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NORWOOD PLANNING BOARD 

566 WASHINGTON STREET 

NORWOOD, MA   02062 

 

 

PLANNING B OARD MINUTES, FEBRUARY 10, 2014 

 

Present:   Joseph F. Sheehan, Chairman 

    Paul J. Donohue, Vice-Chairman 

    Ernie Paciorkowski, Clerk 

    Debbie Holmwood 

    Alfred P Porro 

    Stephen M. Costello, Town Planner 

    Claire Murphy, Admin. Asst. 

 

7:00 P.M.  The Norwood Planning Board was called to order by Mr. Sheehan, Chairman, at the 

Norwood Police & Fire Community Room. 

 

 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

 

MOTION made by Mr. Donohue to approve the minutes of January 27, 2014 as amended, 

seconded by Mr. Paciorkowski 

VOTE  5-0  motion passed 

 

 

LOT 31B NORTH AVENUE EXTENSION – Request for Bond Release, Albert & Diane 

Callahan, applicants for Edith Flansbury  

 

Mr. Costello talked about the adequate access to Lot 31B North Avenue Extension and stated 

that Mr. Ryan has signed off on this project.  

 

MOTION made by Mr. Porro to release the performance bond for Adequate Access to Lot 31B 

North Avenue Extension, seconded by Mr. Paciorkowski 

VOTE  5-0 motion passed 

 

 

PUBLIC HEARING – Amendments to the Norwood Zoning Bylaw and Zoning Map, Guild 

Street Smart Growth Overlay District (GSSGOD) 

 

Present:  William Duffey, Trustee, Lager Real Estate Trust (owner) 

   Atty. Mark Bobrowski 

   Atty. Adam Costa 

   Judith Howard 

   Dale Gienapp, Gienapp Designs 

   Imelda Barnhurst 
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Mr. Sheehan, Chairman, opened the Public Hearing. 

 

Mr. Paciorkowski, Clerk, read the public hearing notice as it appeared in the Norwood Record on 

January 23, 2014 and January 30, 2014. 

 

Atty. Bobrowski gave the Board some additional information and explained that on the first 

handout showed the minor housekeeping amendments to the zoning amendment requested by the 

Dept. of Housing and Community Development; the second handout is the redlined zoning 

article incorporating the DCHD changes, the third handout is the floor layout of the Regal 

building and the last handout is a report from Cassidy Turley on regional office vacancies. 

 

Atty. Bobrowski noted that the initial round of public hearings and the comments they received 

from the Public have made this into a much better project. They have eliminated parking across 

the street on leased land. All parking (45 parking spaces) will be onsite. They have eliminated 

the 4
th

 story on the building, it’ll be three stories, as it is today, and no higher. The unit count has 

been reduced from 70 units to 44 units, and instead of all of the units being studios there will be 

11 one-bedroom units and 33 studio units. Twenty-five percent of the units (11 total) will be 

affordable to households with moderate income.  

 

Cliff Bohmer, Davis Square Architects, said that they changed the proportions of the units and 

showed the floor layouts of 33 studio units and 11 one-bedroom units in a power point 

presentation. They will preserve and restore the building’s exterior as part of the project. They 

are really trying to make the units attractive, the studio unites are well proportioned (i.e. made 

them wider) and they have introduced 11 one-bedroom units into the mix.  

 

Mr. Porro asked if they were LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) certified. 

Mr. Bohmer said they have designed this building with the same standards of a LEED building 

but it will not be certified.  

 

Mr. Paciorkowski was concerned that the Guild Street side of the building had no entrance to the 

building from that side. Mr. Bohmer said you could enter from the rear entry or walk around to 

the front of the building.  

 

Ms. Holmwood asked if there was in-house management. Mr. Duffey said that there is an office 

proposed, but they will not have regular hours.  Ms. Holmwood wanted to know if there was an 

elevator. Mr. Duffey said yes.  

 

Mr. Sheehan assumed the traffic would about the same or less as the last time they presented this 

project. Atty. Bobrowski said they think the traffic will be better, there will be no trucks. 

 

Mr. Sheehan opened the hearing to the public.  

 

Stuart Schwadron, 95 Monroe Street, said that his concern with the project is that the look of the 

project may not stay the way it’s pictured.  Mr. Schwadron is also concerned with the parking, 

the density and feels that this is not the best use for this building. Other projects are better for the 

Town, and you can’t guarantee who might live there.  
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Ms. Holmwood asked how many units would be affordable. Atty. Bobrowski said 11 units (25%) 

will be affordable, bur since this is a rental development all 44 units will count on the Town’s 

Subsidized Housing Inventory. 

  

Mr. Paciorkowski noted that when this project goes to Town Meeting, all they would be asking 

for are the 44 units and no more. Atty. Bobrowski said yes, that is all they would be requesting. 

As for the design of the building and the site plan, this is not the last step, they will have to return 

to the Board for site plan review.  

 

Mr. Costello mentioned a “developers’ agreement” and Atty. Bobrowski said that the State does 

not allow developers’ agreements in a 40R project. 

 

Ms. Holmwood is concerned that what his approved will be changed down the road and it would 

not be conducive to the neighborhood.  Atty. Bobrowski said that in the zoning article, under 

Section 9.8.8, Performance Standards, a new standard could be could be added that states the 

developer, to the extent feasible, shall retain the character of the existing building in the final 

design.  

 

Kevin Pentowski, 35 Plimpton Avenue talked about the density, 44 units on .57 acres is more 

than allowed and he thinks this is alarming. As far as parking, 45 spaces are not enough. Mr. 

Pentowski noted that by removing the parking across the street they are eliminating abutters from 

the abutter’s list and then asked Mr. Duffey if he knew the names of the abutters. Mr. Pentowski 

said that there is no consideration for the abutters. Mrs. Mohan is one of the closest abutters. Mr. 

Pentowski has been in contact with her and she is not happy with these projects and Mr. 

Pentowski wanted it known that Mr. Duffey does not know any of his abutters. 

 

Mr. Costello noted that the project does comply with the parking requirements, zoning calls for 

one space for studio and one-bedroom units.  

 

Judith Howard, District 3, wanted to know what the difference is between the existing zoning 

and the proposed zoning. Mr. Costello said that now you can have manufacturing, light 

manufacturing and office but no residential.  

 

Brian Hardiman, 19 Plimpton Ave, asked about the number of units per acre. Atty. Bobrowski 

said the density calculation is 78 units per acre. The site is .57 acres which is calculated to 44 

units. Mr. Hardiman said that he thought 40R was 20 units per acres. Mr. Hardiman said that the 

public hearing notice that he received said the GSSGOD would overlay approx. 1.6 acres of land. 

Mr. Costello said that this was a scrivener’s error regarding the acreage but the notice is still 

valid. 

 

MOTION made by Mr. Paciorkowski to close the public hearing on Guild Street Smart Growth 

Overlay District, seconded by Mr. Donohue 

VOTE  5-0 
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PUBLIC HEARING – Amendments to the Norwood Zoning Bylaw and Zoning Map – 

Washington Street/East Hole Street Smart Growth Overlay District 

 

Present:  Robert Folsom, Folsom Development 

   Dale Gienapp, Gienapp Designs 

 

Mr. Sheehan, Chairman, opened the Public Hearing. 

 

Mr. Paciorkowski, Clerk, read the public hearing notice as it appeared in the Norwood Record on 

January 23, 2014 and January 30, 2014. 

 

Mr. Folsom, owner/developer gave an overview of the project and introduced Mr. Gienapp to go 

over the slide presentation.  

 

Mr. Gienapp explained that the project is made up of three sub-districts, Sub District A, Sub 

District B and Sub District C.  Mr. Folsom has proposals for Sub Districts A & B at this time but 

there is no plan for Sub District C at this time. Mr. Gienapp went over the design and sizing 

criteria required in the 40R Guidelines.  

 

Mr. Gienapp said that in Sub District A they propose 7800 s.f. of commercial space on the first 

floor and 14 one and two-bedroom units on the upper floors. Parking is on the side of this parcel 

(Hoyle Street) for the commercial space. Residential parking will be under the building via an 

entrance to the rear. Sub District B has 3800 s.f. commercial space facing Washington Street, 

with 10 two- bedroom units and 8 one-bedroom units on the upper floors. 

 

Mr. Costello asked about the building that is in between A & B (Sub District C) and noted that 

this would have the potential for 4 more units.  Mr. Gienapp said yes, the total for all three sub-

districts is 36 units.  

 

Mr. Gienapp went over access to the buildings, stating that parking would be underneath the 

buildings A & B and he pointed this out on the slide presentation. Ms. Holmwood wanted to 

know if there was a difference in parking requirements for a doctors’ office and a restaurant. Mr. 

Costello said yes, medical office space requires 5 spaces per thousand under existing zoning but 

only 4 spaces per thousand in the overlay. 

 

Mr. Paciorkowski noted that the parking would be underground for both buildings entering from 

the back and asked if there was a difference in the grade and if they would be excavating.  Mr. 

Gienapp said that parking for both buildings is below grade and there would be some regrading.  

 

Mr. Gienapp said that the total number of parking spaces for the Sub A building is 52 and the 

number of parking spaces for Sub B is 43.   

 

Ms. Holmwood wanted to know what the lot coverage was. Mr. Gienapp said it was 80% which 

is what the current zoning allows. Ms. Holmwood noted that there was not a lot of green space. 

Ms. Holmwood asked about the Town owned land at the corner of Hoyle and Washington Street 
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and wanted to know if the Town would retain this piece. Mr. Costello said that the Town would 

have to discontinue this piece of land and that would require Town Meeting action.  

 

Brian Hardiman asked to have this piece of land pointed out on the map of the project. Mr. 

Hardiman was concerned that this piece of land was being given to the developer and the 

developer was using this land as part of his calculation for parking on the site. Mr. Costello 

explained that Mr. Folsom presented this plan to the Board of Selectmen and the Board of 

Selectmen allowed Mr. Folsom’s 40R application to proceed with knowledge of the Town-

owned piece being part of the application. At the time the Board of Selectmen agreed with the 

notion of discontinuing that portion of land for the purposes of rolling it into this Smart Growth 

District. Mr. Costello said that he has no knowledge of what it was going to cost Mr. Folsom or 

how those negotiations were going to be handled.  

 

Ms. Holmwood wanted to know if Town Meeting did not agree to this 5,800 s.f. discontinuance 

and the 10 parking spaces came out of the calculation, how will the numbers change for the  

Sub District A building project? Mr. Folsom said that there would be 8 less parking spaces but 

the project would still be viable. They would have to reduce the commercial area. 

 

Mr. Sheehan asked of anyone from the Public had any comments.  

 

Mr. Finley, 165 Lenox St. said he thought the middle building (Sub District C) should be 

eliminated because it is not part of the project.   

 

Deb Frangioso, Douglas Circle, noted that this came before the Planning Board in 2010, which 

the Board denied. Then Mr. Folsom sent his application to the State for a 40B project on Sub 

District B and that was denied. Ms. Frangioso has looked at the plans and has not seen any 

changes in this 40R application from the one that was submitted in 2010. 

 

Kevin Pentowski, 35 Plimpton Press, thinks the parking plan is too tight for commercial and that 

there is no place for visitor parking. Mr. Gienapp said that parking bylaws (including 

Norwood’s) do not typically require parking spaces for visitors.  

 

Brian Hardiman said that the Town’s land should not be included in application, the eight 

parking spaces should be removed because the developer does not own the property. 

 

Charlotte Maynard asked how this would affect the schools.  Mr. Costello said the State would 

cover school expenses in excess of those not covered by property taxes from a Trust fund 

established by the State.  

 

Ms. Frangioso thinks a lot is going on at the site. The corner to be discontinued is a veteran’s 

memorial area. Also, there is an underground brook nearby and she wanted to know if an 

evaluation of the property had been done. The pipes are old and what about the underground 

utilities. Mr. Folsom said they would be using the existing utilities and they are not altering the 

brook. 
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A resident from 8 Douglas Ave. was concerned with the traffic. Mr. Folsom said that intensive 

traffic study was done and it showed no impact on the intersection. 

 

Paul Eysie, 871 Wash. St. has had numerous conversations with Mr. Folsom and is not against 

this project but he thinks the Planning Board should phase the project. Mr. Eysie would back the 

project wholeheartedly if the overlay was just the corner building (Sub District A). Then if this 

did not have a major impact on the traffic and the neighborhood, Mr. Folsom could come back 

and apply for the rest of the project.  

 

Mr. Paciorkowski noted that this would become two separate overlay districts and he didn’t think 

the State would go for it. 

 

Mr. Sheehan thought the developer could get the overlay zoning and discuss phasing the project 

in Site Plan Review. 

 

Mr. Costello that the approval Mr. Folsom received from DHCD will expire in April and it’s up 

to the developer to make the changes at the State level. 

 

Mr. Gienapp said that the State requested one district.  

 

Mr. Eysie said the applicant could have two separate projects and the Planning Board does not 

lose control of the project. 

 

A resident from 20 Douglas Avenue is also concerned with the traffic, noise and the impact it 

will have on Norwood Center with new businesses going in here rather than the Downtown.  

 

Mr. Hardiman talked about the 40R application and how the Town controls the 40R.  

 

Mr. Pentowski noted that the Town owned land was not discussed, the Board of Selectmen needs 

to send Town Meeting a request for that land to be discontinued.  

 

MOTION made by Mr. Porro to close the public hearing on the Washington St/East Hoyle St 

Smart Growth Overlay District, seconded by Mr. Donohue 

VOTE 5-0 

 

 

PUBLIC HEARING – Amendment to Section 13 of the Norwood Zoning Bylaw – 

Extending the Moratorium on a Medical Marijuana Treatment Center 

 

Mr. Sheehan, Chairman, opened the public hearing. 

 

Mr. Paciorkowski, Clerk, read the public hearing notice as it appeared in the Norwood Record on 

January 23, 2014 and January 30. 2014. 

 

Mr. Paciorkowski began the discussion as a member of the Medical Marijuana Study Committee. 

Mr. Paciorkowski explained that current moratorium would be expiring on June 30, 2014 and the 
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Committee just wants to make sure that there is no period of time between the time Town 

Meeting adopts the bylaw and the 90 days the Attorney General has to review and approve what 

the Town votes on. Extending the date three months would take the moratorium to September 

30, 2014. 

 

Ed Bartlett, 78 Irving Street is representing an interested party and just wanted to follow up on 

the moratorium and when the proposed overlay district would be taken up by Town Meeting.  

 

MOTION made by Mr. Porro to close the public hearing on the Amendment to Section 13 of the 

Norwood Zoning Bylaw - Extend the moratorium on a Medical Marijuana Treatment Center, 

seconded by Mr. Donohue 

VOTE  5-0 

 

 

PLANNING BOARD RECOMMENDATIONS TO TOWN MEETING 

 

Plimpton Press Smart Growth Overlay District 

 

Mr. Sheehan led the discussion on the Plimpton Press Smart Growth Overlay District. Mr. 

Sheehan liked the idea of taking an old manufacturing building and upgrading it but he still felt it 

was too dense. Mr. Sheehan felt that the neighborhood was split on this project and went over the 

reasons the neighborhood was divided.  

 

MOTION made by Mr. Donohue to send a favorable recommendation to Town Meeting on the 

Plimpton Press Smart Growth Overlay District as it has presented to the Board, seconded by Mr. 

Paciorkowski 

 

On the motion, Mr. Paciorkowski said that he was on the Housing Production Plan committee 

and one thing that came out of these meetings was that with 40R projects there is much more 

control. Mr. Paciorkowski noted that during these meetings someone said that we haven’t 

learned anything from the Norwood Crossing project. Mr. Paciorkowski feels that we have 

learned a great deal. Whether or not we have reached our 10% affordable number, a 40R project 

should be looked at as an individual project. This project follows the 40R definition and opening 

up Lenox Street is another plus. Mr. Paciorkowski feels that this project is an asset to the Town 

and he will support it.  

 

Ms. Holmwood said that because this is a 40R project she would normally be in favor of it, but 

she feels there is still room to negotiate and she doesn’t think Town Meeting will vote for it. Ms. 

Holmwood noted that the developer and owner are willing to listen and Ms. Holmwood wanted 

to amend the motion in order to re-negotiate for lower numbers and lower the amount 

commercial space. Mr. Sheehan asked for a second to the motion, hearing none, the motion 

failed.  

 

Mr. Porro likes the project and feels the engineers can work out any traffic/safety problems. 
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Mr. Donohue said that its time for the property to be used for something else and this is a good 

project.  

 

Seeing no more discussion, Mr. Sheehan asked for a vote. 

 

VOTE  4-1 (Ms. Holmwood against) 

 

 

Guild Street Smart Growth Overlay District 

 

Mr. Sheehan began the discussion stating that he liked that they reduced the number of 

apartments, will not have a fourth floor and the parking will be on site. Because of this they will 

have less impact on the neighborhood.   

 

MOTION made by Mr. Porro to send a favorable recommendation on the Guild Street Smart 

Growth Overlay District, seconded by Mr. Paciorkowski 

 

On the motion, Ms. Holmwood feels that Regal Press would have a less impact to the area, with 

less apartments and less human beings. Ms. Holmwood feels there will still be opposition at 

Town Meeting but she will stand up and defend her decision.  

 

Mr. Porro had no comments. 

 

Mr. Paciorkowski looks at every project as it stands on its own merit and he feels that Regal 

Press stands on its own merit and he supports it. 

 

Mr. Donohue also supports this project. 

 

Seeing no further discussion, Mr. Sheehan asked for a vote. 

 

VOTE 5-0 motion passed 

 

 

Washington/E. Hoyle Streets Smart Growth Overlay District 

 

Mr. Sheehan talked about the impact this project would have to the surrounding neighborhood. 

 

MOTION made by Mr. Donohue to send a favorable recommendation on the Washington/E. 

Hoyle Street Smart Growth Overlay District, seconded by Mr. Paciorkowski 

 

Ms. Holmwood talked about the land that is owned by the Town at the corner of E. Hoyle St. and 

does not agree with giving away any Town owned land. Ms. Holmwood feels this project has too 

much commercial area and the negative impact it would have on the traffic. Ms. Holmwood 

noted that Mr. Folsom deferred the maintenance on the existing buildings and it seems unfair to 

reward him for letting his property get rundown. Ms. Holmwood wants Mr. Folsom to make it 

smaller and she wants to make sure he doesn’t get the land owned by the Town.   
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Mr. Paciorkowski said that it is up to Town Meeting whether or not this project goes forward not 

the Planning Board. 

 

Mr. Costello said that when this application came forward in 2010, there was a specific article on 

the warrant for the disposal of the town-owned parcel of land. Discussion ensued. 

 

Mr. Porro does not like this project because of the lack of on-site commercial parking space for 

Sub-District B and that this will impact an already congested area.   

 

Seeing no further questions, Mr. Sheehan asked for a vote.   

 

VOTE 2-3 (Mr. Sheehan, Mr. Porro and Ms. Holmwood against) 

 

  

Extension to the Medical Marijuana Moratorium 

 

MOTION made by Mr. Donohue to make a favorable recommendation to Town Meeting 

regarding the Extension to the Medical Marijuana Moratorium 

VOTE  5-0 motion passed 

 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

MOTION made by Mr. Donohue to adjourn, seconded by Mr. Paciorkowski 

VOTE  5-0 motion passed 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


