
 

 
MINUTES 

Danvers Board of Appeals 

 

#19-4839 

January 06, 2020 

 

Present: Rebecca Kilborn,Kenneth Scholes, Robert Cignetti, 

John Boughner, Jeffrey Sauer, Kenneth Jarvinen, 

Corinne Doherty.  

 

Also Present: Building Inspector, Richard Maloney  

  Secretary, Kathleen Archambault 

 
EUGENE ROSSI, JR. (#19-4839) Requesting a Variance to subdivide the 

lot into two buildable lots in accordance with Table 2 of the Danvers 

Zoning Bylaws at 66 GREEN STREET, R-III 

 

Kenneth Scholes read the case mentioned above. 

 

Eugene Rossi Jr., property owner, addressed the board.  He explained 

that his home is on a 24,500 sq.ft. lot is on the corner of Green 

Street and Longfellow Street.  He has 350’ of frontage.  The property 

is located in R-III and 30,000 sq.ft. are needed to subdivide.  The 

house is located in the front of the property leaving room behind to 

add an additional house.  The hardship is the topography of the lot, 

the slope and the ledge. He also believes this change would fit in 

with the existing neighborhood. 

 

Rebecca Kilborn asked if Mr. Rossi lived in the home now and what are 

his plans moving forward. 

 

Mr. Rossi replied yes, he does live there. He said his plans moving 

forward may be to build a new 1500 sq.ft. house or sell the lot and 

make improvements to his home. 

 

Robert Cignetti stated that the lot is currently a non-conforming lot.  

Now, the owner is asking to create two non-conforming lots. He asked 

the owner what the hardship is. 

 

Mr. Rossi said that the hardship is the land and the layout. 

 

Mr. Cignetti then asked if the owner planned on selling the lot if 

approved. 

 

Mr. Rossi said yes, that is a possibility. 

 

John Boughner asked how large the existing house is and what the 

dotted line is on the plot plan submitted. 
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Mr. Rossi answered that the existing house is 910 sq.ft. and it was 

built in 1890.  The dotted line on the plot plan represents a parking 

area of crushed stone that the neighbors currently use to park four 

cars.  

 

Mr. Boughner then asked Richard Maloney, Building Inspector, are all 

the lots across the street R-III. 

 

Mr. Maloney responded yes, they are all R-III and they predate zoning. 

 

Kenneth Scholes was reviewing the deed and asked who is Miyoko Suzuki? 

Are you the sole owner? 

 

Mr. Rossi replied that they bought the house 10 years ago and they 

bought the house together. They separated in 2013 and he purchased her 

interest in the property. He did not have the updated deed with him.  

He stated he is currently the sole owner. 

 

Jeffrey Sauer had no questions. 

 

Kenneth Jarvinen had no questions. 

 

Corinne Doherty had no questions. 

 

Rebecca Kilborn had no questions. 

 

Kenneth Scholes than read two letters as follows: 

 

The first letter was from Mr. William Kossowan of 7 Fairview Street. 

He wanted to address the board to let the board know he is not in 

favor of this subdivision of the lot. A copy of the letter is in the 

ZBA Docket File. 

 

The second letter was from Paul and Deborah Colbert of 6 Longfellow 

Street.  They wanted to address the board to let the board know they 

are not in favor of the subdivision of the lot. A copy of the letter 

is in the ZBA Docket File. 

 

Ms. Kilborn then turned the questions and comments over to the 

audience. 

 

Attorney Paul Brisbee representing Chuck and Ann Callahan of 72 Green 

Street addressed the board.  He stated that Mr. Callahan was there in 

the audience tonight, but Mrs. Callahan couldn’t make it.  He 

explained that the Callahan’s were not in favor of the subdivision. 

They are concerned about the congestion on Longfellow Street and there  
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has been ongoing water pressure issues for years.  To add another 

property to this area may cause the water pressure to worsen. 

 
 

Andrea Kossowan grew up at 7 Fairview Street.  She just wanted to let 

the board that she also was not in favor of the subdivision of the 

lot.    

 

There were no more questions or comments. Back to board. 

 

Robert Cignetti said that he thinks that the goal of this board is to 

bring property into compliance as much as possible.  He cannot see 

taking one non-confirming lot and creating two non-conforming lots. He 

will vote no. 

 

John Boughner said that he echoes Mr. Cignetti’s comments.  Also, 

there are enough neighbors that are opposed. He will vote no. 

 

Kenneth Scholes said he will vote no. No, to two non-conforming lots. 

 

Jeffrey Sauer said he would vote no. 

 

Kenneth Jarvinen said he would vote no. 

 

Corinne Doherty said she would vote no. 

 

Rebecca Kilborn said she would vote no. 

 

Ms. Kilborn then explained the options to Mr. Rossi. One, he could 

accept the no vote and not be able to come back before the board for 

two years or two, withdraw his application without prejudice.  

 

Mr. Rossi then withdrawn without prejudice. 

 

John Boughner motioned the board to accept the withdrawal. 

 

Robert Cignetti seconded. 

 

All in favor. 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 



 

MINUTES 

Danvers Board of Appeals 

 

#19-4840 

January 06, 2020 

 

Present: Rebecca Kilborn,Kenneth Scholes, Robert Cignetti, 

John Boughner, Jeffrey Sauer, Kenneth Jarvinen, 

Corinne Doherty. 

 

Also Present: Building Inspector, Richard Maloney  

  Secretary, Kathleen Archambault 

 
KELLY REIDY (#19-4840) Requesting a Variance From front setbacks to 

erect an addition in accordance with Table 2, Section 7 of the Danvers 

Zoning Bylaws at 7 TRINITY STREET, R-III 

 

Kenneth Scholes read the case mentioned above. 

 

John Cashman represented Kelly Reidy.  He addressed the board and 

explained that they are combining two families.  In order for them to 

all reside in the home they need to erect an addition.  They are 

looking to add bedrooms and a garage. The garage will be in the front 

of the addition with a storage area in it.  There will be a master 

bedroom and bath.  The second story of the addition will be two 

bedrooms. The garage would be 22.3’ front he front set back where 30’ 

is needed. 

 

Corinne Doherty asked is they pushed it as far back as they can due to 

the wetlands at the back of the property. 

 

Mr. Cashman replied yes. 

 

Kenneth Jarvinen had no questions. 

 

Jeffrey Sauer had no questions. 

 

Kenneth Scholes asked Mr. Cashman is there was an overhang on the 

addition and if it was included in the 22.3’ setback on the plan. 

 

Mr. Cashman replied that the 22.3’ front setback is to the eave. 

 

John Boughner asked what the size of the addition is, how many square 

feet and what is the size of the existing house. 

 

Mr. Cashman replied that the addition will be approximately 24’ x 33’.  

The existing house is 1700 square feet.  When finished it would be 

approximately 2400 square feet total. 
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Mr. Boughner then asked Richard Maloney, Building Inspector if this 

applicant was before the board because of the front setback only. 

 

Mr. Maloney confirmed they were only before the board regarding relief 

from the front setback. 

 

Robert Cignetti stated that the only problem he sees is the placement 

of the garage.  He wanted to know if the size of the garage could be 

changed, made smaller. 

 

Mr. Cashman said that if they decrease the size of the garage is would 

not be large enough to park a car in it. 

 

Rebecca Kilborn asked if they were going from a one-story house to a 

two-story house. She also asked what the Conservation Commission had 

to say regarding the location and if he had the Order of Conditions 

letter available. 

 

Mr. Cashman said yes, it will be a two-story house with the addition.  

He said that the Conservation Commission was happy with the location 

and that they were keeping as close to the front as they could.  He 

did not have the physical Order of Conditions with him. 

 

Ms. Kilborn asked Richard Maloney, Building Inspector if he had 

received a letter from the Conservation Commission regarding this 

property. 

 

Mr. Maloney said that he was not in receipt of a letter as of yet.  

Also, no permit would be issued without the Order of Conditions. 

 

Ms. Kilborn then turned the questions and comments over to the 

audience.  

 

Matthew Duggan asked if a street average had been done. He thinks that 

there would be room at the back of the property to bump the addition 

further away from the front setback.  He also did not like the fact 

that there was no letter from the Conservation Commission, and he 

feels there is a disconnect between boards. 

 

Rebecca Kilborn said that there was no street average done.  She then 

asked Mr. Cashman is they had considered moving the addition back. 

 

Mr. Cashman said they were avoiding moving it back avoiding the area 

close to the wetlands. 

 

Bill Bradstreet just wanted to say that he thinks that its 

discouraging that comments aren’t passed to each board. 
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There were no more questions or comments. Back to the board. 

 

 

Corinne Doherty asked Mr. Cashman is the chain link fence and shed 

located at the back of the property were there when the house was 

purchased.  

 

Mr. Cashman said they were both there when the house was purchased. 

 

John Boughner asked if the addition was 52.7” from the water’s edge? 

The Conservation Commission has asked you not to go closer than 50’ 

correct? 

 

Mr. Cashman replied that that is correct. 

 

Mr. Boughner moving the addition back two feet isn’t really helping. 

It would still be non-conforming. 

 

Robert Cignetti said that he would like to continue until they are in 

receipt of the Order of Conditions from the Conservation Commission. 

 

John Boughner motioned the board to continue the case until January 

27, 2020. 

 

Robert Cignetti seconded. 

 

All in Favor. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



MINUTES 

Danvers Board of Appeals 

 

#19-4841 

January 06, 2020 

 

Present: Rebecca Kilborn,Kenneth Scholes, Robert Cignetti, 

John Boughner, Jeffrey Sauer, Kenneth Jarvinen, 

Corinne Doherty. 

 

Also Present: Building Inspector, Richard Maloney  

  Secretary, Kathleen Archambault 

 
DONG ZHANG (#19-4841) Requesting a Variance and Special Permit to 

convert a two family to a four-family dwelling and to erect dormers to 

the existing structure in accordance with Section 30.2.4(a, b and d) 

of the Danvers Zoning Bylaws at 6 WATER STREET, R-I 

 

Kenneth Scholes read the case mentioned above. 

 

Dong Zhang, property owner addressed the board.  He said that he 

purchased the house in 2018 and he resides on the second floor.  The 

first-floor apartment is rented to a section 8 tenant.  He is looking 

to expand the home and use the third floor.  He wants to make the 

existing two-family home a four-family.  The property is located in a 

multi-family neighborhood. 

 

Steve Campbell, Mr. Zhang’s contractor also addressed the board.  He 

said they are proposing to convert to a four-family keeping the same 

dimensions.  The first floor apartment would be divided in half. The 

second floor would remain the same and the third floor is a very large 

attic and will be turned into an apartment.  There will be 2 parking 

spots per unit.  They will also be building a three level deck for 

egress use.  An opaque fence will be installed to block the headlights 

from the vehicles in the parking area.  

 

Rebecca Kilborn wanted to clarify for the board.  This is an existing 

building and he can divide the space based on the 2500 sq.ft. per 

unit, he has 10,000 sq.ft., so he is allowed four units with a Special 

Permit and he is not changing the footprint. She then asked Richard 

Maloney, Building Inspector to explain the decks/porches. 

 

Mr. Maloney explained that steps and decks ate allowed as egresses by 

Special Permit for the conversion.  The dormers they are looking to 

add for head height need the approval of the Variance. 
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Robert Cignetti said that his issue is with the parking.  There is no 

turn around, you have to back out onto Water Street.  He is very 

concerned about that.  He had no problem with the actual conversion. 

 

Mr. Campbell said that there could be another parking option by using 

the back area of the house for a turn around. The surveyor did give 

them a couple options.   

 

John Boughner asked how the house is currently heated and will it 

change.  Also, what is the square footage of the building and will 

these be rented or condos? 

 

Mr. Zhang said that the first floor is heated with oil. The second 

floor is gas and going forward the third floor may be electric.  He is 

also considering possibly converting all the units to gas.  The 

existing living area is 2700 sq. ft.  once it is converted it will be 

4000 sq.ft.  He will be renting the units out. 

 

Kenneth Scholes inquired about the grass strip and the tree in the 

area where you pull into the driveway. 

 

Mr. Zhang said that he will be removing the tree to help with the 

parking issues. 

 

Mr. Scholes stated that he would hate to see the tree go. 

 

Mr. Zhang said that there are parking design options they can 

consider, and he will try to save the tree. 

 

Jeffrey Sauer had no questions. 

 

Kenneth Jarvinen asked if he was aware of the fire safety upgrades. 

 

Mr. Campbell said yes.  All the upgrades will be made, and the 

building will be sprinkled. 

 

Corinne Doherty asked how long will the project take to complete. 

 

Mr. Campbell said approximately six months. 

 

Rebecca Kilborn had no questions. 

 

Ms. Kilborn then turned questions and comments over to the audience. 

 

Matthew Duggan asked if this was the green building near the old 

school and what is the width between the structure and the chain link 

fence on the right side.  Have any thoughts been given to snow storage 

and if there would be two units on the first floor. 
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Ms. Kilborn confirmed that it is the building he inquired about and 

yes there would be two units on the first floor. 

 

Richard Maloney said the width is about 36’.   

 

Rebecca Kilborn said that the snow storage will be figured out with 

the planning board. 

 

There were no more questions. Back to the Board. 

 

Robert Cignetti said he has no problem with the conversion he would 

vote yes. 

 

John Boughner said parking looks tight, would like to see the 

conservation of the tree. He would vote yes. 
 

Kenneth Scholes said he would vote yes. 
 

Jeffrey Sauer said he would vote yes. 
 

Kenneth Jarvinen said he would vote yes. 
 

Corinne Doherty said she would vote yes. 
 

Rebecca Kilborn said she would vote yes. 
 

Robert Cignetti motioned the board to grant the Special Permit in 

accordance with Section 30.2.4(a, b and d) to convert the existing two 

family into four units. 

 
1. The municipal water and sewer shall not be overloaded by the conversion. 
2. The public streets shall not become overloaded by the conversion. 
3. The value of other buildings and properties shall not be depreciated by the 

conversion. 

4. The specific site is an appropriate location for the four unit building. 
5. The conversion will not adversely affect the neighborhood. 
6. There will not be undue nuisance to vehicles or pedestrians and adequate and 

proper facilities will be provided to ensure the proper operation of the 

proposed four unit building. 

7. The proposed conversion will be in harmony with general purpose of the bylaw. 

• The parking plan may be modified by the Planning Board. 

 

Kenneth Scholes seconded. 

All in favor. 

 

Robert Cignetti motioned the board to grant the Variance from Section 

30.2.4c to add two dormers for legal headroom at the third floor.  The 

hardship is the height of the existing structure. 
 

Kenneth Scholes seconded. 

All in favor. 

 



 

 
MINUTES 

Danvers Board of Appeals 

 

#19-4842 

January 06, 2020 

 

Present: Rebecca Kilborn,Kenneth Scholes, Robert Cignetti, 

John Boughner, Jeffrey Sauer, Kenneth Jarvinen, 

Corinne Doherty. 

 

Also Present: Building Inspector, Richard Maloney  

  Secretary, Kathleen Archambault 

 
MARIETE OLIVERIA ONOFRI (#19-4842) Requesting a Special Permit to 

extend a home occupation into an existing shed in accordance with 

Section 9.5 of the Danvers Zoning Bylaws at 99 ELLIOTT STREET, R-II 

 

Kenneth Scholes read the case mentioned above. 

 

Mariete Oliveria Onofri property owner, addressed the board.  She 

explained to the board that she did not have enough information when 

she applied for the building permit for the shed.  She wanted to 

install electricity and heat in the shed and operate her gift basket 

business from the shed.  She used to have her business in Beverly, 

however the owner has changed his business plan and all tenants had to 

vacate. So, they decided to try to run the business from the family 

home. 

 

Rebecca Kilborn asked if she applied for a building permit for a shed 

to be used just as storage. Which was approved and issued in November. 

 

Ms. Oliveria Onofri said yes that is correct.  

 

Ms. Kilborn asked her if she renovated the shed after it had been 

approved. You added finished walls? 

 

Ms. Oliveria Onofri said that they plastered the walls but have not 

added electricity yet and have not finished the floors. 

 

Corinne Doherty asked that prior to having her business in Beverly did 

you run it out of your home? Why is heat needed in the shed? Do you 

plan on working in the shed? 

 

Ms. Oliveria Onofri said yes, they ran it out of her basement, but it 

got too small. The heat is needed in the shed, so the gift basket 

product does not get damaged.  She does gourmet baskets and floral.  

There are no clients going to her house.  Everything is done online  
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and they deliver the final product.  She stated that she did plan on 

working in the shed. 

 

Kenneth Jarvinen asked if the shed was two floors and if there was a 

bathroom. 

 

Ms. Oliveria Onofri said yes, the shed is two stories and there is no 

bathroom. 

 

Jeffrey Sauer had no questions. 

 

Kenneth Scholes had a question for Richard Maloney the building 

Inspector.  He asked if when Ms. Oliveria Onofri applied for the 

permit did she just apply for a 16’ x 16’ shed for storage purposes? 

 

Mr. Maloney said that they went over it in detail.  She is allowed to 

have a two-story shed and she meets all the setbacks. 

 

Kenneth Scholes then asked Ms. Oliveria Onofri if she needs this shed 

to be climate controlled? 

 

Ms. Oliveria Onofri said yes, she does. 

 

Mr. Scholes said sound like there would be production going on there. 

He had no further questions. 

 

John Boughner asked why there is so much material outside of the shed?  

There is stuff everywhere. 

 

Ms. Oliveria Onofri said that when she was told to stop working on the 

shed, she had to store things outside of the shed and under her deck. 

 

Mr. Maloney interjected that he did tell her not to put anything in 

the shed. 

 

Mr. Boughner asked if she was seeking to run a business of out of the 

shed? Is she seeking a special permit or variance to run the business? 

 

Mr. Maloney explained that there is criteria she has to meet for a 

home occupation. You can seek a Special Permit to vary from those 

conditions. One of the things is that you are not changing the 

exterior appearance of your property, in this case the shed was added 

and its for the business, so that is changing the exterior appearance 

of the property.  Th other is that the home occupations without a 

Special Permit are usually like a home office. In this case she is 

producing something and bringing in materials from outside to create 



product to sell. She is seeking to vary the by right conditions, that 

is why she is here. 
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Mr. Boughner had no other questions. 

 

Robert Cignetti asked if the floors are divided? Is it insulated? Is 

there electric? Is there plumbing/water? 

 

Ms. Oliveria Onofri said it is all open. Yes, it will be insulated, 

yes, there will be electricity and no, there is no water. 

 

Mr. Cignetti asked why she couldn’t use a space in the home, like the 

basement?  Will all the work be done in the shed or both the shed and 

house? 

 

Ms. Oliveria Onofri said the basement is to small to run the business 

out of.  She will use both the shed and the house to run the business. 

 

Rebecca Kilborn said you have product that is needed.  How do you get 

these supplies? Does UPS or FedEx make deliveries to your house? How 

do your customers get the finished product? 

 

Ms. Oliveria Onofri she orders her supplies online and UPS and FedEx 

make the deliveries to her home.  The customers do not come to her 

home, they deliver the finished product to the customer. 

 

Ms. Kilborn asked if the size of the shed is 15’ x 18’? 

 

Ms. Oliveria Onofri said the shed is 16’ x 16’. 

 

Kenneth Scholes read a letter from Carrie, a neighbor on the left-hand 

side of the property. She is not able to attend the meeting but wanted 

to oppose the business.  She feels that there would be too much 

traffic and parking would be an issue. (a copy of the letter is in the 

ZBA docket) 

 

Ms. Kilborn then turned questions and comments over to the audience. 

 

Deborah Sloane, 97 Elliott Street, lives to the right side of the 

owner.  The mess that was talked about will all be going into the shed 

so that won’t be an issue.  She is in favor of the home business. 

 

Peter Goodwin, 104 Elliott Street, asked how many employees does she 

have?  He is on the fence, not sure if he is for or against it. 

 

Ms. Oliveria Onofri said that she is the only employee, so one. 

 



Matthew Duggan said that he understands that the shed is there by 

right.  He is concerned with the commercial activity in R-II.  If  
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granted would it be to this specific owner or could anyone run a 

business out of that location.  He is not in favor. 

 

Rebecca Kilborn said that they can make it a condition that only the 

current owner may run a business out of this location. 

 

John Boughner had a question for Richard Maloney, Building Inspector.  

He asked if someone adds electricity to a shed does that change 

anything? 

 

Mr. Maloney said adding electricity is not an issue, as long as a 

licensed electrician gets a permit and does the work. 

 

There were no more questions or comments. Back to the board. 

 

Corinne Doherty asked if this is allowed what would happen if she sold 

the property? If she adds walls, insulation, electric, etc. how do you 

know a new owner wouldn’t use it for something other than storage.  

She will refrain until she hears what the other board members have to 

say.  

 

Richard Maloney said everything she is doing is allowed.  It’s only 

the business that is in question. 

 

Kenneth Jarvinen said he would vote yes if it would not be 

transferable upon the sale of the property. 

 

Jeffrey Sauer said that he would vote no, it is too industrial for a 

residential area. 

 

Kenneth Scholes asked what if she put a bathroom and a sink? Now you 

have a livable area. He would vote yes, with condition of no 

plumbing/water. 

 

Mr. Maloney explained that it is no conducive to add plumbing. It is 

on sono tubes, you would have to do major work to get plumbing out 

there and to keep it from freezing. 

 

John Boughner said he is struggling with his decision. But he feels 

that it is more than what should be out there.  He would vote no. 

 

Robert Cignetti said if the shed is for storage only, he doesn’t have 

a problem with the shed.  However, manufacturing a product out of a 

shed he will vote no. 
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Rebecca Kilborn said looking at the criteria for the Special Permit 

she has concerns.  She would vote no. 

 

 

Corinne Doherty said that she would no. It is too much for the 

neighborhood. 

 

The vote was 5 to 2. 

 

Ms. Kilborn explained that there were not enough votes for approval. 

 

Ms. Oliveria Onofri asked if the board will allow a six-month trial to 

prove it will not be a problem. Is she allowed to add electric? 

 

Ms. Kilborn said yes, you can add electric. However, they cannot allow 

a trial approval. 

 

Ms. Kilborn explained the options to Ms. Oliveria Onofri. She can 

accept the no vote, and not be able to come back before the board for 

two years or withdraw without prejudice. 

 

Ms. Oliveria Onofri said that she would like to withdraw with 

prejudice. 

 

John Boughner motioned the board to accept the withdrawal without 

prejudice. 

 

Robert Cignetti seconded. 

 

All in favor. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 
MINUTES 

Danvers Board of Appeals 

 

#19-4843 

January 06, 2020 

 

Present: Rebecca Kilborn,Kenneth Scholes, Robert Cignetti, 

John Boughner, Jeffrey Sauer, Kenneth Jarvinen, 

Corinne Doherty. 

 

Also Present: Building Inspector, Richard Maloney  

  Secretary, Kathleen Archambault 

 
TEMAR PROPERTIES, LLC (#19-4843) Requesting a Finding to remove a non-

conforming house and add three trailer homes in its place in 

accordance with Section 3.10.2(b) of the Danvers Zoning Bylaws at 98 

NEWBURY STREET, HCZ 

 

Kenneth Scholes read the case mentioned above. 

 

Attorney Nancy McCann, representing the owner, addressed the board.  

This property has been a mobile home property since 1940.  They are 

requesting a finding to remove a single-family home that was built in 

the 1800’s that is in poor condition.  They are looking to remove it 

and replace it with three new mobile homes.  The current owner has 

done improvements and upgrades to the property which currently has 

seventy-one mobile homes on site. 

 

Robert Cignetti asked if there is a manager on site at all times and 

does the state require a specific amount of space between the mobile 

homes? 

 

Attorney McCann said that there is no on-site office. The office and 

the manager are located down the street. 

 

Richard Maloney, Building Inspector, answered that the only space 

required is just enough room for egress. 

 

John Boughner asked Mr. Maloney why they were before the board back in 

2013. 

 

Mr. Maloney said that there was a vacant lot on the property that they 

wanted to put a trailer on. Anything abandoned two years or longer has 

to go before the board. 

 

Mr. Boughner asked if back in 2013 if Attorney McCann represented this 

owner. 
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Attorney McCann said no. 

 

Mr. Boughner asked if the abandoned house needs to go before 

preservation board? 

 

Attorney McCann said that she did present this to the Preservation 

Board, and they did not find it worthy of preservation. 

 

Kenneth Scholes had no questions. 

Jeffrey Sauer had no questions. 

Kenneth Jarvinen had no questions. 

Corinne Doherty had no questions. 

Rebecca Kilborn had no questions. 

 

Ms. Kilborn then turned the questions and comments over to the 

audience. 

 

There were no questions or comments. Back to the board. 

 

Robert Cignetti said he thinks it is an improvement. He would vote 

yes. 
 

John Boughner said he would vote yes. 
 

Kenneth Scholes said he would vote yes. 
 

Jeffrey Sauer said he would vote yes. 
 

Kenneth Jarvinen said he would vote yes. 
 

Corinne Doherty said she would vote yes. 
 

Rebecca Kilborn said she would vote yes. 

 

John Boughner motioned the board to grant the Finding in accordance 

with Section 3.10.2(b) to remove the non-conforming dwelling and 

replace it with three mobile homes. 

 
1.  The municipal water and sewer shall not be overloaded by the mobile homes. 
2. The public streets shall not become overloaded by the mobile homes. 
3. The value of other buildings and properties shall not be depreciated by the 

mobile homes. 

4. The specific site is an appropriate location for the mobile homes. 
5. The mobile homes will not adversely affect the neighborhood. 
6. There will not be undue nuisance to vehicles or pedestrians and adequate and 

proper facilities will be provided to ensure the proper operation of the 

proposed mobile homes. 

7. The proposed mobile homes will be in harmony with general purpose of the bylaw. 
 

Robert Cignetti seconded. 



All in favor.  

 

 
MINUTES 

Danvers Board of Appeals 

 

#19-4844 

January 06, 2020 

 

Present: Rebecca Kilborn,Kenneth Scholes, Robert Cignetti, 

John Boughner, Jeffrey Sauer, Kenneth Jarvinen, 

Corinne Doherty. 

 

Also Present: Building Inspector, Richard Maloney  

  Secretary, Kathleen Archambault 

 
THOMSEN REALTY, LLC (#19-4844) Requesting a Variance to use the 

property as a trade shop in accordance with Table 1, Section 6 of the 

Danvers Zoning Bylaws at 430 MAPLE STREET, HCZ 

 

Kenneth Scholes read the case mentioned above. 

 

Attorney Meredith Fine, representing Carl Thomsen addressed the board.   

She explained that there is a pre-existing non-conforming 6,000 sq.ft 

building on the property. Mr. Thomsen had purchased it in 2018 and 

wanted to use the property as an office, training and storage in back.  

The property has recently been on the market and they have found that 

most potential buyers would want to use the property as a trade shop.  

So, they are before the board to get a use Variance to have it changed 

to allow a trade shop.  Across the street from this property is zoned 

Industrial-I, where trade use is allowed.  They feel it is ideal for 

trade shop use.  The hardship is the shape of the lot.  It is long and 

narrow.  The trade use would not be more detrimental to the 

neighborhood. 

 

Robert Cignetti asked what is a trade shop. 

 

Attorney Fine said that it is a use by contractors. 

 

Richard Maloney, Building Inspector, said that the use came into play 

back in 2007. Trades are allowed, no auto repair. 

 

Corinne Doherty asked how long has it been on the market. 

 

Attorney Fine said since September. 

 

Kenneth Jarvinen asked if there were any offers on the property other 

than someone looking for a trade use? Would there be room for a fleet 

of trucks?  
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Attorney Fine said no to the other offers and that if there was no 

snow maybe five vehicles could park there. 

 

Carl Thomsen, property owner, stated that due to the layout.  There is 

usually space for four vehicles to park. 

 

Jeffrey Sauer had no questions. 

 

Kenneth Scholes said he only concern was the vehicles. If there was a 

limit on the number vehicles allowed, he wouldn’t really see an issue 

with the use change. 

 

John Boughner had a question for Richard Maloney, Building Inspector. 

He asked because they are just asking for a variance for a use change, 

can they put conditions on the decision regarding parking? 

 

Mr. Maloney said yes, they could put a vehicle limit in the 

conditions. 

 

Mr. Boughner asked Attorney Fine if they would be willing to accept a 

limit on vehicles. 

 

Attorney Fine said thy would accept that as a condition. 

 

Robert Cignetti asked what would a tradesman use this location/space 

for? He wants to understand how they’ll use it. 

 

Attorney Fine said that different trades would use the property 

differently. Cabinet makers, furniture makers could use it as their 

workshop. 

 

Rebecca Kilborn asked what was the owner originally going to the 

property for? 

 

Attorney Fine said that he initially wanted to use it for office use 

and a training facility for trades. For classes and courses to educate 

his own employees. 

 

Ms. Kilborn asked if the building is in use now, it looks empty. 

 

Attorney Fine answered that the building is in use. 

 

Ms. Kilborn said that there is a lot of space, but not a lot of 

parking.  Would the owner consider tearing part of the building down 

to create parking? 



 

Attorney Fine said that more parking isn’t really needed. 
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Ms. Kilborn didn’t have any more questions. 

 

Corinne Doherty asked that before the 2007 definition, were there 

other categories? 

 

Richard Maloney explained it would have been an office and shop by 

right.  He had made a mistake when Mr. Thomsen went into that 

property. He had debated what it was. This is the first time he has 

enforce the trade shop definition.  He had let Mr. Thomsen go in and 

now regrets it.  He made a mistake.  

 

Ms. Kilborn then turned questions and comments over to the audience. 

 

Steve Reardon, 428 Maple Street, he has lived there since 1998.  He is 

a neighbor to the property. His bedroom looks onto the property. 

Businesses in the past have been fine there.  He does not want a busy 

shop there.  He is not in favor of the use change. 

 

Barbara DeBabio of 426 Maple Street asked that with a trade shop use 

is there a retail element and what would the hours of operation be. 

She is concerned about how nine cars could fit there. Are there rules 

for lighting and landscaping for the new owner? 

 

Mr. Maloney explained that retail is by right in this location.  They 

can do retail right now.  Danvers does not regulate hours of 

operation.  

 

Ms. Kilborn explained lights are allowed. 

 

Mr. Cignetti said signs are regulated, but not lighting. 

 

Anthony Leech of 417 maple Street stated he has lived there for thirty 

years. Parking along the side of the building is very narrow.  There 

is lots of traffic being backed up while tractor trailers try to 

access the property.  He has no objections other than the parking 

issues. 

 

Janice Jackson, 424 Maple Street said that she is not affected too 

much. However, the parking in the alley is not really possible.  There 

should be no street parking because it is too dangerous. Major 

deliveries and a lot of customers would cause a problem. 

 

Bill Bradstreet had a question regarding lighting.  Can it be up, down 

or out? 



Mr. Maloney explained that if it is not new work (a new building) 

there is no requirement.  New buildings have photometric requirements  
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that do not allow light pollution, the light cannot flood over the 

property line.  That is not required here. 

 

Attorney Fine wanted to address the parking.  She wanted to let 

everyone know that nine cars do work, they are doing it now.  She 

believes this a neighborhood in transition. She feels that most 

comments were not in regard to what they were asking for and that the 

ne use wouldn’t vary much from what they were using it for now. 

 

There were no more questions or comments. Back to the board. 

 

Corinne Doherty said that she feels a trade shop may be the best 

choice.  She would vote yes if there was a condition on the parking. 

 

Kenneth Jarvinen said yes, he would vote for this. 

 

Jeffrey Sauer said he would vote yes for this. 

 

Kenneth Scholes said that he thinks most tradesmen bring their 

vehicles home.  He would vote yes. 

 

John Boughner said he would vote yes. A trade shop he feels would be a 

lower volume business. 

 

Robert Cignetti said that most concerns are already there. He would 

vote yes. 

 

Rebecca Kilborn said that she doesn’t want to approve a blanket 

approval.  She would like to approve a specific business. It is too 

big for a generic approval.  She would vote no. 

 

Robert Cignetti said after hearing Ms. Kilborn’s vote he would like to 

change his vote to no. 

 

5 to 2 vote. 

 

Ms. Kilborn explained that they do not have the votes to move forward.   

 

Attorney Fine said that they would like to withdraw without prejudice. 

 

Robert Cignetti motioned the board to accept the withdrawal without 

prejudice. 

 

Kenneth Scholes seconded. 



 

All in favor. 


