
Zoning Board of Appeals 

Virtual Format 

Wednesday, July 15, 2020 – 6:00 p.m. 

 

Participating electronically: Chairman Margaret M. Pinkham, Member Edward S. 

Robertson, Member John J. Ryan, Member Daniel Parrish, Member John Ray, and 

Alternate Member Richard Clancy  
 

1. MHP Realty LLC, 200 West Cummings Park, Woburn, MA, Petitioner and 

Landowner, seeking a Variance from Section 5.3.4 of the 1985 Woburn Zoning 

Ordinances, as amended, to install a 10-foot fence at 10 Commerce Way, Woburn, 

MA: Chairman Pinkham said the applicant reached out to the clerk to request a 

continuance. She said as a condition of the board entertaining a continuance, she asked 

the petitioner’s representative to sign a waiver and continuance form provided by the 

clerk. She said the clerk confirmed the waiver and continuance form was signed and 

submitted via email by Michael Aveni, Senior Project Architect, MHP Realty LLC, 200 

West Cummings Park, Woburn, MA. Motion made by Member Parrish and seconded by 

Member Ryan to continue the hearing until the board’s meeting in August. Roll call – 

Member Parrish, aye; Member Ray, aye; Member Robertson, aye; Member Ryan, aye; 

Chairman Pinkham, aye; all in favor, 5-0. 

 

2. Briana Dougherty, 1 Elaine Road, Woburn, MA, Petitioner and Landowner, seeking 

a Variance from Section 8.4.2 of the 1985 Woburn Zoning Ordinances, as amended, 

to allow for a driveway width greater than 24 feet at 1 Elaine Road, Woburn, MA: 

Chairman Pinkham said the board received an updated plot plan that reflects the width of 

both driveways. She asked if everyone on the board had an opportunity to look at the 

revised plan. Members responded affirmatively. Chairman Pinkham asked if anyone on 

the board wished to discuss the petition or had any questions for Ms. Dougherty. There 

were no respondents. Chairman Pinkham asked the board how it wished to proceed. 

Member Parrish asked if the chair had inquired if there were any comments from anyone 

participating on the Zoom platform. Chairman Pinkham thanked Member Parrish for 

reminding her to poll the audience and asked if anyone participating on the Zoom 

platform wished to address the board about the petition. There were no respondents. 

Motion made by Member Ray and seconded by Member Parrish to grant the variance, 

based on the revised plan. Roll call – Member Parrish, aye; Member Ray, aye; Member 

Robertson, aye; Member Ryan, aye; Chairman Pinkham, nay; approved, 4-1, with 

Member Pinkham dissenting. 

 

3. Frank Michienzi, 87 Middle Street, Woburn MA, Petitioner, and Frank and Judith 

Michienzi, Landowners, seeking a Variance from Section 5.3.2 of the 1985 Woburn 

Zoning Ordinances, as amended, to allow for a 6-foot fence within the front yard 

setback at 87 Middle Street, Woburn, MA: Representing the petitioners were Frank, 

Matthew and Judith Michienzi, 87 Middle Street, Woburn, MA; and Nicholas Michienzi, 

5 Legacy Lane, Woburn, MA. Chairman Pinkham said the board undertook a site view of 

the property on June 25, which was helpful. She said she does not know if the two 

members of the board who were unavailable for the site visit were able to view the 



property on their own. She said the existing fence exceeds the height that is requested for 

relief on the petition. She said the shorter portion of the fence is 4 feet, 3 inches and the 

taller portion of the fence is 6 feet, 3 inches. She said the measurements on the plan do 

not matched the measurements in the field. She said the height of the retaining wall at 87 

Middle Street is 5 feet, 3 inches. She said the petitioners have stated primary justification 

for the retaining wall was safety, and she also understands the petitioners would like to 

retain some level of privacy. She said she is not going to be voting in favor of granting 

the variance. She said she does not think the petitioners have established a hardship that 

meets the statutory standard. She said the petitioners had to raise the grade to develop 

Legacy Lane, which she is reflected by the retaining wall. She said the change in 

elevation is self-created. She said she does not see any safety risk in building a 3-foot 

fence instead of a 6-foot fence. She said she inquired with the Building Commissioner to 

confirm that the building code references a guardrail, not a fence. She said the guardrail 

can be as high as 36 inches, which is exactly what the zoning ordinances allows. She 

asked if anyone on the board had any questions or wished to discuss the petition. Member 

Parrish asked if members Ryan and Ray had seen the property. Member Ryan said he did 

see the property on his own. He said he is also struggling with the height of the fence. He 

said a fence that is six feet high might be excessive. Member Ray also said he went to the 

site on his own. He said he came away with the same opinion, that the 6-foot fence is 

there as a visual barrier. He said a 3-foot fence ought to be enough to protect the height 

difference. He said he has the same opinion as the chairman. Chairman Pinkham asked if 

anyone participating on the Zoom platform wished to address the board about the 

petition. There were no respondents. Member Parrish said he would have voted for this 

but taking the comments from the other board members into consideration he asked if 

there would be more support for a fence along Legacy Lane that is 4-feet, 3 inches. He 

asked if there is a requirement for a 4-foot fence to enclose the pool. Frank Michienzi 

said he is willing to compromise. Matthew Michienzi said their biggest concern is safety. 

He said there could be a hazard if someone does not recognize the retaining wall is there. 

He said they are also concern that the pool area remains safe. He said there is a 

requirement for a 4-foot high barrier around the pool. Chairman Pinkham asked if the 

pool is located at 87 Middle Street. Matthew Michienzi said that is correct. Chairman 

Pinkham said the petitioners have an obligation to install a 4-foot fence around the pool. 

Matthew Michienzi said that is also correct. Chairman Pinkham asked if the taller part of 

the fence is along the Legacy Lane frontage. Frank Michienzi said it is. Chairman 

Pinkham asked about a reference on the plans to a 6-foot chain link fence around the 

pool. Matthew Michienzi said there used to be a chain link fence that was used as a dog 

pen, but the fence that was installed is stockade. Chairman Pinkham asked if a 4-foot 

fence could be installed around the pool without any impact on 5 Legacy Lane. Frank 

Michienzi said it depends upon the grade issue. He said the board saw the height of the 

grade on 87 Middle Street, which he said is 5-feet down. Chairman Pinkham said 

Member Parrish is trying to figure out a way to allow the 4-foot, 3-inch portion of the 

fence to be extended. Member Parrish said if the 6-foot, 3-inch portion was reduced to 4-

feet, 3 inches, he would be in favor of that. He held up a copy of the plot plan and 

suggested the area where the fence would be 4-feet, 3-inches. Chairman Pinkham said 

that is not going to enclose the pool. Member Ray said he would be willing to consider a 

4-feet, 3-inch maximum height for the fence. Chairman Pinkham asked if there was any 



further discussion. Member Ryan said he would also consider it. He said he would not be 

in favor of a fence that is 6-feet, 3-inches high. Member Ray asked if the board will need 

something from the petitioners to modify their request. Chairman Pinkham told the 

petitioners that Member Ray is asking them if they will orally agree to modify their 

request to reflect a maximum height of 4-feet, 3-inches for the fence. She said that would 

require them to replace the 6-foot, 3-inch panels with panels that are 4-feet, 3 inches. She 

suggested perhaps re-using the panels at 87 Middle Street that enclose the pool. She said 

the plans do not indicate the precise location of there the height of the fence changes. She 

asked if all of the 6-foot, 3-inch sections are on the Legacy Lane lot. Matthew Michienzi 

said one of the 6-foot, 3-inch sections is on 87 Middle Street. Chairman Pinkham said the 

petitioners would have to amend the plan to indicate the 4-foot, 3-inch height on both 

petitions. Frank Michienzi said he would like to request a continuance until next month’s 

meeting, to consider his options. Nicholas Michienzi said he would also like to request a 

continuance until next month’s meeting. Motion made by Member Ryan and seconded by 

Member Parrish to continue the hearings for 5 Legacy Lane and 87 Middle Street until 

the board’s meeting in August. Chairman Pinkham said she will not vote in favor of a 

continuance until the petitioners agree to sign a waiver and continuance form. Frank 

Michienzi said they have no problem signing the waiver and continuance form. Chairman 

Pinkham said the clerk will email a waiver and continuance form to the petitioners. 

Chairman Pinkham suggested setting the date of the August meeting. Member Parrish 

suggested meeting at 6 p.m. on Wednesday, August 19. Hearing no objection, Chairman 

Pinkham said the meeting will be scheduled for 6 p.m. on August 19 and advised the 

petitioners of same. Roll call to continue the hearing until August 19, 2020 - Member 

Parrish, aye; Member Ray, aye; Member Robertson, aye; Member Ryan, aye; Chairman 

Pinkham, aye; all in favor, 5-0. 

 

4. Nicholas Michienzi, 5 Legacy Lane, Woburn, MA, Petitioner and Landowner, 

seeking a Variance from Section 5.3.2 of the 1985 Woburn Zoning Ordinances, as 

amended, to allow for a 6-foot fence within the front yard setback at 5 Legacy Lane, 

Woburn, MA: See preceding item. 

 

5. Courtney Roffi, 71 Sheridan Street, Woburn, MA 01801, Petitioner, and Jeffrey 

Dillon, Trustee, 63 Sheridan Street, Landowner, seeking a Special Permit from 

Section 7.3 of the 1985 Woburn Zoning Ordinances, as amended, to raze and 

replace a single-family home on a non-conforming 10,747-square-foot lot at 71 

Sheridan Street, Woburn, MA: Representing the petitioner was Attorney Joseph 

Papetti, 81 Farmland Road, Lowell, MA. Attorney Papetti said the board granted a 

special permit on May 20 for a petition that was filed in April. He said when the petition 

was filed, the applicant did not have an opportunity to speak to the architect or the builder 

and there ended up being a discrepancy between the height of the structure as shown on 

the plans and the actual height. He said the Building Commissioner suggested filing for a 

new special permit. Chairman Pinkham said the board voted unanimously to approve the 

previous petition, and from that there is an understanding this property is eligible for 

special permit relief. She said her memory is the structure will comply with all the 

required setbacks. She asked Attorney Papetti to give the board the highlights of the 

changes from the previous petition. Attorney Papetti said the structure will not violate 



any of the zoning requirements. The said the new footprint is marginally smaller than the 

prior footprint. He said it is two feet larger on one side, and two feet shorter on the other. 

He said the home will maintain four bedrooms and two bathrooms. He said it will be a 

single-family home. He said the only issue of non-compliance is the lot size of 10,747-

square-feet. He said the proposed height is within the zoning requirement. He said he 

believes the height will be 31.5 feet. Chairman Pinkham asked if anyone participating on 

the Zoom platform wished to address the board about the petition. There were no 

respondents. Member Ryan said the plans indicate the height of the structure will be 33-

feet, 1-inch. Attorney Papetti said the 33-foot, 1-inch dimension is correct. Motion made 

by Member Ray and seconded by Member Ryan to grant the special permit: Member 

Parrish, aye; Member Ray, aye; Member Robertson, aye; Member Ryan, aye; Chairman 

Pinkham, aye; all in favor, 5-0. 

 

6. George Connard and Julie Connard, 10 Kensington Avenue, Woburn, MA, 

Petitioners and Landowners, seeking a Variance from Section 6.1 of the 1985 

Woburn Zoning Ordinances, as amended, to allow for a reduction in the rear yard 

setback from 30 feet to 21.2 feet to install a garage at 10 Kensington Avenue, 

Woburn, MA: Ms. Connard said they want to install a garage in the back corner of their 

rear yard. She said their hardship is the shape of the land, which is due to the angle of a 

neighbor’s property. Chairman Pinkham asked Ms. Connard if she is referring to the 

angle in the back of the property. Ms. Connard replied she is. Chairman Pinkham asked if 

the Connards would be able to comply with the zoning ordinance if they slide the 

addition forward. Mr. Connard said he is not sure if they would be able to gain the eight 

feet required if they do that. Mr. Connard said other property owners in the neighborhood 

have built similar garages. Chairman Pinkham said if the Connards had considered a 

smaller addition. Mr. Connard said there will also be living space above the garage. He 

said they have two young children and they want to plant their roots in Woburn. He said 

they need space for their growing family. Ms. Connard said they also wanted to install a 

mudroom but that would put the addition too close to a neighbor’s property on the side.  

Chairman Pinkham asked if anyone participating on the Zoom platform wished to address 

the board about the petition. There were no respondents. Member Ray asked if the 

existing driveways are going to be removed. Mr. Connard said the driveway that is going 

in front of the house. He said the other driveway is being removed and filled in with 

grass. Chairman Pinkham said the maximum width of a driveway at the street line is 24 

feet, by ordinance. Member Ryan said he drove by the property and observed the shape 

of the lot clearly qualifies as a hardship. He said he plans on supporting the petition. 

Chairman Pinkham said she agrees with Member Ryan. She said the lot is oversized and 

there is plenty of width on the front, but because of the triangular shape in back, further 

development is impeded. Motion made by Member Ryan to grant the variance. Chairman 

Pinkham said she wants to address the driveway issue. She said it appears the driveway is 

as wide as the addition at 25.7 feet, which would put it over the maximum width of 24 

feet. She asked the petitioners if they would be willing to agree to a condition that the 

driveway will not be wider than 24 feet. Member Ray said there is a note than indicates 

the curb cut is 24 feet wide. He said the board will want to approve a plan that 

specifically shows the curb cut is 24 feet wide. Chairman Pinkham said the note on the 

plan and the condition limiting the driveway to 24 feet will act as a belt and suspenders. 



Member Ryan said he favors adding a condition, as well. Motion seconded by Member 

Ray to grant the variance with the condition the driveway shall not be more than 24 wide 

at the street line; Roll call - : Member Parrish, aye; Member Ray, aye; Member 

Robertson, aye; Member Ryan, aye; Chairman Pinkham, aye; all in favor, 5-0. 

 

7. Joann Frankhouser, 9 Hallmark Drive, Woburn, MA, 01801, Landowner and 

Petitioner, seeking a Variance from Section 5.3.2 of the 1985 Woburn Zoning 

Ordinances, as amended, for a reduction in the front yard setback from 25 feet to 16 

feet to install a 6-foot fence at 9 Hallmark Drive, Woburn, MA: Chairman Pinkham 

said the board is in receipt of three letters in support of Dr. Frankhouser’s petition, from 

Frank Moore, 14 Hallmark Drive; Frank Jr. and Candice White, 15 Hallmark Drive; and 

Maureen Neil, 8 Hallmark Drive, in addition to the letters that were already mailed to the 

board. Dr. Frankhouser said she wants to install a 6-foot fence along her side yard. She 

said her side yard is considered a front yard because she owns a corner lot. She said she 

has a large dog that will jump over a 3-foot fence. She said she has a triangular-shaped lot 

which leaves her with not enough back yard space. She said the fence is made of wood 

and will be within the tree line along the side road. She said hopefully the fence will 

blend in with the trees. Chairman Pinkham said the pictures the petitioner provided to the 

board are helpful. She said the plan Dr. Frankhouser submitted does not reflect the 

boundaries of the property. Dr. Frankhouser said the engineer developed the plot plan 

based on a development undertaken by the previous owners when they tried to build an 

addition. She said she was under the impression the plan was appropriate. Chairman 

Pinkham said she is looking at the plan now. She said there is a handwritten distance of 

16 feet between the fence and either the edge of the pavement or the lot line. Dr. 

Frankhouser said that distance is from the edge of the pavement. Chairman Pinkham said 

the edge of the pavement is the city’s property. She said the strip of grass between the 

sidewalk and the pavement is also the city’s property. She said the board needs to know 

the distance from the lot line. Chairman Pinkham asked if anyone participating on the 

Zoom platform wished to address the board about the petition. Julie Connard, 10 

Kensington Avenue, said Dr. Frankhouser’s property is on the plans she and her husband 

submitted to the board for their application (see preceding item). She said their plans do 

not show Dr. Frankhouser’s house, but it may show a portion of her yard, if that helps. 

Chairman Pinkham said the Connards’ plan shows Dr. Frankhouser’s lot, but it does not 

show the distance from the lot line to the proposed fence. Member Ray said both plans 

have 115.6-foot dimensions, and the line adjacent to Kensington Avenue appears to be a 

lot line. Dr. Frankhouser said she included the sidewalk in her measurement. She said she 

did not realize that was inappropriate. Chairman Pinkham said the board will need that 

measurement on the plan. She said she was very pleased Dr. Frankhouser’s request was 

not for a 6-foot fence along the property line, but the board still needs that measurement. 

She said if the board grants relief, it must be based on a plan. She said she does not feel 

like the board is in a position where it can grant relief based on the plan that was 

presented. Member Ray said providing the board with the dimensions is critical. He 

suggested the petitioner keep the fence 10 feet inside the property line. He said he thinks 

the fence might be close to 10 feet now, but the plans ought to show fence is 10 feet 

inside the property line. Chairman Pinkham said one of the things the board takes into 

consideration is the impact of a fence on the sight lines for people driving, walking, and 



bicycling. Dr. Frankhouser said she can provide the board with the measurements. She 

said she is happy to do that. She said the fence will be 10 feet from the property line. 

Chairman Pinkham asked if the petitioner wished to continue the matter until the board’s 

meeting in August. Dr. Frankhouser said she does wish to continue. Member Ray said 

one of the things that might help Dr. Frankhouser gain approval is if she adds vegetation 

to into front of the fence to dress it up and hide it. Motion made by Member Parrish and 

seconded by Member Ray to continue the hearing until the board’s meeting on  

August 19; Roll call - Member Parrish, aye; Member Ray, aye; Member Robertson, aye; 

Member Ryan, aye; Chairman Pinkham, aye; all in favor, 5-0. 

 

8. Mary Realty Trust, Edward Peterson Trustee, 480 Park Street, Wrentham, MA, 

02093, Landowner and Petitioner, seeking Variances from Section 6.1 of the 1985 

Woburn Zoning Ordinances, as amended, for a reduction of a lot to 11,643-square-

feet and a reduction of a lot to 10,502-square-foot lot to construct a single-family 

home at 254 Russell Street, Woburn, MA: Representing the petitioner were Attorney 

Mark Salvati, 10 Cedar Street, Suite 26, Woburn, MA; and Suzanne Peterson, Mary 

Realty Trust, 480 Park Street, Wrentham, MA. Attorney Salvati said he has prepared a 

response to two letters that were sent to the board by neighbors. Attorney Salvati said 

there are two lots – one with a single-family home facing Russell Street with an area of 

11,643-square-feet, and the other labeled Lot 176 on the plan with an area of 10,502-

square-feet. He said the petitioner wants to establish two separate lots. He said in 1983 

the merger doctrine was passed allowing for the combination of lots for zoning purposes. 

He said the board denied a petition for a variance in 2013. He said in 1988 a variance was 

granted for the identical relief which is being requested now. He said the variance lapsed. 

He said the merger doctrine has created a hardship. Attorney Salvati responded directly to 

questions in the two letters from the abutters. In response to a question about whether 254 

Russell Street will be torn down, he said the structure will remain. He said the proposed 

single-family home will meet all the all the zoning requirements except for lot size. He 

said the new home may require the removal of some trees. He said the lot sizes are 

similar to other lot sizes in the neighborhood. He said 14 of the 20 lots in the 

neighborhood are undersized. He said his client would be willing to agree to a 

continuance of the hearing to let the board consider all the information that has been 

presented. Chairman Pinkham asked if the board denied the variance application in 2013 

on the basis of an opinion from the city solicitor. Attorney Salvati said the rationale for 

the 2013 request for a variance was the lots are separate and buildable, and city solicitor’s 

opinion was the lots were merged. He said the petitioner is accepting the premise the lots 

were merged and is asking for a variance. Chairman Pinkham asked what the basis for a 

hardship is. Attorney Salvati said the merger doctrine has created a hardship. He said it is 

not a typical hardship. He said if not for a shortage of 357-square-feet, the construction of 

another single-family home would be allowed. Chairman Pinkham asked if Attorney 

Salvati if he can cite any precedents relative to the merger doctrine creating a hardship. 

Attorney Salvati said he cannot. Member Ray asked if the board is being asked to 

subdivide the lot. Attorney Salvati said that is the substance of the request. Member 

Parrish said it may be useful to send a request to City Solicitor Ellen Callahan Doucette 

for another opinion. He said he does not know if things are different than they were in 

2013. He said she might be able to answer some of the questions brought up by Attorney 



Salvati. Attorney Salvati said he would be interested to know the city solicitor’s opinion. 

Member Parrish said it has been seven years since the petition was before the board, and 

he does not know if anything has changed. Chairman Pinkham asked if anyone 

participating on the Zoom platform wished to address the board about the petition. Henry 

Garvey, 277 Russell Street, Woburn, MA, said the house at 254 Russell Street used to be 

owned by a family named the Hennessys who sold it, and it is no longer in the condition 

it used to be. He said the lot is on the corner of Silvermine Road and Pheasant Lane, both 

of which are in terrible condition. Mr. Garvey said 254 Russell Street is adjacent to a 

halfway house and there are usually 4-6 cars parked in the area. He said the parking 

situation is congested and could present problems for access by emergency vehicles. He 

said the people living at 254 Russell Street have an aggressive pit bull. He said he thinks 

there was an effort to get rid of the dog but that has not happened. He said tonight he 

heard the applicant’s attorney say there is going to be a new home built and he is 

concerned it might be built and sold on speculation or rented out. He said he has no 

problem if the home is going to occupied by a member of the petitioner’s family. He said 

the pit bull has attacked several people in the neighborhood. He said his neighbor is a 

retired firefighter whose dog was attacked. He said he used to take his dog on walks on 

Silvermine Road but ceased doing that two years ago because of the pit bull. Nicole 

Thibault and Michael Thibault, 6 Silvermine Road, Woburn, MA, said they wished to 

address the board about the petition. Ms. Thibault said they are concerned about the 

removal of trees. She said she is concerned about trash blowing into her yard. She said 

there is an issue with parking and that parked cars take up one side of the street. She said 

employees from the group home park 7-10 cars on the street on a good day. She said the 

removal of trees is their biggest concern. Mr. Thibault said development of the property 

will impact them and the Santinis at 4 Pheasant Lane the most. Regina Jungbluth, 10 

Pheasant Lane, Woburn, MA, said she wants to echo many of Mr. Garvey’s comments. 

She said the neighborhood is densely-populated. She said she moved in in 2019 and 

requested the road to be re-paved or the potholes to be repaired. She said the roads are 

narrow. She said there are issues with trash emanating from the halfway house. She said 

254 Russell Street is a dump site that has not been kept up. She asked if the board 

approves the variance, what are the guarantees the new house won’t be rented. She said 

she has been dealing with the dog officer regarding the aggressive dog at 254 Russell 

Street. She said the neighborhood is already densely-populated and they do not need 

another home on the street. Attorney Salvati said he did not mean to imply the second lot 

was going to be sold to a family member. He said the petitioners expected all along to sell 

the property in their later years. He said the idea is to renovate the existing home and sell 

the second lot as an owner-occupied dwelling. Molly Markey, 244 Russell Street, said 

she wrote a letter detailing her and her husband’s concerns. She said their concerns are 

increased flooding and trash. She said the development of 254 Russell Street will increase 

the flood risk on her lot. Ms. Peterson said she is sorry the property is in the condition it 

is in, but they can’t afford to fix it. She said the property owners are upset they can’t evict 

the tenant because she is elderly. She said they do not want the property to remain as it is. 

She said part of the problem is that neighbors dump grass clippings onto the lot. She said 

she is not sure how the parking would be impacted. She said the employees of the 

halfway house take up a lot of parking. She said they are landowners who care. She said 

they agree the property is in terrible shape. She said they are trying to make it better. She 



said the only way to do that is by selling the lot. She said they are trying to do the right 

thing. Member Robertson asked if the owner can inquire with the tenant about the 

aggressive dog. Ms. Peterson said they have not been able to evict the tenants. Member 

Robertson asked if the dog can be removed. Ms. Peterson said this is the first she’s heard 

about the dog. Chairman Pinkham said a dog on her street bit a child and there is a city 

ordinance that references aggressive dogs. Member Robertson said he believes there is 

also a state statute that references dangerous dogs. He asked if there is a dog officer at 

City Hall. Chairman Pinkham said it is her understanding the dog officer has been 

involved. She said she would like to direct the discussion back to aspects of the petition 

over which the board has jurisdiction. Attorney Salvati said his client would agree to a 

continuance so the board can assimilate all the information that has been provided and so 

the city solicitor can respond to the board’s request for an opinion. Chairman Pinkham 

said Member Parrish suggested requesting an opinion from the city solicitor and asked if 

any other board members would also prefer to wait for a response from her. Member Ray 

said asking for an opinion from the city solicitor would be the prudent thing to do. 

Chairman Pinkham said there appears to be interest in obtaining an opinion from the city 

solicitor and asked if there is a motion to that effect. Motion made by Member Ryan and 

seconded by Member Parrish to request an opinion from City Solicitor Callahan Doucette 

regarding any possible changes to the law since 2013 that may impact the potential 

subdivision of the applicant’s property: Roll call -  Member Parrish, aye; Member Ray, 

aye; Member Robertson, aye; Member Ryan, aye; Chairman Pinkham, aye; all in favor, 

5-0. Motion made by Member Ray and seconded by Member Parrish to continue the 

matter until the board’s meeting on August 19; Roll call - Member Parrish, aye; Member 

Ray, aye; Member Robertson, aye; Member Ryan, aye; Chairman Pinkham, aye; all in 

favor, 5-0. Chairman Pinkham told the participants on the Zoom platform that the board 

has requested from the city solicitor any guidance she may offer about the potential 

subdivision of the lot. She said the matter has been continued until the board’s next 

meeting on August 19 at 6 p.m. She said the board will determine between now and then 

whether the meeting will be held in City Council Chambers or on the Zoon platform. 

 

9. Approval of minutes from meeting of June 17, 2020: Chairman Pinkham said she 

made a series of edits that she sent to the clerk. Motion made by Member Ray and 

seconded by Member Parrish to approve the minutes as amended by Chairman Pinkham. 

Roll call – Member Parrish, aye; Member Ray, aye; Member Robertson, aye; Member 

Ryan, aye; Chairman Pinkham, aye; all in favor, 5-0. 

 

10. Any other matter that may be legally before the Board: None 

 

11. Motion made by Member Ray and seconded by Member Ryan to adjourn. Roll call 

– Member Parrish, aye; Member Ray, aye; Member Robertson, aye; Member Ryan, aye; 

Chairman Pinkham, aye; all in favor, 5-0. Chairman Pinkham adjourned the meeting at 

7:38 p.m. 

 

ATTEST:                                                          ________________________ 

Gordon Vincent 

Clerk of the Zoning Board of Appeals 



 

 

 

 


