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NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING 
Daniel J. Toomey Hearing Room 

October 10, 2017 

7:00 p.m. 

MINUTES 
 
Margaret Zilinsky called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  Planning Board members Kristine 

Cheetham, James Sears, Aaron Henry, William Prentiss and John Farmer were present.  Planning 

and Human Services Director Karen Nelson was also present. 

 

OTHER MATTERS 
 

Zoning Amendments – Public Hearings 

 

 In accordance with MGL, CH 40A, Section 5 the Planning Board is holding the required 

Public Hearings: 

 

➢ Several Miscellaneous Housekeeping amendments to correct spelling, grammatical 

and inadvertent reprinting omissions 

➢ Flood Plain District and Floodways definition update to meet National Flood 

Insurance Program regulations 

➢ Marijuana Establishment Overlay District 

➢ Prohibition on Marijuana Establishments 

➢ Movie/TV Production  

➢ Maple Street Traditional Neighborhood District (40-R Smart Growth) continuation 

➢ Multi-Family Affordability Provision clarification 

➢ Outdoor Motor Vehicle Sales and Storage 

➢ Old Maple Street Zoning Map Change Residential-3 to Highway Corridor  

 
Zilinsky told the Board that on the agenda are public hearings for the zoning amendments that 

they are planning on present to Town meeting on December 4th.  They have a revision to the 

agenda to include the extension of a Tripartite Agreement for 142 Holten Street. 

 

Zilinsky said that the Planning Board members have been working on one specific zoning 

change for the Industrial-1 downtown district; the Maple Street Traditional Neighborhood 
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Overlay District (MSTND).  That hearing was opened on September 5th and that discussion will 

continue tonight. 

 

Zilinsky said that several other zoning changes will also be heard tonight.  Those changes 

involve housekeeping issues, spelling mistakes, medical marijuana retail establishments and 

three amendments dealing with recreational medical marijuana.   

 

Zilinsky read the legal notice as required. 

 

Nelson said that notices were sent to all Town Meeting Members and the individuals on the 

email distribution list highlighting what the chairman just reviewed. 

 

In addition, they have provided a detailed map for the two sites discussed on the marijuana 

overlay district establishments.  

 

Staff also provided a detailed map for the rezoning of Old Maple Street from Residential-III (R3) 

to Highway Corridor Zone (HCZ).  This was sent out to the property owners along Maple Street 

and Old Maple Street along with abutters within 500 feet that would be affected by this change. 

 

Cheetham asked if there was a mailing on medical marijuana maps since it is a change in use to a 

map.  Nelson said that did not occur.  It was included in the mailing to the Town Meeting 

Members. It mirrored the outreach done for medical marijuana overlay. 

 

Cheetham asked if there was a listing for the previous initiative for medical marijuana.  Nelson 

said that she did not recall.  She spoke with the Town Manager, and this hearing may not be 

closed this evening as there may be additional language for the Board to review. 

 

It was decided that the Maple Street presentation would go first on the agenda this evening. 

 

Zilinsky said that the hearing for Maple Street and Marijuana Establishments would be continued 

to October 24th. 

 

Zilinsky introduced Ted Brovitz. 

 

Brovitz said that he has been working as the Town’s consultant for about one year.  The mission 

is to determine what the Town wants for the Industrial-1 Maple Street area as the gateway to the 

downtown.  This area runs along Maple Street, Hobart Street, Maple Avenue, North Putnam 

Street and parts of Locust Street and Oak Street.  They started with site walks, public meetings, 

community wide visioning and workshop sessions to define what the future planned goal should 

be for this area.  The Planning Board conducted an extensive public vision process that illustrates 

the planning and ideas for future redevelopment.   

 

He said that this is not your typical zoning bylaw. What is different is crafting detailed 

development and design guidelines to make sure that what is allowed for future redevelopment is 

consistent with the community vision plan, the existing neighborhoods and downtown center.  
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The goal is not to compete but complement the downtown.  They want to contribute to the 

services that are presently there guiding a consistent redevelopment theme that dictates a planned 

approach with public input to future projects – taking into account public/civic open space, 

façade details, frontage uses and proper scaled development. 

 

Brovitz said that anything done regarding streetscape improvements creates a relationship with 

new development.  The goal is to create support with investment in the area to include public 

improvements to improve the private developments that they are aiming for. 

 

The Purpose and Intent: 

 

• Property reinvestment 

• Create an attractive gateway to the downtown 

• Provide “lifecycle” range of housing stock 

• Create reinvestment in the area 

• Alternative to 40B Comprehensive Housing Developments 

 – A developer can be exempt from ALL zoning bylaws and develop based on what the 

site and infrastructure can support.  The Town has little project review in the 

development. 

• Proposing a 40R Smart Growth District 

- Provides for a mix housing (20% affordable) and a partnership between the developer 

and the community. 

 

Chapter 40R Requirements: 

 

• 8 units per acre for single family homes 

• 12 units per acre for two and three-unit homes 

• 20 units per acre for mixed-use/apartment buildings 

• 20% of the units must be affordable (80% of area median income) 

 

Incentives: 

 

• Incentive payment up front 

-Based on the projected build-out of units, the incentive payment would be $350,000. 

These funds are received after the zoning is adopted at Town Meeting. 

• Unit payments for each individual residential unit 

- A payment of $3,000 is received for each unit that is developed.  This could total 

$633,000 paid by the state. 

• Total incentives could total $1,000,000  

• Chapter 40S 

-If the Town demonstrates an increase of school-aged children, they can apply for 

funding to offset the cost of education. 
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Existing Development: 

 

• 68 Dwelling Units presently 

• 210,090 square feet of non-residential uses 

 

Future Development: 

 

• 210 new dwelling units 

• 171,000 square feet of non-residential uses 

 

Overlay District: 

 

• Area is Maple Street, Maple Avenue, Hobart Street, Cherry Street, the public parking lot, 

two gas stations at the corners up to Oak Street along Locust Street.  The southern 

boundary is the Rail Trail.  It also includes two parcels on Charter Street. 

 

Zone 1 / Core Area Mixed-Use Subdistrict: -Mixed-use developments, fabrication buildings and 

civic buildings.  Want to help identify opportunities for entrepreneurs. 

 

• Area is between North Putnam Street, Maple Street and Hobart Street 

• 23 parcels consisting of 6.23 acres 

• 18 existing dwelling units 

• Proposing moderate scale mixed-use 

• Variety of building types 

 

Zone 2 / Maple Street Limited Mixed-Use Subdistrict: Transition zone into neighborhoods to the 

west and to the north 

 

• 17 parcels consisting of 5.35 acres 

• 22 existing dwelling units 

 

Zone 3 / Hobart/Locust Street Limited Mixed-Use Subdistrict: Gateway into the downtown and 

blending into the surrounding neighborhoods 

 

• 17 parcels consisting of 5.35 acres 

• 28 existing dwelling units 

 

Frontage zones: 

 

Brovitz showed the frontage zones.  The development that fronts on those parcels would have to 

be lowered scale residential.  They could do a large mixed-use building.  They need to scale back 

to small dwelling units for a nice transition. 
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Maple Street and Hobart Street Frontage Zones: 

 

Ground level is reserved for commercial use, such as restaurants and small businesses.  They 

need to make sure that this corridor is not entirely taken up by residential development.  The goal 

is to preserve the business opportunities in this area as it presently offers. 

 

Brovitz emphasized that this is an overlay zone which allows greater design standards for the 

community to not only shape development but ensure it is appropriately scaled, designed and 

connected to the existing landscape.  It is not like a typical zoning bylaw that only states setbacks 

and area. 

 

Principal Building Types: 

 

• The cottage is a small ownership unit would have a front yard and porch. 

Maximum height of 1 ½ stories with a maximum of two bedrooms.  Trying to blend into 

the surrounding neighborhoods. 

• The townhouses are attached single-family units that would be rental or ownership.  

These would be closer to the street.  The height can be a maximum of 2 ½ stories. 

• Paired Housing is duplex or 3-unit building on a small scale of multi-family housing. 

• Multi-family buildings can have a maximum height of 4 stories or 45 feet. 

• Live/Work scenario could be someone who lives in the building and has a business on the 

first floor 

• General Commercial Building would be brought closer to the sidewalk to make it   

welcoming and accessible. 

• Mixed-use building is the tallest building.  It would have a maximum of 4 stories and no 

higher than 45 feet.  Currently the height is 55 feet in Industrial-1. 

• Fabrication buildings would accommodate a new small-scale business operation to allow 

entrepreneurs an opportunity. 

• Civic building would be a gathering place for the neighborhood. 

• Gas backwards buildings are for the gas stations if they are redeveloped.  They would 

encourage putting the store on the street and having the gas pumps in the back.  It would 

be more attractive from the street providing continuity along the streetscape. 

 

Brovitz said that the height standards were changed at the last meeting.  There is a maximum of 

45 feet in height.   

 

In the Build 2 zone, if there was a higher building, we want to prevent a canyon effect.  There is 

a setback requirement based upon the width of the Right-of-Way.  For example, if the street is 60 

feet wide, to get to 45 feet, the building would have to be step backed 20 feet to allow the 45 

height of new structure.   

 

Site design standards take into account required parking provisions.  Permitting will determine 

the placement of parking.  It could be to the side or to the rear of the streetscape.  Shared parking 

could be considered taking into account the mix of uses. 
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Parking requirements remain in the bylaw, however if the applicant can demonstrate with data 

and supporting documentation that they do not need to add additional impervious surface 

(pavement) for excessive parking, they are allowed to reduce the standard IF it can be supported 

on site.  

 

• Each building type has façade and frontage standards currently nonexistent in the bylaw. 

 

• Different open spaces and outdoor amenities standards currently nonexistent in the 

bylaw.  For example, there is a choice of open space. A restaurant could adjust a building 

back and create an outdoor dining terrace.  A pocket park or community garden qualifies 

as an open space.  All open space is designed to be actively used.   

 

• Integrated new sign standards to create a vibrant streetscape by making changes to the 

awning signs, band signs and blade signs.  As you are walking down the street, you 

would be able to see the businesses up further.  This would help the businesses. 

 

• Standards for curb cuts to minimize the curb cuts on the corridors and put them on the 

side streets.   

 

They are encouraging activity for streetscapes when things get renovated on Hobart Street and 

Maple Street. 

 

Zilinsky said that approximately three years ago they held a workshop with bankers, realtors and 

developers to talk about what is in demand in the Town, and what could be done to encourage it 

if it was appropriate for advancing the economic livelihood in our downtown.  It was identified 

that people want and like to live in the downtown where currently it is NOT allowed. There is a 

shortage of housing stock for younger and older people to get into a smaller unit within walking 

distance to goods and services.  This area is an underutilized community resource.  This area is 

walkable and could have affordable and market apartments.  There is no guarantee that that the 

estimated 210 units will ever be built, and if so could take over 30+ years.  It is a plan that takes 

into account the present character of the neighborhood. 

 

Zilinsky said that this provides a set of design standards that the Planning Board has never had.  

It focuses on what architecturally with amenities would actually be built on the site.  This is a 

type of zoning being implemented across the country and state.  It is not complex, but it is 

lengthy due to the adherence to detail.  It is very clear what a developer can and cannot do. 

 

Cheetham asked if the 20% affordability requirement applies for all small developments. 

 

Brovitz said yes.  It is a requirement under the Smart Growth provision.  He understands there is 

flexibility with local standards.  They cannot do off-site development with this program. 
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Cheetham asked him to explain the maximum density in the 1 Core Mixed-Use District where 

they could have 94 units.  What if someone has four acres and wants to develop it at 20 units per 

acre, for a total of 80 units.  Does that mean no one else can take advantage of this zoning? 

 

Brovitz said it is a first come, first serve basis.  If someone develops a district to the limit, that is 

all they are required to meet.  The reality is that they are only under the obligation for so many 

units in each of the subdistricts. 

 

Cheetham asked when they agree up front to a maximum amount of units in the Special Permit, 

how do they negotiate with a developer if what they are developing is too much, even if the 

developer is offering open space. 

 

Henry said that it would be the overburdening of the system.  He said that they have calibrated 

the density since this is the capacity at this time.   If the development wants to go north of that 

number, they need to convince the Planning Board that the infrastructure is there to handle it in 

accordance with the Section 30 Special Permit provision in the Zoning Bylaw.  

 

Henry asked Brovitz if a project comes in and develops 80 units, and another project develops 

30, in theory do we go back to the state and amend the district. 

 

Cheetham asked Brovitz how hard the 94 number was.  A maximum bonus is set, but you allow 

for density bonuses that are substantial.   

 

Brovitz said that a developer can apply.  There are basic unit standards allowed, and you as the 

Planning Board may consider by Special Permit the opportunity to allow additional units and can 

negotiate other public improvements if the Board so allows.  He agreed that someone could 

propose that they want a higher density with all sorts of amenities to go to 30 units per acre 

instead of 20 units per acre.  However, this is NOT by right - it is clearly the Planning Board’s 

discretion based upon the project review to allow the units over the 94 units or not. 

 

Brovitz said that they could do non-residential development.  That is not a hard number.  It is a 

number projected based on the community vision plan, looking at the subdistricts and calculating 

what is existing today and what is likely to be in the future.  He said that they have to give the 

state a projected number of units. 

 

Cheetham confirmed that they were projecting 210 units for the density bonus and incentive 

payment.  Brovitz said that this build out of 210 units would be over 30 years. 

 

Henry felt instead of a density payment it should be adoption payment. 

 

Brovitz agreed that language could be better. 

 

Henry said that if we had a lot of repeat customers asking for the density bonus, he would 

suggest not doing special permit and do zoning.   
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Brovitz said that they are trying to provide a new and creative tool to the Planning Board. If 

more units are warranted and work for a project the Town will get more back from the developer. 

 

Paul McNulty, 20 Holten Street.  McNulty said that he liked the Frequently Asked Questions 

(FAQ’s).  With regard to affordability, he asked the Board if they could give him a sense of the 

person who would be making $54,000.  Is that a teacher’s salary?  Is that an average salary? 

 

Zilinsky felt a teacher’s salary might be higher.  She felt it is more like a new student getting out 

of school and landing their first career position. 

 

Paul McNulty said they would like to understand the type of person who would be moving into 

this area. 

 

Zilinsky felt that this may fill a need for the residents of the Town. 

 

McNulty asked what the tax implications would be.  He felt it would be good to tell people there 

would be an increase to the tax base. 

 

Henry wondered if they could use Daniella’s as a case study with pre and post development. 

 

McNulty felt that it could be described as a positive development. 

 

Brovitz said that the inventory that they have has the parcel by parcel information with regard to 

tax value.  We said in the first analysis that it was low, and they felt it would increase with new 

development. 

 

McNulty asked if the 210 projected units was not a cap.   Would there be a reason to consider a 

cap to not have 5-6 tall buildings and having 500 units in the area?  What does the Board have as 

a guideline to use as a cap for the area? 

 

Zilinsky explained that the special permit would kick in, and they would have to come before the 

Planning Board.   

 

Brovitz explained that once they have reached the 210 units, they are not required to provide any 

additional units in that district. 

 

Zilinsky said that the design standards would be more prohibitive for more development. 

 

Zilinsky told people to look at the Daniella’s building if they want to see what a mixed-use 

building looks like.  This is in the Tapleyville Overlay District of Danvers. 

 

Brovitz pointed out that 20 Locust Street has been approved, but has not yet been built.  This 

project is similar to what they are designing. 
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Nelson reiterated to people that questions can be emailed to her, and she will reach out to 

Brovitz. 

 

Nova Samodai, 27 Fowler Street.  Samodai said that signage seems to be a big concern.  She 

asked if they can change the signs now.  She thought that Elm Street had blade signs. 

 

Maloney said the blade sign on Elm Street is a pre-existing non-conforming sign.  If a sign 

overhangs a public way, you need to get approval from the Selectmen for a bond. 

 

MOTION:  Henry moved to continue the hearing for the Maple Street Traditional 

Neighborhood Development Overlay District (40F-Smart Growth District) to October 24, 

2017.  Prentiss seconded the motion.  The motion passed by unanimous vote. 

 

Flood Plain District and Floodways Article 

 

Zilinsky said that they were deleting a redundant section along with amending the definition of 

Development, New Construction, Regulatory Floodway and Substantial Improvement to meet 

the National Flood Insurance Program regulations.  Currently the regulations do not meet that. 

 

Farmer asked if flood insurance might not be available since the Town was put on notice that 

these were not correct. 

 

Wilson said the definitions of the National Flood Insurance Program have changed.  Words 

needed to be added to bring it up to date.  This is just a housekeeping item. 

MOTION:  Henry moved to close the public hearing for the article on Flood 

Plain Districts and Floodways.  Prentiss seconded the motion.  The motion passed 

by unanimous vote. 

MOTION:  Cheetham read the Certificate of Action for the article on Flood Plain 

Districts and Floodways and moved to approve.  Henry seconded the motion.  The 

motion passed by unanimous vote 

 

Zoning Map:  469 (Old) Maple Street, 471 (Old) Maple Street and 475 Maple Street Article 

 

Zilinsky described the location of this triangle of land consisting of three parcels.  Two of the 

parcels are split-zoned.  They want to rezone these parcels from Residential III (R3) to Highway 

Corridor (HCZ).  She said it would be a better opportunity for redevelopment on this land. 

 

Sears asked if abutters were notified.  Nelson confirmed property owners and abutters were 

notified within 500 feet of the property. 

 

Henry wanted to confirm that the Town owned Parcel 3 and had no intention of disposing of the 

property.  This would allow the ability to enter into lease agreements.  He also confirmed that 

Parcel 1 was recently acquired by Parcel 2. 



Planning Board Minutes 

October 10, 2017 

 10  

 

 

Kevin Mitchell, 469 Maple Street.  Mitchell said that he owns 469 Maple Street.  He purchased 

471 Maple Street two years ago from the state at an auction.  He would like to change the zoning 

of R-III to HCZ. 

MOTION:  Prentiss moved to close the public hearing for the article on Zoning 

Map Amendments – Old Maple Street.  Henry seconded the motion.  The motion 

passed by unanimous vote. 

MOTION:  Henry read the Certificate of Action for the article on Zoning Map 

Amendment – Old Maple Street and moved to approve.  Prentiss seconded the motion.  

The motion passed by unanimous vote 

 
Marijuana Establishments Overlay District 

 

Nelson wanted to clarify that the public hearing tonight is for the Board to have the discussion of 

the overlay districts and locations that are drafted.  Late today they had an additional 

conversation with legal counsel and more language may be added.  As a reminder, this is a multi-

pronged approach to addressing this complicated process.  The public hearing for the proposed 

prohibition/ban is scheduled for the next meeting on October 24th.  They have also been advised 

to do a general ban as well.  Tonight’s discussion is to determine the areas where to locate the 

marijuana establishments.   

 

Nelson said that the language in 2. Applicability which states “by-right” will be changed to 

“special permit”.  There may also be an enforcement reference to the Cannabis Control 

Commission Regulations that have not been established. 

 

Sears said that he was fine with this since this was the same zone that they established for 

medical marijuana. 

 

Henry said that he was comfortable with the changes Nelson mentioned.  Henry said that the 

general bylaw requires a 50% vote at Town Meeting.  He felt the order of the warrant was 

critical.    

 

Nelson said that there was no reason regarding the order of the articles at this point. 

 

Henry felt the amendments are wise.  He stated that in the explanation it stated that the regulation 

of taxing of marijuana act passed by a 53.66% vote.  He wondered if it should say passed 

statewide.  He wondered if they should add a clause after the vote indicating that it failed locally.  

He felt this way people would understand why the Board was proposing what they were doing.  

He felt they should caveat their ultimate decision dependent on Town Meeting not prohibiting 

this. 

 

Cheetham said there was a question regarding how both maps were referenced in Appendix A in 

the back. 
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Cheetham said that she does not support including the Cherry Hill location.  You can walk on 

foot to the Thorpe recreational and Cherry Hill golf course.  She felt it was inappropriate to 

include this area.  There is substantial acreage in the fenced-in industrial parcel on Route 1.  She 

would like that area stricken for recreational marijuana.  She felt this was a use that the Town did 

not support in the vote and felt it should not be accessible on foot. 

 

Prentiss asked if they will have a better idea if the Town should pass all three amendments given 

the fluidity of the state regulations. 

 

Nelson said that right now it is a belt and suspenders approach. 

 

Prentiss felt if they pass one and the other two become moot, it may be important to get across to 

Town meeting the importance of passing all three.  He felt the position of each article was 

important. 

 

Zilinsky felt that banning the zoning bylaw and general bylaw go hand in hand.  

 

Nelson said that staff does not have an answer to the different amendments at this point other 

than moving forward with all as recommended. 

 

Farmer said that he agreed with the additions Henry made.  He also shared the similar concerns 

that Cheetham had about the Cherry Hill location. 

 

Zilinsky said that one of the state regulations said that recreational marijuana could be sold by a 

medical marijuana facility.  The Board established a medical marijuana facility at Cherry Hill.  

She asked Nelson what would happen if they removed Cherry Hill as a location. 

 

Nelson said they would need to go through a process to get a letter of non-opposition.  There are 

additional requirements for a registered medicinal dispensary verses a retail facility. 

 

Cheetham felt if they went forward with the one area on Route 1, a business owner had plenty of 

parcels and acreage in the community to get a permit to sell recreational marijuana. 

 

Nelson said that the Danvers Industrial Park on Route 1 provided the number of buildings and 

multi-tenanted facilities for this. 

 

Zilinsky said that if they allow a medical marijuana facility to go into Cherry Hill, which they 

can do now, could the Board say that they cannot sell recreational marijuana? 

 

Nelson said that there would be additional processes that they would need to go through as a 

medicinal facility where they need a letter of non-opposition along with a negotiated host 

agreement.  
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Cheetham said that when they did adult use zoning, they needed to meet a certain percentage.  

She asked if medical marijuana had come out with this. 

 

Sears agreed that he did not want it in all these areas.  He felt that these businesses would have 

difficulty securing financing.  He stated that these areas are fully tenanted.  He felt that if the 

state came out with a percentage, they could lower it.  Sears said that maybe they can get some 

guidance from Town Counsel if there is any projected percentage. 

 

Nelson said that they asked, and there is no projected percentage. 

 

Henry asked if there had been any feedback from Town Meeting Members. 

 

Cheetham felt they could do what they did in the Waterfront District and separate the vote for the 

two different maps. 

 

Zilinsky said that for the discussion tonight, there is no percentage.  They are not sure about the 

requirements and regulations. 

 

Nova Samodai, 27 Fowler Street.  Samodai felt both districts were acceptable.  She felt people 

may be panicking for what this will mean for the Town.  People smoke marijuana and will 

continue to do so.  People will be able to get marijuana a town over from Danvers.  It is not a big 

deal.  She felt people were too concerned with keeping a tight reign.  She would support both 

districts. 

 

MOTION:  Henry moved to continue the hearing for the Marijuana Establishment 

Overlay District to October 24, 2017.  Prentiss seconded the motion.  The motion passed 

by unanimous vote. 

 
Movie/TV Production 

 

Farmer asked why they chose to use 14 days? 

 

Nelson said the film industry usually utilizes these number of days to get a production done.  

This is what has been agreed to at the state level.  They could discuss an extra day at the special 

permit level. 

 

Prentiss asked if this would affect the Danvers Community Access Television (DCAT). 

 

Nelson said that this was specific to the single-family and two-family residential zones.  The 

home occupation is considered a commercial use.  This is where the special permit would allow 

a temporary commercial use to occur.  It would allow having a public hearing, getting public 

input and getting a decision made. 

 

Cheetham asked if lighting was addressed under general accessory uses. 
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Nelson said that under Section 30 of the Special Permit, all of these issues are addressed:  

lighting, parking traffic, hours of operation, etc. are addressed under Special Permit. 

 

Paul McNulty, 20 Holten Street.  McNulty asked if they would consider capping the number of 

days for the year.  What if a house was found that was being used 14 days per month for the 

year.  It will keep it to a private non-commercial use. 

 

Zilinsky said that this could be limited under the special permit. 

 

Cheetham said that a special permit also notifies the abutters. 

MOTION:  Henry moved to close the public hearing for the article for Movie/TV 

Production.  Cheetham seconded the motion.  The motion passed by unanimous 

vote. 

MOTION:  Prentiss read the Certificate of Action for the article for Movie/TV 

Production.  Henry seconded the motion.  The motion passed by unanimous vote 

 

Multi-Family Affordability Provision 

 

Zilinsky said that currently if someone had a piece of property where they can put two duplexes 

in back of a single-family home, they do not have to comply with the affordability clause 

because the existing unit is not counted.  However, this unit is counted in the housing stock.  

Zilinsky said this is how people are getting around the bylaw.  The developer would only be 

required to pay for those new units.  The existing unit would not be counted in this calculation. 

 

Sears felt this was a way to help the building inspector to enforce an ambiguity in the law. 

 

Prentiss felt it was a good way to get rid of the loopholes. 

MOTION:  Prentiss moved to close the public hearing for the article for the 

Multi-Family Affordability Provision.  Henry seconded the motion.  The motion 

passed by unanimous vote. 

MOTION:  Sears read the Certificate of Action for the article for the Multi-Family 

Affordability Provision.  Prentiss seconded the motion.  The motion passed by unanimous 

vote 

 

Amend Table 1 Table of Allowable Uses 

 

Zilinsky said that this was to correct the footnote in the table from 1 to 4. 

MOTION:  Prentiss moved to close the public hearing for the article for the 

Table 1, Table of Allowable Uses.  Cheetham seconded the motion.  The motion 

passed by unanimous vote. 
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MOTION:  Cheetham read the Certificate of Action for the article for the Table 1, Table 

of Allowable Uses.  Prentiss seconded the motion.  The motion passed by unanimous 

vote. 

 

Outdoor Motor Vehicle Sales 

 

Zilinsky said that outdoor motor vehicle sales are currently prohibited in the Route 114-A and 

Highway Corridor Zone.  This would allow automotive sales and storage to be permitted by 

Special Permit/Planning Board. 

MOTION:  Henry moved to close the public hearing for the article for the Table 

1, Outdoor Motor Vehicle Sales.  Cheetham seconded the motion.  The motion 

passed by unanimous vote. 

MOTION:  Prentiss read the Certificate of Action for the article for the Table 1, 

Outdoor Motor Vehicle Sales.  Cheetham seconded the motion.  The motion 

passed by unanimous vote. 

 

Accessory Uses – EFLA 

 

Zilinsky stated that this was to correct a section that was referenced under Section 9.3.  It states 

9.4 when it should read 9.3.4.  This amendment will allow the correction of this error. 

MOTION:  Henry moved to close the public hearing for the article for Accessory 

Uses.  Sears seconded the motion.  The motion passed by unanimous vote. 

MOTION:  Henry read the Certificate of Action for the article for Accessory Uses.  

Sears seconded the motion.  The motion passed by unanimous vote. 

 

Tables 1:  Table of Allowable Uses and Table 2:  Table of Dimensional Requirements 

 

Zilinsky said that under 1, “open” is being added.  The Building Inspector has been having some 

difficulty with what can be defined as an open porch in relation to the front and side setbacks. 

 

Cheetham asked if an open porch that is part of the entryway qualified under this. 

 

Maloney said that this will solve two problems.  There was an instance years ago where there 

was an enclosed porch, and the owner wanted to open it up and use it up as part of the house.  

This was not allowed because it now interfered with the setbacks. 

 

The language will now define what constitutes a porch.  An enclosed porch would now be non-

conforming. 

 

Henry would consider an open porch a deck. 
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Maloney explained that would be considered an entry porch.  The language would be clearer in 

the bylaw. 

MOTION:  Prentiss moved to close the public hearing for the article for 

Accessory Uses.  Cheetham seconded the motion.  The motion passed by 

unanimous vote. 

MOTION:  Prentiss read the Certificate of Action for the article for Accessory Uses.  

Cheetham seconded the motion.  The motion passed by unanimous vote. 

 

Special Permit 

 

Zilinsky explained that this will update the time period for which a Special Permit will expire.  It 

will be changed from 2 years to 3 years. 

 

Cheetham felt the date the legislation changed should be added to the language.  

MOTION:  Prentiss moved to close the public hearing for the article for Special 

Permit.  Cheetham seconded the motion.  The motion passed by unanimous vote. 

MOTION:  Sears read the Certificate of Action for the article for Special Permits.  

Henry seconded the motion.  The motion passed by unanimous vote. 

 

Section 40.2 Definitions 

 

Zilinsky explained that restaurant was misspelled.  There was also a grammatical error under 

Structure.  The word too is being changed to reflect to. 

MOTION:  Cheetam moved to close the public hearing for the article for Section 

40.2 Definitions.  Prentiss seconded the motion.  The motion passed by 

unanimous vote. 

MOTION:  Henry read the Certificate of Action for the article for Section 40.2 

Definitions.  Prentiss seconded the motion.  The motion passed by unanimous vote. 

 

OTHER MATTERS 

142 Holten Street.  Request by Thomas Berube to extend completion date of remaining 

improvements and Tripartite Agreement from October 13, 2017 to October 27, 2017. 

Nelson said that this project is complete.  We realized that October 13, 2017 was the deadline for 

completion and Tripartite Agreement.  They requested at a staff level that this application be 

brought in on October 24, 2017.  They are requesting an extension of the completion date to 

October 27, 2017. 
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MOTION:  Prentiss motion to approve the Extension of Completion Date for 

Tripartite Agreement to October 27, 2017.  Cheetham seconded the motion.  The 

motion passed by unanimous vote. 

 

MINUTES 

 
September 12, 2017 and September 26, 2017 

 

Nelson told the Board that the minutes would be available for the next meeting. 

 

BRIEFING 

 
Planning staff and chair will update the Board of various items of interest. This agenda item may 

include requests to set public hearing and workshop dates; sign plans, informal discussion 

regarding future projects and current projects under construction.  

 

Text of the proposed zoning language and a map of parcels included in the proposed zoning 

district is available at www.danversma.gov, Town Clerks Office and Planning Office.  

 

Nelson reminded that Board that the next meeting is scheduled for October 24th.  There will be a 

public recap on everything that was done tonight including Maple Street on Saturday, November 

18th.  They wanted to do one more final outreach before the holiday of Thanksgiving. 

 

Cheetham asked if they had decided how the text for Maple Street was going to be presented at 

Town Meeting. 

 

Nelson said that there has been some discussion with the Town Manager’s office regarding this 

matter.  They are going to have an in depth executive summary that will reference those two 

documents.  Some full-length documents will be available for Town Meeting Members to pick 

up. 

 

ADJOURNMENT 

MOTION:  Prentiss moved to adjourn.  Sears seconded the motion.  The motion 

passed by unanimous vote. 

 

The meeting adjourned at:  9:15 p.m. 

              

Respectfully submitted:  Francine T. Butler 

The Planning Board approved these minutes on November 2, 2017.  

http://www.danversma.gov/

