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Know your rights under the Open Meeting Law M.G.L. c. 30A § 18-25 and City Ordinance § 2-2028 
through § 2-2033. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
A public hearing of the Salem Planning Board was  held on Thurs day, April 14, 2022, at 
6:30 p.m. via remote acces s . Public participa tion was  pos s ible via Zoom video and 
conference ca ll. 
 
Chair Bill Gris et opens  the meeting at 6:31 pm 
 
I. ROLL CALL 

Present:  Chair Bill Gris et , Vice Chair Kirt Rieder, Tom Furey, Todd Waller, Sarah 
Tarbet, Carole Hamilton, Zach Caunter, (8) 
Helen Sides  arrived late 

      Absent: Noah Koretz (1) 
     Also in attendance:    Elena Eimert, Beth Forres tal, Amanda Chiancola (3) 
 
II. REGULAR AGENDA 
 
Items  taken out of order per Chair Bill Gris et. Chair Gris et als o will limit applicants  to 20 
minutes  for their pres entation, excluding Q&A.   

 
A. Location:  252R Bridge Street (Map 35, Lot 24)   

Applicant:   Massachusetts  Bay Trans it Authority with attn to: Kathryn 
Newhall-Smith    
Description:   Endors ement of a  Plan believed not to require approval 
under the Subdivis ion Control Law (ANR).    
 

Item heard third.  
 

• Kate Newhall-Smith:  Here as  s taff to the Salem Redevelopment Authority 
(SRA) and with the permis s ion of MBTA, the property owner to repres ent the 
ANR reques t.  The MBTA has  agreed to s ell a  piece of land adjacent to the 
Cres cent Lot that is  currently part of the parcel containing the parking garage 
to the SRA. This  parcel will be combined with the Cres cent Lot as  part of the 
larger redevelopment project.  Here reques ting your endors ement. 

• Helen Sides :  What is  the notch s hown on the plan?  
o Kate Newhall-Smith:  It’s  the s tairway, it is  part of the s idewalk parcel 

and owned by the city.  We did the ANR, and the City Council has  
declared it s urplus , and it s hould be conveyed tonight and merged in 
with the Cres cent Lot. 

 

 
CITY OF SALEM 
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A motion to approve is  made by Kirt Rieder, seconded by Helen Sides . 
 

• Elena Eimert:  Could I get a  revis ion to the motion to allow Tom Daniel to s ign 
as  the Planning Director on behalf of the Planning Board? 

 
A motion to approve and to allow Tom Daniel to s ign on behalf of the Planning Board  is  
made by Kirt Rieder, seconded by Helen Sides  and passes  8-0 in a roll call vote. 
 

Tom Furey  Yes  
Helen Sides   Yes  
Todd Waller  Yes  
Sarah Tarbet  Yes  
Carole Hamilton Yes  
Zach Caunter  Yes  
Kirt Rieder  Yes  
Bill Gris et  Yes  

 
B. Location:      9 and 11 Franklin Street (Map 26, Lot 375)   

Applicant:  11 Franklin, LLC   
Description:  A continuance of a  public hearing for all pers ons  interes ted 
in the application of 11 FRANKLIN, LLC for the property located at 9 Franklin 
Street (Map26, Lot 375) in the B1 and R2 Zoning Dis trict for a  Site Plan 
Review and Flood Hazard Overlay Dis trict Special Permit in accordance with 
the following s ections  of the Salem Zoning Ordinance: Section 9.5 Site Plan 
Review and Section 8.1 Flood Hazard Overlay Dis trict. Specifically, the 
applicant propos es  to cons truct twelve (12) townhous e s tyle units  located in 
three (3) buildings  on the portion of the parcel known as  9 Franklin Street and 
cons is ting of approximately 36,450 s quare feet. The propos ed buildings  are 
three (3) s tories . Six (6) s urface parking s paces  and twenty-four (24) garage 
parking s paces  are propos ed for a  total of thirty (30) s paces . Propos ed 
vehicular acces s  to 9 Franklin Street will be provided through a twenty (20) 
foot wide drive a is le from the exis ting wes terly curb cut. Propos ed pedes trian 
acces s  will be provided through a s idewalk extending from Franklin Street 
into the s ite.   
 

Item heard fourth.  
 

• Attorney Scott Grover: I am repres enting the applicant in the project.  The las t 
of the engineering conditions  have been res olved to everyone’s  s atis faction.  
We have nothing new to pres ent, other is s ues  are res olved. Once the public 
hearing is  clos ed, we do have the team available to ans wer ques tions  and 
comments . I think we will eas ily adhere to the 20-minute rule on this  project.   
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• Bill Gris et: Are there members  of the Planning Board with ques tions  for the 
applicant? I think this  has  been before us  for a while, s o we are all familiar 
with it. Let’s  open it up for public comment. 

• Elena Eimert: There are no written comments , if you would like to offer 
comments , pleas e us e the rais ed hand function and I will give you permis s ion 
to talk.  

 
Motion to close the public hearing made by Todd Waller, seconded by Kirt Rieder, and 
passes  in an 8-0 roll call vote. 
 

Tom Furey  Yes  
Helen Sides   Yes  
Todd Waller  Yes  
Sarah Tarbet  Yes  
Carole Hamilton Yes  
Zach Caunter  Yes  
Kirt Rieder  Yes  
Bill Gris et  Yes  

 
• Elena Eimert: The draft decis ion is  in SharePoint. It s hows  any changes  made 

in redline form.  The majority of changes  are to the engineering conditions , 
made by the Engineering Department, and have been s een and accepted by 
the applicant. The draft decis ion is  s hared on the s creen for live editing. 
 

• Kirt Rieder:  Mr. Grover, did you addres s  s tatus  of the Cons ervation 
Commis s ion review? 

• Attorney Grover: I will defer to Scott Cameron on that.  
• Scott Cameron: We are running with Cons ervation Commis s ion on a 

parallel track. The s tatute requiring us  to clos e other permits  firs t.  
They were waiting for engineering to be reconciled and we will s ee the 
s ame conditions  here as  in the order of conditions .   It s hould be next 
week or the following.   

 
• Kirt Rieder: I have a comment on paragraph 2 on parking. Can you quantify 

”s mall s ection of parking”? It s eems  wiggly. 
• Scott Cameron: Putting it by a s quare feet number is  ris ky.  Things  

aren’t the s ame as  you build it out. Sugges t referencing as  s hown on a 
s pecific plan.   

• Kirt Rieder: I would be fine with x- s q. ft. rather than an acre.  Our 
definitions  of s mall may be different.  

• Scott Cameron: I’ll calculate that now. 
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• Bill Gris et: Thinking about Bos ton Street and the AC units  outs ide. Has  that 
been adequately dealt with here?   

• Kirt Rieder: Is  there s pecific language?  I’ve s een it in the other 
conditions . But not here.  

• Elena Eimert: If this  decis ion s peaks  to the s creening of HVAC units  
and the like? Given its  location, it is  not s ubject to ECOD or DRB. if you 
want to s et a  s ite-s pecific condition … I am willing to pull that language 
for s haping here. 

• Kirt Rieder: From my pers pective, yes .  We will hate to be s urpris ed 
when we s ee two s creaming white rectangles  in the wrong location. 
This  has  been ins ufficiently addres s ed by other applicants . 

• Bill Gris et: Let’s  addres s  it here.  Sugges ted language?  
• Kirt Rieder: Mr. Grover, do you have an architecture repres entative 

here?   
• Attorney Grover: Sanir of Seger Architects  is  here. Could you comment 

on what we have for s creening now?  
• Kirt Rieder: Where is  the AC? Can you a llay our concerns ? 
• Bill Gris et: You may not be aware of the his tory. We have had HVAC 

units  s uddenly pop up in the front of a  project.   
• Attorney Grover: Looking at language and think that would be 

acceptable for us  to add to the decis ion if you can’t find where they are 
located.  

• Sanir Lutfija , Seger Architects .  Early s tages  of s chematics  and we 
don’t have a concrete location. But there are s pots  in the roof to be 
s creened, behind the roof line. Or in the rear as  well.  

• Kirt Rieder: Do we have a drawing s et to throw up and annotate? 
Scott Cameron: There is  no way to put it in the frontage s o you 
wouldn’t s ee it from the s treet 

• Kirt Rieder: We don’t want it in the entry drive touching Franklin Street 
• Elena Eimert: I can pull up the drawings .  (Civil Plan Sheet 12) 
• Bill Gris et: Could we put s ome reference that would be acceptable to 

board an applicant about where they will or won’t be located? 
• Kirt Rieder: On the roof? Elevated above the ground? That’s  the firs t 

ques tion. 
• Scott Cameron: Sanir s ays  too early to know if they will be mini-s plits  

or roof or ground mounted units . There is  dedicated patio s pace 
behind a ll the units  where they can be tucked in and around.  The front 
of the property is  narrow on Franklin Street.  But it is  als o in flood pla in 
s o can’t be there or in the front –  obs tructing egres s / drive.  Has  to go 
behind. 

• Sanir Lutfija: There is  room on back patios  of each unit.  We can’t put it 
in front of the buildings . Architectural rendering may s how roof top 
units  are a  pos s ibility. 
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• Kirt Rieder: The preference is  for them to be on the roof unles s  Helen 
or Sarah tell me I’m wrong. Or in back. 

• Helen Sides : Fine with them on the ground within precincts  belonging 
to the unit. Naturally part of what each property has . We think things  
aren’t vis ible on roofs , but they s ometimes  are. I like the language 
added –  that it will be reviewed when it has  been located.  

• Kirt Rieder:  It is  not too s oon to talk about this .  We talk about this  as  a  
matter of cours e on many projects .  

• Sanir Lutfija: Thes e are individual units  per town hous e.  
• Kirt Rieder: As  long as  the board is  okay ceding that qualitative 

dis cretion to the Planning director, I can move on. 
• Helen Sides : It s eems  adequate to me. 
• Kirt Rieder: Can we modify it to be within 10 ft. s o there is  flexibility of 

each unit. Allows  it to be on the roof or adjacent to it but not dis tance. I 
get that it is  more efficient to abut or touch the building.  

• Scott Cameron: The patios  are 13 ft. deep. I might s ay within 15 feet.   
• Kirt Rieder: I think any owner would prefer the unit tucked on the 

building rather than centered on the patio. 
• Helen Sides :  It can be put off to the s ide. 
• Scott Cameron: On the s now s torage corner, it is  actually and electrical  

trans former. 
 

• Scott Cameron: I have the areas  for the flood plain as  well.  There are 2 areas  
within flood plain elevation. Franklin Street driveway, extending back halfway 
down the drive, about 3500 feet .  And back by dwelling units , about 1500 feet. 
About 5000 s q-ft of s urface area. 

• Elena Eimert: Unles s  there is  an objection, I’ll return to the las t finding 
of the FHOD permit, where we left off. 

• Scott Cameron: One more ques tion on area.  Intent is  that we don’t 
have to provide 5000 of s torage but that you s ay 5000 s q-ft. may be 
flooded. 100-year flood plain may be flooded.  

• Kirt Rieder: Would you prefer that “may be s ubject to flooding” be 
added jus t s o it’s  clear? 

• Scott Cameron: Good with it as  written. There is  no ris k to vehicular 
and pedes trian impacts  not capacity to provide s torage.  

 
• Kirt Rieder:  Are there really only 2 architectural drawings  in this  whole s et? 

• Elena Eimert: I think that’s  all we have. 
• Sanir Lutifja: We have provided more renderings  previous ly but not as  

involved in thes e meetings  once it was  for engineering review. 
• Kirt Rieder: Is  that typical Helen? 
• Helen Sides : I wouldn’t know.  
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• Scott Cameron: Sheets  14/ 15 - All s ides  of building s hown in elevation 
on all floors . But Sanir is  correct, it does n’t include renderings .  

• Kirt Rieder: The renderings  are crucia l to s ecuring permits . So why are 
they eliminated from the permit s et?  Bas is  for permitting is  jettis oned.  

• Elena Eimert: Adminis trative overs ight and I will drop them in now.  
• Elena Eimert: In the engineering s ection –  the applicant has  accepted this  

s late of conditions .  
• Elena Eimert: Changes  in as -built s ection reflect a  language preference by the 

Engineering Department in moving away from approved by to accepted by the 
Engineering Department in s ome s ections .  
Kirt Rieder: Does  acceptance come with a written s ignature? Or how is  that 
different than an approval.   

• Elena Eimert:  Not what accompanies  it, but mores o that Engineering 
is n’t offering a value judgement as s ociated with their review. 

• Kirt Rieder: How does  Mr. Grover feel about language making things  
s atis factorily res olved and not impermanent. When the Planning Board 
approves  s omething, we think it is  res olved and accepted in the way.  

• Elena Eimert:  Not a  proces s  change, jus t language change.  Attorney 
Grover and other applicants  have had as  much certainty as  they will 
moving forward.  And to alert everyone, found the architectural drawing 
in the s ubmittal package and will add them into the plan s heets  

• Kirt Rieder: No blas ting given proximity to the water? 
• Scott Cameron: none anticipated.  

 
Motion to accept as  revised made by Kirt Rieder, seconded by Tom Furey, and passes  in 
an 8-0 roll call vote. 
 

Tom Furey  Yes  
Helen Sides   Yes  
Todd Waller  Yes  
Sarah Tarbet  Yes  
Carole Hamilton Yes  
Zach Caunter  Yes  
Kirt Rieder  Yes  
Bill Gris et  Yes  

 
C. Location:  38 Norman Street (Map 26, Lot 0464)    

Applicant:   Chris tina Granese f/b/o 38 Norman Street LLC    
Description:   A continuance of a  public hearing for all pers ons  interes ted 
In the application of CHRISTINA GRANESE f/ b/ o 38 Norman Street LLC for 
the property located at 38 Norman Street (Map 26, Lot 0464) in the B5 Zoning 
Dis trict for Site Plan Review in accordance with the following s ections  of the 
Salem Zoning Ordinance: Section 9.5 Site Plan Review and 7.3 Planned Unit 
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Development Special Permit. The applicant s pecifically propos es  to cons truct 
a  four-s tory mixed-us e building with approximately 1,583 s quare feet of retail 
s pace on the firs t floor and 1,419 s quare feet of related commercial s pace in 
the bas ement and 20 res idential units  above the retail s pace. The propos ed 
work includes  razing any exis ting buildings  and improvements , cons truction 
of the new building, and pavement.   
 
This  item was heard fifth.  
 

• Scott Grover repres enting applicant. Applicant is  Kinvarra Capita l.  They have 
a POS to purchas e the property. Bryan Whittig, Matt Boer (principals ), Scott 
Cameron (civil engineer), Phill Sima (architect, Balance Architects ) Bob 
Michaud (traffic, MDM Trans portation) 

• Scott Cameron: This  is  in a  s imilar pos ture of the las t one.  We pres ented the 
mos t recent changes  at the las t meeting with comments  from Planning 
Board, as  well as  Des ign Review Board (DRB) & Salem Redevelopment 
Authority (SRA). Pleas ed to tell you that the SRA voted to approve this  project 
unanimous ly.  We don’t have anything new to pres ent but have a draft 
decis ion and the full team here to ans wer ques tions .   

 
• Bill Gris et: Planning Board ques tions  or comments ? 
• Sarah Tarbet: Were we going to review an alternate or propos ed concrete 

ramp on acces s ibly and maintenance of corner of Crombie and Norman? 
• Attorney Grover: We have accepted a condition relating to this , Elena… 
• Elena Eimert: Couple of conditions  related to ramps . Sarah is  referring to 

City Engineering department’s  preference for curb materials  and what 
they would like to s ee on the s ite.  What has  been propos ed is  a  brick 
curb from ramp to entry of building from Crombie Street to Norman 
Street.  Currently brick ramp with cas t iron tactile pads .  Engineering 
prefers  concrete ramp with brick ribbon and a  compos ite tactile pad in 
brick red.  The city feels  one they take res pons ibility for this  corner, 
concrete and compos ite have greater longevity and lower cos t.  But the 
brick and cas t-iron des ign came from the preference of the board. I 
believe Scott was  referring to condition in s tate code needs  to be 
ins talled on reciprocal ramps  as  well.   

• Kirt Rieder: I defer to what the city would like in mos t cas es  but object to 
a  polymer pad having greater longevity than cas t iron.  1 s eas on of s now 
plowing can des troy polymer material. It is  dirt cheap compared to cas t 
iron.  

• Bill Gris et: I agree.  We s ee the plates  downtown every day.  Cas t iron 
las ts  forever, the plas tic plates  are cracked and broken.  And a tripping 
hazard. 
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• Kirt Rieder: I mus t s peak that polymer is  trashy. I defer to city in terms  
of… 7.5% s lope.  Is  that relative to jus t this  area? 

• Elena Eimert: I believe it is  relative to driveway entrance. It is  jus t an error 
on the plan s treet.  

• Kirt Rieder:  I have no problem with that. I flagged it in the decis ion 
becaus e I had no idea what it was  talking about. 

• There is  a  back-and-forth dis cus s ion between Elena Eimert and Kirt 
Rieder on brick ribbon des ign/ ramp des ign.   

• Kirt Rieder: Vis ual dis connect between what the applicant was  told to go 
with and what this  image s how. Is  this  s pecific to this  project 

• Elena Eimert: This  is  jus t meant to s how brick ribbon at the corner, not 
meant to s ugges t that this  is  what the trans ition ramp  on Crombie s treet 
would look like, illus trative purpos es  only.   

• Kirt Rieder: Don’t want to be at odds  with city on acces s ibility.  If the 
preference is  for concrete in that zone and brick everywhere els e, then 
fine. I believe s till that cas t iron is  the way to go. 

• Helen Sides : Could tha t cas t iron be ins erted in s ame method as  the 
s ketch? Becaus e the drawing s hows  two pieces . 

• Kirt Rieder: We can go further than that.  This  drawing s hows  a 
continuous  radius .  Manufacturer provides  cas t iron or polymer with 
radius  edges  s o you can match the panel to the curb of any s treet corner. 

• Helen Sides : Is  it real brick that the city propos es  as  the perimeter. 
• Kirt Rieder: The City of Salem has  us ed the s tandard city hall paver in the 

pas t 
• Helen Sides : Can you clarify Elena? 
• Elena Eimert: That was n’t clarified with my convers ation with Engineering 

but what Kirt referenced is  what I unders tand as  s tandard. 
• Helen Sides : It would need to be real brick s ince it trans itions  to brick 

s idewalk 
• Kirt Rieder: The city hall paver is  wire cut rather than molded.  
• Kirt Rieder: Is  this  a  directive or recommendation from the City? 
• Elena Eimert: A recommendation, up to the dis cretion of planning board. I 

have the draft language drafted in a  s ide s heet and we can elaborate on 
this  in the decis ion 
 

• Helen Sides : This  project has  progres s ed s moothly, s ucces s fully, and 
cooperatively.  They have worked hard to get to a  place that I am pleas ed 
with.  

• Tom Furey: This  neighborhood has  come a long way. The neighborhood will 
be enhanced by the project. Appreciate all the work.  

 
Public Comment:  
2 written comments : Chris  Drucas , couns el to two abutters , rec’d April 5 and April 12 
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Scott Grover, couns el to the applicants , rec’d April 12 
 
Pamela Zombeck, 19 Gedney Street 

• Still very concerned with parking and traffic.  View of inters ection from home and 
its  gridlocked many times  during the day. How is  this  going to work with 
res taurant deliveries , parking? How will I cros s  or bike? More traffic, les s  parking. 
There is  already ins ufficient parking. Very concerned with 40 units  yielding 60-80 
cars .  I don’t unders tand how this  is  going to work and the impact on both s ides .  

• Ryan Wittig: It is  a  20-unit project may change the pers pective.  Res iding parking 
no more impactful than the current us e. And there is  a  public lot on Crombie 
Street that res taurant gues ts  can us e.  

 
Ana Gordan, 12 Crombie Street 

• Happy that a  lot is  going to be improved but concerned with des ign.  Building 
elevations : 2nd roof level, 57’ what is  this  referring to?   

• Los s  of natural daylight bigges t concern. Has  s poken about this  in previous  
meetings .  Did own s hadow s tudy. 4 time a year (s ols tices  and equinoxes ). What 
it s hows  18, 16, 15 advers ely affected, particularly in the winter. 18 and 16 
(es pecially 18) will los e a  lot of natural light regardles s  of height of building. No. 
15 los ing afternoon light. No. 16 has  roof mounted s olar panels , but the winter 
s tudy s hows  that the shadow will hit in the afternoon in the winter.   

• Wanted to add but didn’t have time to model the s tair head hous es  on the roof 
which would cas t additional s hadows .  

• The impact of s unlight would affect planting, etc. renderings  nice, but don’t s how 
los s  of daylight.  

 
Attorney Chris  Drucas , 81 Was hington Street 
Repres ents  Roberta Hus s ey and Dick Willis  (18 & 16 Crombie Street)   

• Want to talk about Site Plan s pecial permit. It’s  important to point out that this  
s tructure is  attractive, however not in keeping in architectura l s tyles  of the 
neighbors  and not a  pos itive effect on immediate abutters .  We keep hearing that 
buildings  in the area and under the bylaw can be higher. Irrelevant.  It’s  what’s  
appropriate to the s ite. This  s tructure and us es  are not appropriate for the s ite - 
they caus e my clients  direct harm.  Not jus t financial los s  and los s  of s unlight, 
but their own wellbeing in the winter months .  It’s  not like there aren’t other us es .  
Wrong project for this  s ite.  Urge you to deny both s pecial permits  

 
Motion to close the public hearing made by Kirt Rieder, seconded by Carole Hamilton and 
passes  in an 8-0 roll call vote. 

 
Tom Furey  Yes  
Helen Sides   Yes  
Todd Waller  Yes  
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Sarah Tarbet  Yes  
Carole Hamilton Yes  
Zach Caunter  Yes  
Kirt Rieder  Yes  
Bill Gris et  Yes  

 
• Kirt Rieder: before we go to look at the final decis ion, I would like to s hare 

my s creen and go back to the topic of brick and tactile pavers .   
Screen shows the roundabout and the granite edge on the brick curbs  on the 
roundabout. 
 Scott Cameron: This  is  a  Bos ton Electric and Light manhole, and it 

is  a  vault on that corner and will have to be dealt with. 
 Kirt Rieder: Meaning it will caus e the ADA to shift up Crombie Street 
 Scott Cameron:  We may have to res et the manhole or s et a  

handicap friendly cover.  The vault is  not moving though. 
 Kirt Rieder: Recently ins talled cas t iron tactile  pads  at MIT. I remain 

s teadfas t with going with cas t iron.  In terms  of the manhole, I yield 
to Mr. Cameron.  

 Scott Cameron: There is  brick and concrete over vault now. It’s  not 
quite handicap compliant.  Res etting the curb.  A lot of excavation 
and exploration to do before we can s ay how we will build this .  No 
matter what, we need 4 inches  of depth on top of a  s table bas e. 

 Kirt Rieder: I’m game to go all in on the brick if the majority of the 
board agrees  

 Sarah Tarbet: I would advocate for concrete.  I do know that for 
acces s ibility and maintenance, the concrete will las t longer. 

 Kirt Rieder: I can’t s ay one way or another. Heavy loads  can des troy 
the concrete.  I believe the city has  a  reas on in terms  of vis ibility for 
concrete. But the end of Ches tnut Street is  exclus ively brick and it 
is  fantas tic. 

 Todd Waller:  I’m a proponent of brick over concrete.  Les s  
manpower to repair.  I have als o us ed cas t iron and polymer plates . 
Regarding ADA s ettings :  cas t iron blends  in with a  brick s etting as  
it wears ; concrete and polymer you s ee a contras t in color. 

 
• Scott Cameron: The applicant is  Kinvarra Capital, correct the application 

from Chris tina Granes e. 
 Bill Gris et: How do we handle that? 
 Elena Eimert: That is  how it was  noticed to the public and in the 

agenda. Will check with Amanda Chiancola on this . 
 Bill Gris et: I’m s ure there is  language we can put in place. 

Attorney Grover: It was  a function of the online portal –  Chris tina 
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Granes e is  the attorney that filed out application.  Kinvarra is  the 
applicant a ll a long.  

 Attorney Grover: It will be helpful to add Kinvarra in decis ion. 38 
Norman Street LLC is  actual property owner.  

 
Changes  to Draft Decis ion dis cus s ed and made. Home v. Hous es  convers ation 
(dwellings / res idences ). Convers ation on concrete v. brick.  Norman is  concrete and 
Crombie is  brick (don’t want concrete to extend wes t of doorway to the building) 
 
Kirt Rieder and Scott Cameron dis cus s  brick s idewalk graphic. There are cons traints  per 
city ordinance on bis ecting the tactile panels . The plans  as  propos ed s how a cas t iron 
panel, but it will be s pecified as  there has  been extens ive dis cus s ion. Raw cas t iron 
s hould be us ed, untreated and will bleed then s tabilize and patina . 
 
• Carole Hamilton reques ts  that the s ection (b.5)on tras h/ recycling does n’t impact 

bike or vehicular flow be read out. 
• Elena Eimert: This  will go through Traffic and Parking, but the Planning Board 

keeps  things  together until that review.   
• Kirt Rieder: This  board s aid we do not want a  border s triped on the s treet.   
• Elena Eimert: Traffic and Parking is  not happy with what the team has  brought 

forward in terms  of s haring bike lane with vehicular traffic right before the 
roundabout 

• Kirt Rieder: Then the language will be s orted out on the technical end away 
from this  board.  

 
At 8:28 pm, Elena Eimert has  technical difficulties  –  cannot interface with zoom.  
 
At 8:33 pm,  Kirt Rieder s hared his  word document on s creen and the dis cus s ion 
continued. 
• Dis cus s ion includes  HVAC on roof being s hielded from view.  It will be s creened 

and s et in the middle of the roof.   
 

At 8:38, Elena Eimert is  back but Amanda Chiancola had to s ign in as  hos t.  
 
Motion to approve the decis ion made by Helen Sides , seconded by Carole Hamilton, and 
passes  in an 8-0 roll call vote.  
 
 Tom Furey  Yes  

Todd Waller  Yes  
Sarah Tarbet  Yes  
Carole Hamilton Yes  
Helen Sides   Yes  
Bill Gris et  Yes  
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Kirt Rieder  Yes  
Zach Caunter  Yes  

 
D.  Location:  73  Lafayette  Street (Map 34, Lot 430), 75 Lafayette  Street (Map 

34, Lot 431), 85 & 87 Lafayette  Street (Map 34, Lot 432), 89 Lafayette  Street 
(Map 34, Lot 433), and 9 Peabody Street (Map 34, Lot 232)      
Applicant:  North Shore Community Development Corporation (NSCDC) 
& North Shore Community Health Center (NSCHC)    
Description: A continuance of a  public hearing for all pers ons  interes ted in the 
application of NORTH SHORE COMMUNITY DEVELOMENT CORP (NSCDC) 
and NORTH SHORE COMMUNITY HEALTH CENTER (NSCHC) for the property 
located at 73 Lafayette Street (Map 34, Lot 430), 75 Lafayette Street (Map 34, 
Lot 431), 85 & 87 Lafayette Street (Map 34, Lot 432), 89 Lafayette Street (Map 
34, Lot 433), and 9 Peabody Street (Map 34, Lot 232) for a  Site Plan Review, 
Planned Unit Development s pecial permit, and Flood Hazard Overlay Dis trict 
s pecial permit for a  project in the Entrance Corridor Overlay Dis trict in 
accordance with the following s ections  of the Salem Zoning Ordinance: 
Section 9.5 Site Plan Review; Section 7.3 Planned Unit Development; Section 
8.1 Flood Hazard Overlay Dis trict.        
Specifically, the applicant propos es  a  project that will cons is t of three 
buildings , two of which will occupy the corner at Lafayette and Derby, and a 
third at the nearby s ite at 9 Peabody. At 73 Lafayette Street the applicant 
propos es  a  6-s tory mixed-us e building with commercial s pace on s treet level. 
Along Derby Street, the applicant propos es  a  new approximately 41,500 s f 
community health clinic. The applicant propos es  that North Shore Bank will 
remain in its  current ground floor location. Along Lafayette Street there will be 
50 units  in approximately 48,200 s f of age-res tricted affordable hous ing with 
commercial s torefront, res ident lounge, pharmacy, urgent care, and art gallery 
s pace. At 9 Peabody Street the applicant propos es  an approximately 38,300 
s f arts  and non-profit space, as  well as  6 res idential units .       

 
Revised Project Description: The above properties  will be purchas ed by a 
collaborative joint venture between NSCDC and NSCH. Specifically, the 
applicant propos es  a  project that will cons is t of three buildings , two of which 
will occupy the corner at Lafayette and Derby, and a third at the nearby s ite at 
9 Peabody. At 73 Lafayette Street the applicant propos es  a  6-s tory mixed-us e 
building with commercial s pace on s treet level. Along Derby Street, the 
applicant propos es  a  new approximately 41,500 s f community health clinic. 
The applicant propos es  that North Shore Bank will remain in its  current 
ground floor location. Along Lafayette Street there will be 18 units  of age-
res tricted affordable hous ing, 6 compact s tudios  and s upport for artis ts , with 
commercial s torefront, res ident lounge, pharmacy, urgent care, and art gallery 
s pace. At 9 Peabody Street in lieu of the original approximately 38,300 s f arts  
and non-profit s pace, as  well as  6 res idential units , they are now propos ing 29 
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units  of age-res tricted affordable hous ing, 2 micro-commercial s torefronts , 
parking, and an art gallery. All buildings  have been reduced in mas s ing.  

This  item was heard firs t.  

• Attorney Scott Grover repres enting the applicant.  Hoped to dis cus s  the 
engineering peer review.  Las t meeting was  mos tly traffic peer review. We are 
waiting for the civil and s tructural peer review letter from the city’s  cons ultant, 
Woodward & Curran. It’s  a  much more extens ive peer review than us ual as  it 
was  extended to cover the culvert running beneath the building, it is  
developing s lowly.  As king the board to extend to May 19, 2022, to get 
Woodward & Curran to get their report done and for the applicant to prepare 
their res pons e. 

• Bill Gris et: Are we likely to get what Attorney Grover needs  in s ufficient time 
for the May 19. 

o Elena Eimert: At the very leas t, the firs t turn of the memo from 
Woodward and Curran s hould be available.  It could be that the traffic 
peer review is  complete by this  time. We think it is  s ufficient time to 
hammer out thes e is s ues . 

• Bill Gris et: Ques tions  or comments  for the applicant? Or a motion?  
 
A motion to continue to May 19, 2022, is  made by Carole Hamilton, seconded by Helen 
Sides  and passes  8-0 in a roll call vote. 
 

Tom Furey  Yes  
Helen Sides   Yes  
Todd Waller  Yes  
Sarah Tarbet  Yes  
Carole Hamilton Yes  
Zach Caunter  Yes  
Kirt Rieder  Yes  
Bill Gris et  Yes  

 
E. Location:  5 Broad Street (Map 25, Lot 0546)  

Applicant:  Charing Cross  Realty Trus t   
Description:  A public hearing for all pers ons  interes ted in the application 
of CHARING CROSS REALTY TRUST for the property located at 5 Broad 
Street (Map 25, Lot 0546) for a  Site Plan Review and Municipal or 
Religious  Reus e Special Permit in accordance with the following s ections  
of the Salem Zoning Ordinance: Section 9.5 Site Plan Review and Section 
6.11 Municipal or Religious  Reus e Special Permit. The applicant 
s pecifica lly propos es  convers ion of the former City of Salem Council on 
Aging building to 16 new res idential units . This  involves  the interior 
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demolition and renovation of the exis ting 3-s tory building. The new work 
s hall include but not limited to new framing, electrica l, mechanical 
s ys tems , s tructural s ys tems , interior partitions  and finis hes  throughout.  
This  item was heard s ixth.  
 
Exterior work to the building will include windows , roofing, trim, re-pointing 
and s ealing of exis ting brick facade. As s ociated improvements  will be 
made to the parking lots , s ite acces s , utilities , and lands caping. Applicant 
propos es  28 parking s pots  for the res idential units .    
 
Bill Lus ter and Peter Pitman of Pitman & Wardley.  

  
• Bill Lus ter: Charing Cros s  won the 5 Broad Street bid in 2019. The SRA 

as ked if we would be willing to double our bid to meet the apprais ed 
value per city ordinance.  We increas ed from 12 to 16 units , building 
individual units  in the lower level. The city gave us  acces s  to the HDIP 
program.  Then we waited a year for the zoning dis trict to be approved.  
Then we had to dis cus s  with 1 and 3 Broad Street to obtain eas ements  
in back.  1 Broad Street couldn’t come to an agreement.  Peter Pitman 
will run you through the plan tonight.  We will have an engineering 
review when we next come before the board.  There are 11 2-
bedrooms  and 5 1-bedrooms .  We have 27 parking s paces . 24 required 
by zoning ordinance and the balance are compact car s paces .  I 
wanted to s hield the parking lot from pas s ers by with a  fence and try to 
divert attention back to the building.  

 
• Peter Pitman: Before we go into the s ite plan, I want to call attention to 

the cupola. We are going to maintain the cupola and res tore it.  We got 
conditional approval from his toric las t month.  A few minor details  
His torical Commis s ion as ked to change.  

 
• Peter Pitman: Exis ting s ite plan. Long noncompliant ramp into the 

bas ement.  Flooding is  occurring from this  ramp to the door. Not intact 
conduits  or drainage s ys tems  on s ite.  Will addres s  that. And a large 
as phalt parking lot.  The eas ement is  acros s  the back .  They currently 
us e that in both directions .  The propos ed plan of redoing bricks  from 
s idewalk to front door. Replacing long ramp to 2 walkouts  to bas ement 
units .  We are going to do brick inlay acros s  the eas ement for traffic 
calming.  Window wells  required to make basement units  able to be 
occupied by having egres s  windows  for light and ventilation. Big 
feature is  that we make our acces s ible entrance.  We do have bike 
racks . And a s ubs urface draining s ys tem.  And res idential parking.  
One compact parking s pace will be for a  fenced in tras h/ recycling 
area.  This  will be picked up multiple times  a week. There will be 
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greens pace available.  Neighbors  want lighting on s idewalks .  Lots  of 
s ketchy things  happen in this  lot in the dead of night. Edge of s idewalk 
.5 - 1 foot candle. We bleed a little into the cemetery.  J im Emmanuel is  
the lands cape architect, and he has  prepared the drawing and planting 
lis t.  And is  working with the civil engineer and us  for appropriate 
plantings . Dormers  in front of building not original, added late 
19th century.  Added to make us e of the attic s pace. Will res tore 
balus trade around the roof and us e it to mask mechanica l 
equipment. We have maintained browns tone archway but removing 
granite s teps  and bringing the entrance on grade. This  was  all 
reviewed and approved by His toric. Taking original dormers  and 
bringing them back 4 feet.  Very little natural light in attic or ability to 
have code compliant egres s  windows  and this  makes  it habitable. The  
His torical Commis s ion as ked for refined trim detail. We are propos ing 
to reus e exis ting windows .  Going to do a tes t –  there a  concern on the 
mas s ivenes s  of the windows .  May be inoperable and energy efficient.  
The His torical Commis s ion wants  a  4-panel door ins tead of s ingle. 
Parking lot entrance bricked in with commercial vis ion panel metal 
door.  Will make acces s ible route here. There is  damage from vents  
over the years  and the bricks  will be res tored.  

  
• Bill Gris et: We are s ticking to 20 minutes  per pres entation.  This  is  a  

volunteer board, and we are 2.5 hours  in. 
  

• Peter Pittman: Small doghous e dormer.  Maintained one but expand 
others  for attic acces s . We are res toring granite s taircas e and uncover 
it and res tore it.  Will hold off on interior unles s  there are s pecific 
ques tions . 

  
Planning Board ques tions : 

 
• Helen Sides : Thrilled to s ee this  happening.  Waiting forever. So 

excited.  I believe the fence in front of parking lot s hould be black iron, 
not white picket.  Provides  barrier but compliments  the graveyard.  

o Peter Pitman: Greatly appreciated.  Working with cemetery in 
res toration of fence. 

• Bill Lus ter: We committed to donate to the cemetery commis s ion in 
our propos al. No formal dis cus s ions  yet. 
 

• Zach Caunter: Echoes  Helen on how exciting and attractive this  project 
is .  Wondering is  about the s idewalk –  it has  a  concrete s idewalk.  
Surrounding properties  are all brick.  Any plans  to update this  and bring 
it into cohes ion.  
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o Bill Lus ter:  As  we were has tily figuring out cos t between 
concrete and brick, I would like to think about this , we’d like to 
accommodate, but need to run cos ts  out. 

o Bill Gris et: Agrees  with Helen on the project. Appreciates  the 
willingnes s  to s ee about brick.  
 

• Kirt Rieder: Echoes  Helen and Zach on the fence.  Snow removal will 
des troy a picket fence.  Need you talk more in the future about tree 
removal, and how you have or will coordinate with the tree warden.  
Not a  fan of pretend his toric light fixture.  The width of s idewalk - city 
s idewalk of 7 ft with granite curbing.  How could you put in s maller 
s treet trees  along the long frontage?  Thrilled you are getting rid of 
ramp.  Are you putting s tairs  back in? 

o Peter Pitman: Remnants  of s tairs  are vis ible.  We believe they 
are under there.  Remove ramp, expos e what’s  there, and hope 
to get lucky and clean and repurpos e.  If des troyed, damaged, or 
removed, we will us e the ones  from the s ide of the building. 

o Kirt Rieder: Bummed about s tair removal.  Will there be an 
internal lift? (yes )  

o Kirt Rieder: Solitary s pace off Broad Street –  where the 
propos ed s tairs  down, is  there a  wheel s top at the top of that 
s tep? Seems  odd. But an errant wheel s top, actual granite 
columns . 

o Peter Pittman: For Kirt Rieder, if you have a recommendation for 
light fixture, happy to receive it and pres ent to owners hip. 
 

• Sarah Tarbet: We have been focus ing on mechanical units , are they 
s howing on rendering but not vis ible or not s howing yet. 

o Peter Pitman: Both.  We have a roof plan that lays  them out –  
they are further reces sed.  

o Sarah Tarbet: There are a  couple of vents  s hown on façade, are 
the s taying? Are there additional vents  you will need to add? 

o Peter Pitman: Vents  are s cheduled to s tay. The His torical 
Commis s ion as ked for vents  in pilas ters  being res tored.  Mos t 
everything is  s cheduled to be electric.  We are looking to 
minimize wall penetrations  through the wall and will try to bring 
them up through the balus trades . We will try and hide them in 
the cornice or the roof or us e exis ting vents .  

o Bill Lus ter:  We will review with the His torical Commis s ion. 
o Helen Sides : Cons ider induction cooktops  and not gas  
o Bill Lus ter: Peter is  wanting to get away from gas  ranges . 

Induction or high-end electric are acceptable now. 
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• Sarah Tarbet: Acces s ible parking; are you planning to put any indica tor 
or cros s walk from acces s ible s pace to the acces s ible entry? To give it 
more … 

o Bill Lus ter: Like a paving change?  
o Sarah Tarbet: How will this  be addres s ed? 
o Bill Lus ter: We will bring s omething back.   

  
Public Comment: 
Kimberly Lord of Les lie Management, managing agent for 1 Broad Street 
s ubmitted a written comment available in the SharePoint folder. 

  
Linda and Tim J enkins , 18 Broad Street 
Comments  about brick s idewalk –  s ure hope you can find a way. 

  
• Elena Eimert: This  board is  as ked to refer to the DRB for the review becaus e 

of this  is  a  us e of the Municipal or Religious  Reus e s pecial permit. 
 
Motion to refer the project to the Des ign Review Board made by Kirt Rieder, seconded by 
Helen Sides  and passes  in an 8-0 roll call vote 
 

Tom Furey   Yes    
Helen Sides    Yes  
Todd Waller   Yes  
Sarah Tarbet   Yes  
Carole Hamilton  Yes  
Zach Caunter   Yes  
Bill Gris et   Yes  

 
Motion made to continue to May 19, 2022, made by Kirt Rieder, seconded by Carole 
Hamilton, and passes  in an 8-0 roll call vote 
 
 
 Bill Gris et   Yes  
 Kirt Rieder   Yes  
 Zach Caunter   Yes  
 Carole Hamilton  Yes  
 Sarah Tarbet   Yes  
 Todd Waller   Yes  
 Helen Sides    Yes  
 Tom Furey   Yes  
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• Bill Lus ter: We have a deadline on our HDIP Application –  may need an 
agreement of #  of units  on May 19th.  The city needs  to go to council before 
application deadline.  Will talk to s taff about this  well in advance.  

 
III. OLD/NEW BUSINESS  

A. Update on Witch Hill Subdivis ion   
Description: The applicant will a ttend to provide an update on the exis ting 
  conditions , clerk of the work ins pections , and a timeline for  
  completion of the project.    

• Ken Steadman:  Stantec, the Clerk of Works , gave us  a  punch lis t las t fall and 
we have planted over 80 trees .  Couple of is s ues :  when original plan was  
approved, it s howed trees  around the cul-de-s ac, but trees  ended up on 
private land.  Mos t homeowners  had done plantings  and didn’t want more 
trees  in their yard.  Elena Eimert and Amanda Chiancola and I s poke with Bob 
LeBlanc and found areas  on the s ubdivis ion that weren’t on private property 
and part of the open s paces , like the entrance to the walking path.  Sketch 
done with the locations  approved by the Tree Warden. The walking paths  are 
enhanced.  Trees  will be planted next week. Elena got comments  from 
Engineering Department –  we have to move a few of the water gates  –  s ome 
in lawns  of hous es .  They will relocate to the s idewalk area. Everything els e is  
bas ica lly complete and will do a final walk through with Elena Eimert and Bob 
LeBlanc to approve the new trees  once they are planted. Any ques tions ? 

 
B. 16, 18, 20R Franklin - Extens ion reques t  
This  item was heard firs t. 
 

• Attorney J oe Correnti: 6-month reques t on behalf of J uniper Point 
Inves tment Company for Ferris  J unkyard property. This  is  for all the 
permits  coming up in the next month or s o.  The reques t is  to allow us  
to continue and finis h s tate permitting. MEPA proces s  completed with 
final environmental report certificate is s ued.  Chapter 91 licens e 
application is  months  in proces s  and public hearing was  las t month. 
Hope that certificate is  is s ued this  s ummer.  Working with DEP on a 
s upers eding order of conditions .  Appeal taken by DEP to ens ure 
coas tal bank is s ues  are s orted. Hope to is s ue s upers eding order in the 
next month or two. Hoping this  is  the las t reques t for extens ion.  We 
are reques ting an extens ion 6 months  from the end date of the current 
permits . 

 
• Elena Eimert: That brings  its  expiration to November 21, 2022. 



City of Salem Planning Board 
Minutes, April 14, 2022 
Page 19 of 27 
 

Know your rights under the Open Meeting Law M.G.L. c. 30A § 18-25 and City Ordinance § 2-2028 
through § 2-2033. 

 
A motion to extend to November 21, 2022, is  made by Kirt Rieder, seconded by Tom Furey 
and passes  8-0 in a roll call vote. 

 
• Helen Sides : Is  this  the Derby Project?  
• Bill Gris et:  No, Ferris  J unkyard 

 
Tom Furey  Yes  
Helen Sides   Yes  
Todd Waller  Yes  
Sarah Tarbet  Yes  
Carole Hamilton  Yes  
Zach Caunter  Yes  
Kirt Rieder  Yes  
Bill Gris et   Yes  

 
C. Deliberate and vote on a recommendation to the City Council on a Zoning 

Ordinance Amendment relative to Bridge Street Neck Overlay Dis trict  
• Elena Eimert:  This  item was  covered in J oint Public Hearing las t night.  

Referred to this  body to is s ue a recommendation back to Council. I have 
the draft letter ready for edits . Amanda Chiancola is  on the call if there are 
any board ques tions  

• Bill Gris et: Thank you, pleas e s hare the letter. 
• Elena Eimert: this  is  the s tandard form; we can try line edits , but it is  a  

lengthy ordinance. 
• Helen Sides : Don’t need ordinance s hared Amanda can ans wer ques tions . 
• Zach Caunter: Can you put up the map of the overlay?   
• Bill Gris et: I a ttended the meeting. It was  a thorough job done by the 

Planning Department. 
  

• Zach Caunter: It s eems  from the ordinance that Planned Unit 
Developments  (PUDs ) are categorically banned throughout the overlay.  Is  
that by des ign? Are we not looking to put large multifamily at the Clipper 
Ship?   

o Amanda Chiancola : There are 2 or 3 parcels  where PUD would be 
allowed with the underlying zoning dis trict. The Clipper Ship was  
the trans formative parcel.  Comments  from res idents  were: would 
prefer for the PUDs  to go through the ordinance. We want the 
s tandards  and guidelines  carry though.  Okay to have the PUD but 
done through ordinance.  Maximum 90 units  on that s ite (Clipper 
Ship) but could you actually get 90? Not s aying you can have a 
large-s cale development, jus t that if PUDs  are not allowed then you 
have to go through the des ign s tandards . 
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o Zach Caunter: My unders tanding was  that PUDs  were not allowed 
in overlay dis trict.   

o Amanda Chiancola : In Augus t, we allowed it, but feedback was  that 
they didn’t want PUDs . 
 

• Helen Sides : I am oppos ed to des ign guidelines  in a  zoning ordinance.  
This  is  not appropriate for Planning Department to review.  We can s ee by 
looking on Bridge Street that the des ign elements  are poorly done, 
dis appointed in that.  This  is  a  dangerous  precedent.  Where the muffler 
place was  is  a  good example of good des ign. And putting res trictions  on a 
potential interes ting project (Clipper Ship) makes  no s ens e.  It is  
appropriate to form  a  his toric dis trict and tha t is  where the control should 
be. The people in the neighborhoods  s hould be held to the s ame 
s tandards , if you live there already, you s hould be s us ceptible to the s ame 
rules  as  the new people.  Makes  the future follow what you want at this  
point and time 

o Sarah Tarbet: It is  worris ome to me too.  They s eem s trict and it 
may make the neighborhood s tatic and homogeneous . It’s  hard to 
write des ign s tandards  to retain character of the neighborhood. 
Every cons truction project over 2000 s q ft would go before 
Planning Board and DRB? 

o Amanda Chiancola : Every project s ubject to Bridge Street Neck 
Overlay Dis trict.  It depends  on the us e.  Conforming us e to 
conforming then underlying dis trict likely to be chos en.  But 
nonconforming to confirming in BSNOD, then it requires  Planning 
Board and DRB review. If a  property owner has  a  conforming us e in 
zoning ordinance and a conforming us e in BSNO, then they will 
likely choos e the path of leas t res is tance and jus t pull a  building 
permit.   

o Sarah Tarbet:  If its  conforming to conforming, not s ubject to the 
Bridges  Street Neck des ign s tandard. 

o Amanda Chiancola : Or nonconforming going to conforming.  
o Sarah Tarbet: I would advocate to remove that requirement and 

have everything go before a  board. Des ign s tandards  s eem too 
res trictive.  And facade improvement are worth a review by the 
DRB.  If everything comes  before the boards  its  les s  s cary.   
 

• Sarah Tarbet: About dens ity. Minimum dens ity –  I think it’s  not dense 
enough, what being propos ed as  the maximum –  1700 s q ft/ dwelling.  
This  neighborhood needs  more flexibility, future proofing. That maximum 
res tricts  what could be in the future. 
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• Kirt Rieder: Amanda, can you give us  compare and contras t between 
NRCC and this ? 

o Amanda Chiancola : The North River Canal Corridor Overlay Dis trict 
is  a  dis trict in its elf, not an overlay s o you have to us e that.  It a ls o 
has  s ome us e s pecial permits . There are not s tandards , jus t 
guidelines .  Bridge Street Neck didn’t like guidelines , they wanted 
more s tructure.   The is s ue is  that we can’t require certain materia ls  
in a  zoning ordinance. But you can add them as  guidelines   

o Kirt Rieder: That’s  s ubjective.  I loved everything but I am left 
worried that it becomes  to pres criptive/ paint-by-numbers .  We’ve 
s een that with s ome of the projects . I don’t know how to get around 
that other than lis tening to Sarah –  2000 s q. ft thres hold improved 
by 1000 s q. ft. thres hold. How can we capture more for a  board 
review? 
 

• Kirt Rieder:  Subs titute hedging for s hrubbery. 
 

• Helen Sides : The other thing is  that I wonder if this  is  attached.  Idea  that 
projects  need to be s treamlined. Is  this  an effort to make things  move 
fas ter?  It’s  not us  that are s lowing the proces s  –  it’s  the applicants .  I a ls o 
was  on the original review for Bridge Street in 2009.  It had to do with a  lot 
of neighborhood oppos ition.  There s hould be greater dens ity pos s ible as  
there s hould be all over the city.  I don’t think des ign guidelines  belong in 
zoning and I wonder if other towns  have that. Welles ley reviews  every 
building built in their downtown. 

o Kirt Rieder: Outs ide of Mas s achus etts , it is  the perception that the 
Planning Board that are the impediment to development. 

o Bill Gris et: Helen, what would you have us  do in our City Council 
recommendation? 

o Helen Sides : I can’t approve the des ign guidelines  written into 
zoning or handled through a city department. The overlay dis trict is  
fabulous  and needs  to happen and grateful that it is  almos t there. I 
can’t agree with it. 

o Bill Gris et: it’s  the des ign guidelines  that you have a problem. 
o Kirt Rieder: Standard or guidelines ? 
o Helen Sides : Guidelines  are fine, s tandards  are not. 
Kirt Rieder and Todd Waller concur with Sarah Tarbet and Helen Sides . 
o Bill Gris et: Where do we go with that?  
o Sarah Tarbet: a ll projects  come before the board? Standards  are 

there but if the project needs  criteria  in a  different way, we can s ay 
it is  acceptable.  Would this  eliminate unintentional cons equences ? 
Combination Planning Board and DRB 
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o Helen Sides : It connects  to entrance corridor where we had to 
decide that anything over s ix units  and excluding anything under 6 
units  and under 10000 s q. ft.  We wis hed that we could have done 
s omething about the small buildings  that matter in the Entrance 
Corridors .  Options  are his toric dis tricts  or des ign review.  We have 
thos e boards  

o Bill Gris et: Would you have them all go DRB? 
o Helen Sides :  I can’t cons truct language to make that happen or if it 

is  pos s ible to make it happen that way.   
o Bill Gris et:  How do we deal with our obligation to make a 

recommendation to City Council? 
o Amanda Chiancola : Planning Board recommends  s triking 

adminis trative plan review.  Des ign s tandards  –  do you want to 
s trike or to move to thos e into guidelines ? 

o Helen Sides : I would be more accepting of guidelines  if that helps  
not kill the ordinance.  I think it’s  very important.  

o Bill Gris et: We agree to s trike Adminis trative Review. 
o Amanda Chiancola : What would you like to do with the des ign 

s tandards  (8.7.3) 
o Helen Sides : What do others  think for s ubs tituting guidelines  for 

s tandards .  I don’t want to kill this  but its  more comfortable as  
guidelines . This  is  more pres criptive than it s hould be but maybe 
that is  a  conces s ion to the neighborhood.  

o Carole Hamilton: We s hould s hift to guidelines . I think the rational is  
that as  des ign evolves , you have to go through a change to the 
ordinance to have it reflected in the dis trict. I don’t think the 
neighborhood realizes  that. 

o Bill Gris et: Guidelines  to me don’t neces s arily differ from s tandards  
like they do for others .  

o Helen Sides : If you look at the His torical Commis s ion booklet or the 
his toric dis tricts , there are s tandards .  You are looking for that here. 
But it’s  appropriate for a  his toric dis trict and His torical Commis s ion 
enforces  thos e things .  I don’t know why we don’t have more 
his toric dis tricts . 

o Tom Furey: I dis agree.  I don’t think His toric Dis trict is  right for this  
neighborhood.  I think you’re killing a whole proces s  that the 
neighborhood wants .  This  is  time to s et the guidelines  and 
s tandards .  

o Kirt Rieder: That may be true, but micromanagement is  mis s ing the 
obvious , s tandards  pres cribe what people can and cannot do and 
undermining your argument 

o Bill Gris et: Helen is  working not to kill this .  This  is  terrific 
dis cus s ion.  How do we make our recommendation?  
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o Helen Sides : Maybe its  s plitting hairs  guidelines  v. s tandards , but it 
exis ts  in the NRCC as  guidelines , I s ay we call it guidelines  not 
s tandards .  

o Amanda Chiancola : Its  broad enough, but I unders tand the intent. 
o Kirt Rieder: Does  it make s ens e to add recommended guidelines .  

My goal is  removing 9 different interpretations . 
o Amanda Chiancola : Guidelines  are advis ory in nature in ordinance. 
o Carole Hamilton: Should we include reas oning for why we want to 

do this ?  Are you working with Council to explain why we are 
making this  recommendations ?  

o Amanda Chiancola : it think it is  helpful to have Planning Board 
provide language and not mis repres ent the convers ation. 

o Carole Hamilton: We s hould be upfront about being in favor of what 
is  propos ed but we have a couple of res ervations  around s tandards  
to guidelines .  Any change to thos e s tandards  requires  an 
amendment to the ordinance.  Guidelines  give the reviewing board 
s ome latitude.  

o Kirt Rieder: For the tree manual, we keep the nitty gritty out s o it’s  a  
living document.  

o Carole Hamilton: We try to do that with zoning too.  So, we don’t 
have to go back every time there is  a  minor change. 

o Amanda Chiancola : The neighborhood wanted the guidelines  in the 
zoning ordinance.  

 
• Kirt Rieder: Is n’t Bridge Street part of the entrance corridor. It a lready 

triggers  review. You have underlying zoning, Entrance Corridor Overlay and 
adding a s econd overlay? Is  that the only place that occurs ? 

o Amanda Chiancola : Yes . But in this  overlay, the applicant can 
choos e Bridge Street Neck Overlay Dis trict ins tead of the ECOD 
s tandards . Thes e s tandards  take precedence.  It s ays  this  in 
s ection 8.7.3. Site plan review kick in is  different.  BSNOD 2000 
gros s  s q. ft. res idential and commercia l. ECOD it is  6 units  or more 
or 2000 s q. ft. of commercial. BSNOD catches  a  lower res idential 
count. 

 
• Amanda Chiancola : Could you dis cus s  the Planned Unit Development 

again? Should it be removed from the us e table and allowed in the 
underlying dis trict. 

o Helen Sides : Why are they fearful of PUDs ? 
o Zach Caunter: That’s  my ques tion too.  I feel like more homes  can 

be built there.  
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o Amanda Chiancola : The fear is  that the project will go to land us e 
boards  and not follow the s tandards  the neighborhood has  
reques ted.  

o Kirt Rieder: So a one s ize fits  all PUD on Bridge Street would be 
s ame as  on Highland Avenue. 

o Helen Sides : What does  the es tablis hment of s omething like that 
do to the whole city?  

o Kirt Rieder: Then a declarative s tatement “Our concern is  xxx” 
 

• Helen Sides : We need to be open in our language.  I think that the key 
things  are guidelines , and we remove the planning department review.  
And another clarification on the dens ity.  1700 s q. ft. lot –  there could be 
many more units  in that s ize building.  Not dens e enough yet.  Mos t 
people s ee dens ity as  about car, but we can work with that.  

o Sarah Tarbet: This  is  prohibitive for affordability as  well 
o Zach Caunter: Dens ity creates  walkable neighborhoods . 
o Carole Hamilton: That was  part of the goal –  a  walkable 

neighborhood and they are undermining this . 
o Amanda Chiancola ; we s tarted at 15unites / acres . Firs t meeting –  

no dens er. Second meeting wanted dens er. So we have been trying 
to find the midpoint. So that is  how we found 1700 s q. ft. This  will 
be the dens es t area in the city.  
 

• Bill Gris et: Under PUD, what do we want to s ay? The Planning Board does  
not recommend prohibiting PUD. 

o Kirt Rieder: What’s  our rational? 
o Bill Gris et:  Do we need a rationale? 
o Kirt Rieder: If they don’t unders tand our thinking, it is  eas ier to 

dis card. It is  unneces s arily res trictive to the few parcels  eligible for 
PUD. 

 
Convers ation on the pos itivenes s  of the development of Rantoul Street. 

 
• Amanda Chiancola : Would the Planning Board opine on DRB 

recommendation? The DRB recommendation is  a  recommendation but 
requires  a  pos itive recommendation when there is  a  des ign waiver s pecial 
permit. Without des ign s tandards , a  des ign waiver s pecial permit is  
nonapplicable s o it would be helpful on how you want DRB involved.  Do 
you agree that DRB s hould review all projects  and if you s o, does  it have to 
be a pos itive recommendation? 

o Kirt Rieder: Recommendation as  in what DRBs  conclus ion is  or 
s omeone recommending it s hould go to DRB? 

o Amanda Chiancola :  Recommendation and conclus ion. 
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o Kirt Rieder: You think the DRB need a pos itive recommendation as  
oppos ed to jus t a  recommendation that can be s helved?  

o Amanda Chiancola : The ordinance was  written s o that we need a 
pos itive recommendation if there is  a  des ign waiver s pecial permit, 
but the board is  recommending not to have s tandards , jus t 
guidelines . How does  the board want to proceed with DRB.  Do you 
agree that DRB mus t review all projects ?  Do you want a  
recommendation or a  pos itive recommendation 

o Bill Gris ette: Is  the recommendation binding? 
o Amanda Chiancola :  Correct, s o under everywhere els e in the city, 

the DRB provides  a  recommendation that is  jus t a  recommendation 
but Planning Board does n’t need to accept it.   

o Helen Sides : They would pos itively approve the divers ion from 
s tandards . 

o Bill Gris et: Everywhere els e it is  a  recommendation. Why would we 
go beyond the norm?  

o Helen Sides : I think we s tick with recommendation. That is  the role 
of the DRB.  Though I have thought the DRB needs  more tooth, this  
is n’t how to do it.  

o Amanda Chiancola :  If it is  not in council recommendation, I jus t 
needed to know that going forward. 

 
• Elena Eimert: Interes t in adding an additional s entence on dens ity?  It’s  a  

little s pars e right now. 
 

Dis cus s ion on amping up the language on dens ity and the true meaning of 
1700 s q. ft. lots , etc. Changes  made. 
Further dis cus s ion on changes . 

 
A motion that City Council approve the ordinance with the discussed recommendations  
and edits , is  made by Carole Hamilton, seconded by Helen Sides  and passes  7-1 in a roll 
call vote. 
 

Roll Call:  
Bill Gris et   Yes  
Kirt Rieder   Yes  
Zach Caunter   Yes  
Carole Hamilton  Yes  
Sarah Tarbet   Yes  
Todd Waller   Yes  
Helen Sides    Yes  
Tom Furey   No 
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D. Deliberate and vote on a recommendation to the City Council on a Zoning 

Ordinance Amendment relative to ECOD Language   
 

• Elena Eimert: This  was  an item was  jointly filed by the Planning Board with 
Councilor Cohen. This  amends  language in s ection 8.2 of the zoning 
ordinance allowing for flexibility for developers  for planting plans  while 
providing a s hade canopy and s ome dimens ional changes  for healthy 
planting. 

• Kirt Rieder: No further editorial ready for a  vote. 
• Elena Eimert: Comment received by board member propos ed to s trike s ome 

language in purpos e and add other language.  
o Kirt Rieder: It was  a reques t to make a declara tive s entence.  
o Amanda Chiancola : I have a s tatement that s ays  “Trees  are a  crucia l 

component of the entry corridor available in a  broad range of s pecies  
and s izes . Shade trees  are preferred for their medium to large canopy 
width and height for a  full range of community benefits  identified in the 
tree ordinance including cooling and s tormwater uptake.” And then 
there was  a s entence that didn’t s eem neces s ary.   

 
A motion that City Council approve the ordinance with the discussed recommendations  
and edits , is  made by Helen Sides , seconded by Kirt Rieder, and passes  8-0 in a roll call 
vote. 

 
Tom Furey  Yes  
Helen Sides   Yes  
Todd Waller  Yes  
Sarah Tarbet  Yes  
Carole Hamilton  Yes  
Zach Caunter  Yes  
Kirt Rieder  Yes  
Bill Gris et   Yes   

 
E. Updates  from Staff  
Elena Eimert:  I have 3 quick items : 
 
1.) Some of you own me conflict of interes t forms .   
2.) May 25 will s ee a  joint ZBA and Planning Board hearing for Leefort Terrace.  
3.) Beth Forres tal joins  as  clerk for Planning Board. 
  

IV. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
 

A. Approval of the March 31, 2022, Regular Planning Board Minutes   



City of Salem Planning Board 
Minutes, April 14, 2022 
Page 27 of 27 
 

Know your rights under the Open Meeting Law M.G.L. c. 30A § 18-25 and City Ordinance § 2-2028 
through § 2-2033. 

 
This  was  pushed to a future meeting as  the hour was late. 
  
V. ADJ OURNMENT  
 
Motion to adjourn made by Carole Hamilton, seconded by Sarah Tarbet, and passes  in an 
8-0 roll call vote. 
 
 Bill Gris et  Yes  
 Kirt Rieder  Yes  

Zach Caunter  Yes  
 Carole Hamilton Yes  
 Sarah Tarbet  Yes  
 Todd Waller  Yes  
 Helen Sides   Yes  
 Tom Furey  Yes  
 
Meeting adjourned at 10:37pm.  
Approved by the Planning Board on 5/19/2022.  


