Nantucket departments or any board representing the Town of Nantucket. This burden rests solely with the applicant.
Again I just want to make sure that the balancing of sustainable housing and the cost benefit to the island community is fully
explored and understood. This project is for profit and personal gain at everyone else’s expense and hazard. This hostile and
adversarial 40b project of this scale is inappropriate for Nantucket. Based on the information (or lack there of) submitted to
the Board, Surfside Crossing should be denied.

Thank you for you time and effort!!

Sincerely,

Meghan Perry
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