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BOX 1447, OAK BLUFFS, MASSACHUSETTS, 02557, 508-693-3453,  
FAX 508-693-7894 INFO@MVCOMMISSION.ORG WWW.MVCOMMISSION.ORG  

Martha's Vineyard Commission 
Land Use Planning Committee 
Notes of the Meeting of November 23, 2015 

Held in the Stone Building, New York Avenue, Oak Bluffs. 5:30 p.m. 

Commissioners Present:  Linda Sibley; Rob Doyle; Fred Hancock; John Breckenridge; Christina Brown; and 
Kathy Newman. MVC Staff Present: Paul Foley; Adam Turner; Bill Veno; Jo-Ann Taylor. 
 
The LUPC reviewed three projects on November 23, 2015: A pre-public hearing review for the North Bluff 
Sea Wall (DRI 659); a Concurrence Review of Evolve Pilates Studios in Edgartown (C.R> 7- 2015); and 
post-public hearing review of DeBettencourt’s Garage on High Point Lane in Tisbury (DRI 656). These notes 
are just for DeBettencourt’s Garage on High Point Lane. 
 
Documents: 

1. LUPC Agenda for November 23, 2015 
2. Applicant’s Signed Offers 
3. Staff Document: Possible Conditions for Consideration 

 
DRI 656 – DeBettencourt High Point Lane – Post-Public Hearing Review 
Present: Joe DeBettencourt; John Folino (builder); Tom Pachico (Landowner). 
Applicant: Joe DeBettencourt 
Proposal: The proposal is to construct a 5,166 gsf (4,500 sf footprint) vehicle repair garage with three 
repair bays able to accommodate trucks, a vehicle inspection station, offices, waiting area, and storage. 
The proposal involves major topographical alteration to prepare the site supported with retaining walls.  
Location: High Point Lane, Tisbury. Part of Map 22-A Lot 13.11. This proposal contains two lots (Lot 2 - 
12,433 sf/0.29 acres & Lot 3 - 12,734 sf/0.29 acres) of a four lot division that was remanded to the town 
by the MVC in 2012 and recently recorded. Total of the two lots is 25,167 sf or 0.577 acres. 
Purpose: To review the project, discuss possible conditions and decide whether or not to make a 
recommendation to the full Commission to deny, approve, or approve with conditions. 
 
Linda Sibley recused herself from the meeting because her business is within 300 feet of the site. John 
Breckenridge was appointed to be the acting chair. 
 
Report: Paul Foley gave an overview of the additional materials received after the public hearing was 
closed on November 5, 2015 and before the written record was closed on Tuesday November 17, 2015.  

 These included the following: 
o The Applicant’s signed offers submitted just before the close of the written record; 
o A letter from the Planning Board explaining their thoughts on work on town land, vegetative 

buffering, and access; 
o An image and description of the type of concrete block proposed for retaining walls; 
o The revised site plan (pulling the front retaining wall back and 13 total parking spaces). 
o A Staff document with possible conditions/issues for the consideration of the MVC. 
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 Paul Foley went over the slide show and put up the perspective 3D model of the site. He noted that 
the applicant did not have a chance to revise the 3D model after the site plan was changed slightly. 
The revised site plan shows a slightly larger planted corner at the entry than is evident in the sketch. 
 

Discussion: 
 John Breckenridge said he thought the big issue was landscaping. He added that it was more than 

likely that we would be continuing the post public hearing review to next Monday. 
 He asked if everyone had a chance to review the Planning Board letter. 
 Fred Hancock said he read the Planning Board letter to say that the 5 foot vegetated buffer would be 

on the Applicant’s property on High Point Lane and on the Town Annex side. 
 Kathy Newman and Paul Foley said they read the letter as saying the 5 foot vegetated buffer would 

be on the Applicant’s property on High Point Lane but on the Town property on the Annex side. 
Discussion of Offers and Possible Conditions: 

 John Breckenridge noted that some of the offers have to be re-written because the Applicant included 
commentary and other statements in the offers that are not offers and do not belong in the document. 

 LUPC decided to go through the offers one by one and discuss if the offer was acceptable or should 
be modified to become a condition. 

 Landscaping: 
 Paul Foley noted that the first offer under landscaping (first bullet) was standard MVC language 

about landscaping plans to come back to the MVC and what details they should include. 
 Fred Hancock said he thought the landscape plan should come back to the LUPC when the Applicant 

is looking for a Certificate of Occupancy rather than a Building Permit as written. 
 Adam Turner thought it should be at the time of the Building Permit since at the time of the C.O. it 

might be too late to do anything. 
 Paul Foley agreed and added that it is a bad policy the MVC has of leaving the landscape plans to 

a later date. If and when the landscape plans come back it might be years later and no one who sat 
on the original hearing may even be there or they will have forgotten what the details and concerns 
were. It also marginalizes the landscape plan to secondary status to be filled in when the project is 
all but complete.  

 John Breckenridge agreed with Fred Hancock that the Landscape Plan should come back at the time 
the Applicant wants a Certificate of Occupancy. 

 There was no motion, no second, and no vote on the matter. 
 Fred Hancock suggested we might want to include some language about the Applicant putting 

money into escrow to insure the planting is done. 
 The second bullet offered a four foot fence atop the lower retaining wall without describing what 

type of fence. 
 The third bullet offered a “six foot high black chain link fence” atop the upper retaining wall. 
 Fred Hancock said he had an issue with chain link.  
 Christina Brown thought we should not accept the offer of a “black chain link fence” and should 

instead craft a condition. 
 A discussion of the border with Shirley’s followed. The plans show a retaining wall but the offers say 

it will be leveled to match the grade. The Applicant explained that they do not want a cliff eroding 
onto his property. John Breckenridge suggested Staff try to write something that made sense and 
continued the Post P.H. Review to the following Monday November 30, 2015. 

The meeting adjourned at 6:00 p.m. 


