
 

 
 

NORWOOD PLANNING BOARD MEETING MINUTES  

June 27, 2022, 7:00 P.M. 

Senior Center, 275 Prospect St & via GoToMeeting 
PRESENT:   

Members: Ernie Paciorkowski, Brian Hachey, Rob Bamber, Joe Sheehan, Debbie Holmwood, 

and Associate Member Derek Mason 

Also present: Paul Halkiotis, Planning Director & Sarah Bouchard, Assistant Planner 
 

The meeting was called to order by Mr. Paciorkowski who opened with an introduction of 

guidelines for virtually held meetings via the platform GoToMeeting.  

 

Public Hearings & Planning Board Business:  

 

Special Permit Continued Public Hearing for Signage - 596 Boston Providence Highway,  

Heather Dudko, Enterprise Holdings 

 

Mr. Halkiotis stated that the applicant had requested a continuance. 

 

MOTION I:  Ms. Holmwood made a motion to continue the public hearing to  

July 11th at 7:20 p.m.  

Motion was seconded by Mr. Sheehan. 

VOTE: 5-0. Motion passed.   

 

Site Plan Review – Addies Market, 911 Boston Providence Highway, Jennifer Eno/Applicant, 

Tom Arnold/Property Owner  

 

Mr. Jim McQuade of Addie’s Grocer, Ms. Jennifer Eno (applicant), Mr. Derek Schipper (GZA), 

and Ms. Mary Hall (GZA), introduced themselves to the Board.  

Mr. McQuade gave a brief overview of Addie’s Grocer, describing the business as a drive-up 

grocer offering quality and value.  Mr. Schipper said the property is a former Norwood PCB 

Superfund site and noted that the cleanup was done in conjunction with the EPA and DEP years 

ago.    

He referenced Retail Building B on the site plan, the former Workout World, as the proposed 

location of Addie’s.  Mr. Schipper described the grocery ordering and pick-up process, which 

entails the groceries being brought out to the customer under the parking canopy.  He said there 

will be a short pedestrian bridge as well. He noted that there will be a loading dock in the back 

where trucks will drive around for deliveries.   

He discussed the temporary disturbance of the capped area and said that the PCB soils will be 

removed to make room for the shallow spread footings in the parking canopy area and that they 

will be tested, analyzed, and exported from the site. The area will be repaved, sealed, and capped 

off again.  Mr. Schipper noted that all work needs to approved by DEP and the EPA and said he 

had submitted a 900+ page plan to them. 
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Mr. Schipper displayed the plan for the Board members which showed the brook at the northern 

end of the site, the 100’ wetlands buffer zone, and the 200' riverfront offset.  He stated that the 

canopy would be outside those areas.  He said the loading dock is within the 200' riverfront area 

buffer zone but outside the 100’ wetland buffer zone.  He said they had filed a Request for a 

Determination of Applicability (RDA) with the Conservation Commission.   

 

Mr. Hachey asked about traffic and traffic patterns.  Mr. McQuade said the turnaround time will 

be 1-3 minutes and there would be 14 parking spots, which are the furthest spots away from 

Monkey Sports so as not to interfere with their customer parking.   

Mr. Bamber asked if this was the first one in the US and if it was automated or mostly people.  

Mr. McQuade replied it was the first and while they employed smart use technology, it would be 

run by people.  

Mr. Sheehan asked for clarification on the entrance/exiting of the parking lot.   

Ms. Holmwood asked about the # of employees and if they were using the same building/no 

expansion.  The applicant’s representative said they would be using the same building, would 

have 30-40 employees, with a starting wage of $20 an hour.    

Mr. Mason inquired about the parking spaces and accessibility, the covered walkway for 

employees and asked about nighttime pick-ups.  The GZA representative replied that it will be a 

lit canopy, explained that no one gets out of their vehicle, and if the customer has downloaded the 

app then the employees would know they’re there via the GPS technology, and the groceries 

would be delivered to the car within 1-3 minutes where they will scan the barcode with a device 

on their wrist.  It was also stated there would be a 30 minute time slot to pick up the groceries 

once the order had been placed.   Mr. Schipper commented that each parking spot is extra wide 

for safety and because customers are not exiting their vehicles, each spot is accessible to 

handicapped persons. 

Mr. Halkiotis said in his 6/22 Memo, based on the Dept. Meeting feedback, that the applicant 

addressed all comments in their revised plans and there were no outstanding concerns. 

It was stated that there will be name-brand products that would be price comparable.   

The Chair entertained comments from residents at the meeting.  Residents asked about 

handicapped parking for employees, hours of operation, and grocery returns.  

The applicant’s representative replied that customer hours would be 8am to 9pm.  Employee 

hours would be 7am to 10pm. Delivery trucks would be asked to wait in the parking lot rather 

than the back of the building if they arrived before 7am. The grocery return process would be the 

same as the grocery pick-up process.  Signage would be in the same location and of the same size 

as the previous business’ signage.   

 

MOTION I:  Mr. Sheehan made a motion to close the public hearing.  

Motion was seconded by Mr. Bamber. 

VOTE: 5-0. Motion passed.  

 

MOTION II:  Mr. Sheehan made a motion to approve. 

Motion was seconded by Mr. Bamber. 

VOTE: 5-0. Motion passed.  

 

Informal Discussion - 259 Lenox St. - Petition Zoning Amendment for multifamily housing. Atty. 

Phil Macchi 

 

Attorney Macchi introduced himself and the petitioner, Mr. Jacob Vance.  Attorney Macchi gave 

a brief history of the petition, which was not approved at a previous Town Meeting.  One of the 

feedback comments was that there had not been sufficient time to vet the article. Rather than 

holding a single public hearing and having to potentially make another motion on the floor of a 
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Town Meeting with multiple changes, he proposed submitting the draft to the Planning Dept. for 

review now, having an informal discussion with the Planning Board members, making any 

revisions needed, and scheduling an informational hearing with the public prior to the formal 

public hearing.  He stated the goal was to address all concerns and comments prior to Town 

Meeting so the notices could read, “as on file with the Planning Board/no change”.  

The Chair stated that his takeaway from Town Meeting was that the issues were the size and 

height of the building. He commented that you don't just look at single parcel to rezone but rather 

you would look at Lennox Street as a whole.  He noted that the Board still had not addressed the 

multi-family housing on MBTA commuter lines and that the State had not yet issued revised 

information.  He added that Lennox St. would be looked at because it is on the MBTA line. 

Mr. Bamber commented that he would like to look at zoning of a whole area for consistency and 

not just one property.   

Attorney Macchi discussed some of the changes they had made based on the feedback they had 

received including using the exact language of the bylaw when describing the uses.  He noted that 

the size and height had not changed. Attorney Macchi also commented that they can’t do 

anything on properties that they don’t own and didn’t want to wait to move forward, possibly 

years, for the MTBA multi-family housing bylaw to be developed, before doing something with 

the proposed property.  

The Board members expressed satisfaction with the proposed process to informally vet the 

petition prior to holding a public hearing and they agreed to discuss it further on July 25th.   

 

Continued Major Project Special Permit Public Hearing & Site Plan Review; 800 Washington 

Street Norwood Hospital, James Hilliard Esq. representing Steward Health Care 

 

The Chair reopened the public hearing and discussed conditions of approval that the Board would 

consider related to the auxiliary parking lot with landscaping, inner workings of the parking 

garage, and the size/locations of the signage.   

Attorney Hilliard gave a recap of the activity since the last meeting.  He said that the stormwater 

design would have to be agreed upon between DPW, the peer reviewers, and the Building 

Department.   He asked that the plan be approved, with the stormwater design to be addressed 

separately.   

The president of Norwood Hospital gave the Board a progress update: they have acquired a demo 

permit,  foundation permit, and started the demolition of the building.  

Attorney Hilliard said the topics to be discussed were related to the stormwater design, the East 

Hoyle Street parking lot, the parking garage façade, noise mitigation, and signage.  

The Smith Group Architect discussed that another company would be doing the design.  Mr. 

Steve VanNess of Steward Health Care explained that the Smith Group is responsible for the 

overall design of everything on the campus, however, for the construction of the parking garage a 

company would be used but the Smith Group would work closely with them.  

The Chairman said the major issue is stormwater and that he wanted to see the hearing go to one 

additional meeting to allow time for Tetra Tech and DPW to review the revisions.  He 

emphasized that because the previous hospital flooded, the proposed stormwater design of the 

new hospital remains crucial.  He stated that the stormwater design works, however, water would 

be drained into town infrastructure which cannot handle it in certain areas.  The Chair concluded 

by saying to the applicant that they were asking for a lot of water from the hospital property to be 

dumped into the town’s lines.   

Mr. Mattew Moyen PE, Tetratech stated that they had not completed a detailed review as they 

had only received the revisions on Wednesday evening of the previous week.  He said the 

applicant had made some progress but the remaining concerns were primarily with the 

stormwater design, some of which actually went backwards.  He informed the Board that some 

fundamental items, including drainage issues, needed to be addressed or ponding and flooding 
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would result on the hospital property.  He said the applicant needed to take the time to address the 

items that still needed work. 

Mr. Jack O'Leary, of Green Seal Environmental, stated that he had a productive meeting with Mr.  

Ryan of the DPW and with the Building Department. He discussed the areas that the stormwater 

flows into and that they were looking at rerouting flows to areas that can handle the increased 

flow.  

The Chair suggested continuing the public hearing to the next meeting in order to allow Tetra 

Tech to do their review and to hopefully close the hearing with only minor conditions of approval 

needed to address remaining review comments. Mr. Moyen felt that additional time was required 

for the applicant to revise plans and for Tetra Tech to perform their review.  

Mr. Halkiotis discussed the late submittal of plans and documents (by the applicant) as the reason 

for the delay since there was insufficient time to review them having received them only a few 

days before the meeting. He estimated that the stormwater design was only about 50% completed 

and should be at least at 75% in order for the Board to consider closing the public hearing.   Mr. 

Moyen concurred.  

Discussion was had regarding delays and the applicant submitting incomplete and inadequate 

plans at the last minute.  Board members expressed that the public hearing should remain open 

and not just closed and conditioned, which would shift the responsibility to other depts., rather 

than the Planning Board adequately vetting the project. The Board discussed holding an 

additional meeting on July 18th dedicated solely to the Hospital project. 

 

MOTION I:  Ms. Holmwood made a motion to schedule a special Planning Board meeting on 

July 18th with only Norwood Hospital on the agenda. 

Motion was seconded by Mr. Sheehan. 

VOTE: 5-0. Motion passed.   

 

MOTION II: Ms. Holmwood made a motion to continue the public hearing to the July 18th at 

7:05 at the Senior Center.  

Motion was seconded by Mr. Sheehan. 

Discussion:  Mr. Hachey commented that the departments needs more time to review documents. 

VOTE: 5-0. Motion passed.   

 

Minor Site Plan Review- 119 Central St. - Sign, Awning and Façade Improvements to 

Express Pizza, Daddy’s Dairy & Vacant Store – Applicant Tiffany Kinder Dragon Force 

Productions Inc. 

 

Ms. Bouchard gave a brief description of the proposed project that would occur in and around the 

Town Common over the summer stating that the applicant was seeking sign and façade changes 

to some businesses on Central Street on each side of the theater as part of a set for a Disney 

children’s Halloween movie. She stated that some would be temporary and some will be 

permanent.  

Ms. Kinder said the filming would take place for about 12 days in the month of August, with the 

preparation of the store fronts occurring in the early weeks of August.  She referenced the 

documents submitted and described the proposed changes.  She said that the building owners and 

business were all on-board. 

The Chair commented that whether the changes were temporary or permanent, that they would 

need to comply with dimensional requirements. He also said that they would need to know the 

dimensions and materials of the signs. He noted that the permit could be conditioned upon the 

dimensions.   

Ms. Bouchard said it would helpful to have written clarification on what would be temporary and 

permanent as well as the addresses for each.  She noted that the sign dimension at Express Pizza 
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was provided with a proposed area of 34 square feet, however, the maximum allowed is 30 square 

feet but for a temporary sign it can be larger.  She said if they want it to be permanent, they would 

have to ask for a variance or size it down to meet the bylaw requirement. 

Ms. Kinder said they would size it down. 

Ms. Bouchard recommended that the Board ask for clarification in writing of the sign materials, 

their sizes, whether or not they will be illuminated, which changes would be permanent, the 

duration of all the temporary improvements (the bylaw states after 7 days they have to be 

removed), and the size of the awning sign at Daddy’s Dairy.  She also discussed the requirements 

for a projecting sign: no larger than 7 square feet and can’t project more than 4 feet away from 

the façade.  

Ms. Kinder said that some of the prep work on the salon set would start mid-July and would be 

returned to normal by Sept 2nd.  Preparation at the other two locations, Express Pizza and Daddy’s 

Dairy Shop, would begin the first week of August and be returned to their present conditions by 

September 2nd.   She said that that they can provide that information in writing. 

Brief discussion was had and the Board expressed satisfaction with the proposed project with the 

recommended informational requirements that Ms. Bouchard detailed.  

 

MOTION I:  Ms. Holmwood made a motion to approve with conditions. 

Motion was seconded by Mr. Sheehan. 

VOTE: 5-0. Motion passed.   

 

Discuss and vote on Major Project Special Permit and Site Plan Review Continued Public 

Hearing - 596 Boston Providence Highway 

 

The Chairman explained that the public hearing was closed and the only new information being 

introduced was the location of the fence. He stated that a super majority vote (4 to approve) was 

required.  He noted that Attorney David Deluca/Town Counsel was present via GoToMeeting.  

Mr. Matt Smith of Norwood Engineering displayed the plan showing the final location of the 

fence and the revised landscaping plans.  He said they created a 10' planting zone near the fence.  

He said the arborvitaes would be planted 10' on-center as a buffer and they would leave all 6” 

caliper trees or greater within the 10’ planting zone. Mr. Smith stated that the dark green area was 

where there would be no removal of vegetation.    

The fence was shown in blue on the plan which went around the town parcel. 

He stated that he would be happy to build it straight across town land, if the Planning Board 

issued as a condition that they prefer that it go across the town parcel.  He said that the applicant 

would then go to the Selectmen or other town entity authorized to approve it. He requested that 

the project be able to move forward with the fence in either location.  

Mr. Halkiotis said that he had reviewed aerial views and explained that it was unnecessary to          

zig-zag around or cut trees on town property in order to place the fence.  

The Board members commented that they would prefer the fence not be on town property.  

Mr. Halkiotis discussed the applicability of footnote 12 of the Table of use Regulations and Town 

Counsel’s memo, which the Board members had disagreed with.  

Attorney Deluca reviewed the details of the memo and the interpretation of footnote 12, 

highlighting the zoning change in relation to the properties fronting on Route 1 and the on/off 

ramps considered to be fronting on Route 1. 

The Chair asked what would happen if there was an impasse if the project was not approved, it 

was appealed in Land Court, and then remanded back to Board. 

Attorney Deluca explained that a Land Court or Superior Court Judge might insert their judgment 

in place of the Board’s decision or they may find facts applicable or not applicable and send it 

back to the Board with instructions on whether or not to consider it. 
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Mr. Bamber asked about the ramp, the second sentence of the memo, and what the ramp was a 

part of if not the right-of-way (ROW).  

Attorney Deluca said it was part of the ROW, from an engineering standpoint.  Discussion was 

had regarding the frontage, uniqueness of the property, visibility and accessibility, and right-of-

way.  

 

MOTION I:  Mr. Sheehan made a motion to approve. 

Motion was seconded by Ms. Holmwood. 

Discussion: Ms. Holmwood thanked Mr. Smith for his professionalism during the long process. 

She said that she thought the previous Enterprise April 2021 decision was just approving that 

project and thought they had sufficient parking for the building.  She stated that the Bos-Prov 

Hwy. rezoning was for the benefit of businesses and residents.  Lastly, she expressed having issue 

with Footnote 12 of the Bylaw.  Mr. Holmwood read her opinion of why the project did not meet 

the Special Permit decision criteria listed in section 10.4.2 of the bylaw.  

Mr. Sheehan commented that something worse could come along, it could be appealed, and 

perhaps the improvements offered now would not be offered then. 

Mr. Bamber said that Mr. Spiegel is a good man who has done a lot of good things for Norwood.  

He said it was difficult to do but expressed disagreement with the project and read a statement 

into the records of why he felt the proposed project did not meet the required criteria.   

Mr. Hachey discussed the footnote and said he believe if not the letter of the bylaw, certainly the 

spirit of the bylaw would be violated.  He said the intent was to put open lot storage 100’ from the 

frontage on Route 1.  He stated that he agreed that the net-tax benefit was fairly limited for 

expansion of a parking lot that was already approved for commercial use.  He said another project 

may come up that the Board will like less.  He noted the extremely fierce community opposition.  

In his closing statement Mr. Hachey said that he cannot support the project.  

The Chair said he views this as an individual project and despite some of the other Board 

members’ concerns, he did not feel it was a bad project.  He stated that the applicant made a lot of 

concessions and worked with the Board, and it was the best possible project that could be put 

forth, and that the type of activity is very minimal compared to what could be put there.   

The Chair thanked everyone for their participation and he explained that whichever way the vote 

goes, that either side could appeal.  

ROLL CALL VOTE: 2-3. Motion did not pass.   (Major Project Special Permit & Site Plan 

Approval not approved) 

Mr. Paciorkowski  -approve 

Ms. Holmwood -deny 

Mr. Hachey -deny 

Mr. Bamber -deny 

Mr. Sheehan -approve 
 

Adjournment. 
 

MOTION: Mr. Hachey made a motion to adjourn.  

Motion was seconded by Mr. Bamber 

VOTE: 5-0. Motion passed.   
 

Meeting adjourned at approximately 9:52 p.m.            

Next hybrid meeting: July 11, 2022, 7 p.m. at The Norwood Senior Center, 275 Prospect St. & 

remotely via GoToMeeting. 
 


