Maynard Planning Board Meeting and Public Hearing
February 22, 2022 – 6:30 p.m.
(Held remotely via Zoom)
Board Members Present: Chris Arsenault – Chair; Jim Coleman – Vice Chair; Bill Cranshaw; Natalie

Robert; Bob Brown; Annette Garabedian – Alternate Member

Select Board Members Present: David Gavin - Chair; Chris DiSilva; Justine St. John; Jeff Swanberg;

Armand Diarbekirian

Others Present: Bill Nemser – Planning Director; Julia Miller – Assistant Town Planner; Wayne Amico –

Town Engineer; Ralph Wilmer – Principal Planner from MAPC; Sam McCormick – Assabet Co-op Market
(ACM) General Manager; Mark Bobrowski – Attorney for ACM; Phil Henry – Engineer for ACM; Tom
Whiting – Applicant for 42 Main Street

David Gavin conducted a roll call to ensure each Select Board Member was able to hear the meeting and
could be heard.

Called to Order at 6:31 p.m. by Chris Arsenault
Chris Arsenault conducted a roll call to ensure each Planning Board Member was able to hear the
meeting and could be heard.

Joint PB and SB Meeting - Presentation
Ralph Wilmer, Principal Planner for the MAPC, presented a review of the findings and recommendations
that resulted from the Powder Mill Road Corridor study and initiative. The meeting presentation is
contained as part of the minutes and attached as “Exhibit A”.
Chris DiSilva made a motion for the Select Board to adjourn, which was seconded by Justine St.
John.
The Select Board voted unanimously by roll call.

Public Hearing (Continued from 02.08.22) – Maynard Crossing Site Plan Modification Request
Prior to current meeting, the applicant requested to continue the Public Hearing to March 8, 2022.
Chris Arsenault made a motion to continue the Public Hearing to March 8. 2022, which was
seconded by Jim Coleman.
The Board voted unanimously in favor of the motion via roll call.
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Public Hearing – 86 Powder Mill Road/Assabet Co-op Market (Continued from 01.25.22)
Chris Arsenault opened the Public Hearing.
Mark Bobrowski stated that he submitted a request earlier in the day requesting a reduction in parking
from 102 spaces to 100 spaces in order to better accommodate the ADA parking locations and to allow
for easier access and service to the dumpster locations. He asked Phil Henry of Civil Design Group to
respond to the comment letter dated February 17, 2022 from VHB.
Phil Henry stated that he submitted a full set of plans as well as a site plan that highlights the changes.
He noted that all of the proposed modifications were made in response to either the last hearing on the
subject or the review letter from Wayne Amico/VHB. He reviewed the following modifications to the site
plan: adding ADA tip-down ramps at the driveways; adding a sidewalk from Powder Mill Road to the
front left corner of the building; restriping the angled parking directly in front of the building;
reallocating the ADA spaces; redoing the sidewalk along the storefront, including ADA accessible ramps;
removing a parking space from the angled parking area adjacent to the Powder Mill Road sidewalk and
adding an accessible path to the building; smoothing the existing ramp to the right side of the storefront
sidewalk; redoing the apron on the easterly driveway; adding striping and signage at the eastern side of
the one-way drive aisle; shifting the dumpster area slightly to the east to allow for better circulation;
restriping the spaces at the back eastern side next to the dumpsters. Phil Henry noted that there was a
plan to add striping behind the angled parking spaces nearest to the large, eastern parking lot to
indicate the path for pedestrians to travel from the eastern parking lot to the market, but that the
modification was removed based on feedback from Wayne Amico that it might give pedestrians a false
sense of security when walking behind the angled parking spaces.
Chris Arsenault asked Wayne Amico to provide feedback on the proposed modification as well as any
pending action items. Wayne Amico stated that he feels the applicant satisfactorily addressed all of the
comments that VHB had in its first comment letter. He confirmed that he believes having a striped
walkway behind the angled parking spaces would be more of a detriment than a benefit. He also noted
that there are several waiver requests that the Board will need to review and vote on.
Natalie Robert asked for clarification of which site plan modifications were up for discussion: the ones
with the parking area walking path striping included or removed. Phil Henry presented a side-by-side
screen share of the previous site plan submission, which included the striped pavement walkway, and
the newest submission with the striping removed. The most recent submission is the one being
proposed.
Jim Coleman expressed three major concerns: 1) the ability of delivery trucks to circulate to the loading
dock without creating issues for cars moving through the parking lot; 2) the proposed enclosure for the
dumpsters is only six feet when it should be eight feet high; 3) what might happen in the 40’x40’ area of
surrounding the ATM in the future. He also asked whether the dumpsters would be fully enclosed or
only on three sides.
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Michael Coffman stated that he has no problem with installing an eight-foot-high fence around the
dumpsters and that the intent would be to have them fully enclosed with fencing. Chris Arsenault asked
whether a six-foot or eight-foot fence would be more appropriate. Wayne Amico stated that he would
need to check on the requirements to determine which height would be needed. Jim Coleman stated
that he wants to ensure that all debris is fully contained given that the dumpsters are located right next
to the river. Bill Nemser pointed out that the difference would be that an eight-foot fence would require
a building permit whereas a six-foot fence would not. Chris Arsenault suggested working towards an
eight-foot fence, and if there is a roadblock the applicant can return to the Board for next steps. Mark
Bobrowski stated that his preference would be to work with the understanding that if there is a
roadblock, the applicant would move to a different alternative. Wayne Amico noted that the Town’s
preference would be to have slats in the dumpster fencing; Bill Nemser concurred.
Annette Garabedian asked how high the concrete pad under the dumpsters sits above the ground level.
Wayne Amico and the applicant both indicated that the pad is flush with the ground.
Bill Cranshaw commented that there is a requirement for an extra two feet of width on the parking stall
that is adjacent to the dumpster fencing to allow a driver to open their vehicle door. He also asked
where the gate opening would be located on the fence enclosure. Phil Henry noted that the final design
of the fencing has not been completed but that it would step in and out as the dumpsters graduate.
Chris Arsenault pointed out that the primary concern with regard to the fence is that it should be tall
enough to contain any debris from the dumpsters. He suggested that eight feet seems to be a good
height. Jim Coleman noted that there are typically two types of dumpsters: those that are pulled up
from the back, which are about 6’6” tall and those that are tipped over from the top, which are about
7’2” to 7’3” tall.
Wayne Amico showed an example of a 6’ tall slat fence that was installed to enclose the smaller type of
dumpster at 31 Main Street for the Board to envision what it might look like for the same type of
enclosure at the subject property. Chris Arsenault stated that he would be fine with an 8’ enclosure.
Chris Arsenault asked the applicant to address Jim Coleman’s concerns about truck deliveries. Sam
McCormick noted that it has been a concern of the Co-op from the beginning of their review of the site
and something they have had many discussions about. Sam McCormick spoke with the Co-op’s largest
future supplier about the size of their trucks, including the largest truck they would be using to make
deliveries. The largest of their trucks is the WB-50, which is what Phil Henry used in the turning analysis
that was done. Operationally, the way the Co-op would handle deliveries is to have the largest truck
deliveries occur overnight or early morning, prior to 6 a.m. because the trucks would not be able to
navigate the parking lot during operating hours when there are cars parked in the lot. Phil Henry agreed
that access to the loading docks is tight but doable for the largest trucks that would be making
deliveries. He reiterated the changes that were made to the dumpster location in order to
accommodate the delivery trucks’ access to the loading docks and pointed out that he was working
within the constraints of the existing site.
Jim Coleman stated that he has been driving tractor trailers for 70 years, and he commented that the
proposed plan will not work for the trucks. He asked to provide a recommended modification that
would allow for the trucks to navigate as required: the removal of four additional parking spaces. Sam
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McCormick responded that part of the operational plan is to preserve those spaces with employee
parking or cones in the hours prior to the largest delivery so that those spaces are free, allowing the
trucks to drive through them. Jim Coleman stated that the plan works for the Co-op but that there are
other businesses in the shopping center to consider, including possible future businesses. He suggested
that by removing those parking spaces, it would eliminate the concern altogether. Natalie Robert
pointed out that the other existing businesses are already getting deliveries with the existing parking lot
layout. Jim Coleman stated that he would anticipate that area of the parking lot to be used at a much
greater capacity than currently once the Co-op moves in. He stated that he is not comfortable with the
operational plan and would like to see those spaces eliminated from the plan.
Chris Arsenault asked the applicant to address Jim Coleman’s concerns about the ATM area and the
impact it would have if that area were to be developed in the future. The applicant stated that the
impact would be the loss of three parking spaces. Jim Coleman stated that he is willing to leave that
issue alone until there is a proposed use of that area.
Bill Cranshaw asked about the operational plan to have large truck deliveries occur overnight or early
morning and whether the Board should consider limiting the number of deliveries during that time
frame given some of the issues that came up with abutters at the Maynard Crossing site. Chris Arsenault
asked Sam McCormick to discuss the expectations for truck deliveries. They stated that the plan is to
receive large deliveries three times per week, though deliveries have been somewhat unpredictable
during COVID. The deliveries would typically occur on Monday, Wednesday, and Friday or Saturday.
They noted that there would not be nearly as many deliveries as a grocery store like Market Basket but
rather two to three trucks at most: one large delivery truck from the main supplier and one large
delivery truck from the main produce supplier. The other deliveries would be local deliveries on smaller
trucks during the day.
Bill Cranshaw noted that the site plan calls for bollards to be placed 5’ on center at the angled parking.
He pointed out that the applicant needs to ensure they don’t block the accessible aisle from the
accessible parking spaces. He also commented on the proposed addition of the ramps on the Powder
Mill Road sidewalk and questioned whether the applicant should do that work if it will have to be torn
up as part of the Powder Mill Corridor Initiative. Mark Bobrowski stated that it is not uncommon to have
an “in lieu of” payment made and held in escrow to be applied to future town project costs. Chris
Arsenault asked for feedback from the Board. Natalie Robert stated that she would not feel comfortable
with that option given that there is no known timeline for the Powder Mill Corridor changes. She would
like to see the proposed improvements made now. Julia Miller agreed with Natalie Robert and stated
that the Board should not pass on the opportunity to have the proposed improvements made now,
especially given that grant funding is not guaranteed for potential future improvements. Chris Arsenault
agreed. Bill Nemser also agreed and pointed out that there is an opportunity for the Board to ensure
that there are requirements built into the framework of a future overlay district for the Powder Mill
Corridor Initiative that would provide funding for improvements from future development.
Bob Brown asked if it would be possible to consider improving the sidewalk area at the front eastern
side of the building by creating a north/south ramp directly next to the planted area to allow better
accessibility to the raised sidewalk from the parking lot. Chris Arsenault asked if any proposed
improvements would require full ADA compliance, and Wayne Amico confirmed that it would. Wayne
Amico pointed out that by creating a slope from that sidewalk to the parking area, it would create the
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illusion of a ramp but would not be ADA compliant. He also noted that that entire section of sidewalk is
not ADA compliant and would need to be completely redone in order to make it compliant, which would
be a significant cost to the applicant. Sam McCormick added that neither the Co-op’s nor the property
owner’s liability insurance would cover an accident if someone used the type of improvement Bob
Brown suggested as if it were ADA compliant when it is not.
Chris Arsenault stated that he is willing to trade parking spaces for improvements to the site. He asked
Mark Bobrowski what he would like to accomplish for the remainder of the meeting. Mark Bobrowski
stated that he would like for the hearing to be closed and a motion made to vote. Jim Coleman stated
that there are still the outstanding issues of the dumpster enclosure and the truck access to the loading
docks. Chris Arsenault noted that his thought would be that the enclosure needs to be 8’ tall with black
slats. He noted that it would up to the applicant to decide whether they want to further review the
other issue before going to vote. Michael Coffman stated that he and the others involved in the
application have tried their best to accommodate every PB Member’s concerns throughout the entire
process. Advance Auto Parts is the only other tenant that receives large deliveries, and they only get one
per week. Therefore, in total, there would be three to four large deliveries per week at the shopping
center. He stated that a good number of parking spaces have already been sacrificed and that he does
not want to lose any more. He went on to say that there has never been an issue with trucks accessing
the current loading dock and that the new loading dock for the Co-op will be easier to access than the
existing loading dock.
Sam McCormick stated that the issue of the truck access has been discussed with Wayne Amico and that
the operational plan is a good way of managing the issue without losing the spots permanently. Jim
Coleman stressed that he would not support the proposal without the removal of the additional parking
spaces to allow for better truck access. Wayne Amico pointed out that if a truck cannot properly access
the loading dock to make deliveries to the store, it will hurt the Co-op. He suggested that it is in their
best interest to ensure the trucks can access the loading dock. He recommended moving forward
without removing the four additional parking spaces and putting the onus on the applicant to come back
before the Board if the proposed plan is impeding truck deliveries and, therefore, needs to be revised.
Jim Coleman commented that his primary concern is for the safety of others. Mark Bobrowski pointed
out that both Phil Henry and Wayne Amico do not see the proposed plan as an issue with regard to truck
deliveries. He agreed that if the proposed plan does not work, they will be required to come before the
Board for a modification anyway. Bill Nemser suggested that the Board could require a check-in after a
certain amount to time to ensure that the plan is working well. Wayne Amico recommended a shorter
check-in period of 3 months rather than six months.
Chris Arsenault asked for public comment. There were no comments from the public.
Natalie Robert pointed out that there was no snow storage indicated on the plan. She asked what the
applicant intends to do. Michal Coffman stated that the snow storage plan will remain what it has been
– to push the snow away from the main parking area or remove the snow in the event of a major snow
event.
Mark Bobrowski went over the criteria and waiver requests that the Board needs to review and the
determinations and votes that need to be made by the Board. He addressed the ways in which he feels
that the criteria are being met with the application.
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Chris Arsenault made a motion to close the Public Hearing, which was seconded by Jim Coleman.
The Board voted unanimously via roll call in favor of the motion.
Chris Arsenault made a motion to find that the proposed changes are consistent with the Special
Permit criteria as listed in Section III of the Staff Report and as listed in Section 10.4 of the Zoning
By-laws, which was seconded by Bill Cranshaw.
The Board voted four in favor of the motion and one (Jim Coleman) against the motion.
Bill Cranshaw suggested that the Board approves a reduction of the parking spaces to 95 instead so that
the applicant will not have to come back before the Board if minor modifications are made to the
parking layout. .
Chris Arsenault made a motion to modify the existing Special Permit to allow the improvements
as presented in the applicant’s site plan during the Public Hearing with the following conditions:
1. The minimum number of parking spaces changes from 102 to 95, without
reducing the number of handicapped parking spaces
2. The applicant comes to a regularly scheduled Planning Board meeting
approximately 60 days after approximately 120 days and one year after opening
for a review.
The motion was seconded by Jim Coleman.
The Board voted unanimously via roll call in favor of the motion.
Chris Arsenault made a motion to grant a waiver for Design Review and for the list of waiver
requests in a letter from Mark Bobrowski, which was received by Bill Nemser on 01.24.22 and
also presented during the Public Hearing. The motion was seconded by Jim Coleman.
The Board voted unanimously via roll call in favor of the motion.
Chris Arsenault made a motion to approve the modifications made to the site plan with the
proposed improvements as presented by the applicant during the Public Hearing, including the
dumpster fence being a minimum of eight feet high with black slats and black chain link fence,
with the intent of mitigating any type of debris or runoff that would impact the river or the
surrounding environment. The motion was seconded by Jim Coleman.
The Board voted unanimously via roll call in favor of the motion.
Chris Arsenault called a five-minute recess from the meeting.

Public Hearing – Special Permit Request for a Live/Work Dwelling Unit at 40-44 Main Street
After the recess Chris Arsenault opened the Public Hearing for the subject property. Bill Nemser
explained that the applicant, Thomas Whiting of Whiting’s Auto Body, is a long-time business owner in
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town. Bill Nemser said there have been recent changes to the ZBL to address Live/Work Dwelling Units
with the intent to have another way to activate downtown. The ZBL changes ensure that the façade of a
Live/Work Dwelling Unit would have a commercial appearance with the living unit at the back or top of
the building. Bill Nemser has done some research to understand what the demand might be for a
Live/Work Dwelling Unit. He found that they are becoming more and more common in places where
there is a cultural district. The reason the applicant is coming before the Board for a Special Permit is
because the location is within the Central Business District; if it was in the regular Business District, there
would not be a Special Permit requirement. He has tried to work with the applicant as best as possible
to be prepared for the Hearing and to meet the objectives of Live/Work Dwelling Unit in the Downtown
Overlay District.
Tom Whiting introduced himself and stated that he owned a business in Maynard – Whiting’s Auto Body
-- for just over 20 years starting in 1997. He purchased the building on River Street, where the business
is located, as well as the subject property on Main Street. The business was sold to a new owner who
continues to run it. The building on Main Street includes the restaurant Thai Chili, which has been in
business for at least 25 years. There was also a hair salon in number 42 of the parcel. It had been there
for over 35 years but was significantly impacted by the pandemic. The hair salon owner moved out in
October 0f 2020. Tom Whiting has been advertising the available space since June of 2021 and has had
no one lease the unit. There is sufficient space in the back of the building for living arrangements as well
as a full bathroom and two egresses. There are currently three apartments on the upper level of the
building, which always rent quickly when advertised. He has maintained the appearance of the building,
including installing exterior lighting. His inability to rent the space as a commercial unit is creating a
financial burden, so he is trying to be creative with the space to be able to rent it. He believes a
Live/Work Dwelling Unit would be a viable use of the building.
Chris Arsenault asked if the request is to allow a Live/Work Dwelling Unit on the ground floor of the
building with commercial space in the front and living space in the back. The applicant confirmed that is
the request. Chris Arsenault asked for clarification from Bill Nemser on what the Planning Board is being
asked to approve since the Building Commissioner will be involved in ensuring the space is consistent
with building code. Bill Nemser stated that it would not be considered mixed use but rather a Live/Work
Dwelling Unit, which is its own category. He noted that it would ideally be compatible with the Cultural
District. He pointed out that his biggest concern was parking. He asked the applicant to address that.
Tom Whiting stated that he has eight separate parking spaces in the back of the building. They are split
amongst Thai Chili, the subject unit, and the three apartments above. So, each apartment has one
designated parking space, and each business has one designated parking space with one extra (nondesignated) parking space. Therefore, there would be three parking spaces available to use as parking
for the subject unit. He has owned the building since 2012 and has had no issues with parking other than
people using the lot who should not be using it. He also noted that there is public parking around the
corner in the River Street municipal lot.
Chris Arsenault asked Bill Nemser if he envisions a plan that shows basic site features as part of the
application. Bill Nemser stated that his suggestion would be to include a condition with the Special
Permit requiring the applicant to ensure there are two parking spaces dedicated to the Live/Work
Dwelling Unit in perpetuity and that any change would need an amendment with approval from the
Board. He would not expect to see a site plan as part of the application.
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Bill Cranshaw asked which portion of the building will create the Live/Work Dwelling Unit and whether it
is the entire ground floor or just part of it. Natalie Robert also noted that the diagram indicates a knee
wall in the kitchen area. She asked if that part of the ground floor is visible from the street. Tom Whiting
stated that it is visible from the street at this time. He will need to determine how the interior should be
changed based on who would be renting it and what kind of space they need. Bill Nemser pointed out
that there would be a condition requiring that the residential portion of the building not be visible from
the street. The applicant stated he understands that and plans to comply with it. Bill Cranshaw and Chris
Arsenault both expressed confusion about what exactly the Board is determining and voting on. Bill
Nemser reiterated that there is no site plan review. Rather, the Board should evaluate the proposal
against the Special Permit criteria and determine whether the application meets the intent of the
particular use.
Bill Cranshaw asked to look at the definition of a Live/Work Dwelling Unit and what portion of the unit
needs to constitute each use. Bill Nemser shared a screen view of the definition in the ZBL, which does
indicate that the residential portion should be a secondary or accessory use and not the primary use. Bill
Cranshaw then asked what would be considered “work” and whether it needs to be open to the public a
lot of the time. He wondered how to condition an approval such that commercial activity in the work
portion of the unit is central to the use and benefits downtown. Tom Whiting stated that there is
definitely a need for living space in town and that he typically has about 45 applications whenever one
of his apartments is available for rent. He also sees a need for live/work space and would be focused on
ensuring that it is used in that way. Bill Nemser reminded the Board that any permit they grant is within
their control and noted that the Housing Production Plan calls for live/work use as a way to increase
housing. Bill Cranshaw stated that he is in favor of the intent of the use but wants to ensure that the
commercial aspect of it would be the primary focus. He would like to see the work be something that
would create public activity and not, for example, an online business that does not bring foot traffic to
town. Bill Nemser agreed that the intent would be to have a business that brings in customers, but he
also pointed out that this would be the first live/work unit the Planning Board considers and that it
might be good to have a check-in condition of the special permit, possibly a year after opening.
Chris Arsenault’s perspective is that the Board and the Town need to learn from this project and work
with the applicant to understand what is appropriate and what is not. He asked the applicant what type
of urgency there is. The applicant stated that it is an urgent situation because he has an empty space
and needs to start getting income from it. He agreed with Bill Cranshaw and stated that he wants it to
be a viable downtown spot that brings people in but that he doesn’t know what type of applications he
will get. He will carefully vet the applicants, as he always does. Bill Cranshaw reiterated that he wants to
see a condition attached to the Special Permit requiring the tenant to have a publicly accessible
business. Tom Whiting indicated that the challenges he sees with that approach are that not as many
people are coming into businesses right now, and he cannot guarantee how many hours a tenant’s
business is open.
Bob Brown asked what the term of the lease would be. Tom Whiting stated that typically his residential
leases are for one year and his commercial leases are for five years with a twenty-year extension. Bob
Brown asked what happens if someone signs a lease and then the business closes down after a year.
Tom Whiting agreed that that could happen, but in that event, the lease would be considered broken
and they would not be able to live in the unit without running a businesses there as well. Bill Nemser
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also noted that if the use wasn’t consistent with the ZBL, the unit would be in violation and it would be a
code enforcement issue. Bob Brown pointed out that there are a lot of businesses that don’t get much
foot traffic, and he used the example of a business in downtown that was a sound engineering business,
with very few people coming in the building. He feels that it will be difficult for the Board to put
boundaries around the type of business that goes in there without potentially hindering commerce in
town.
Chris Arsenault asked for feedback from the Board. Natalie Robert stated that she has no doubt that the
applicant wants to ensure that he rents to someone with a viable business but that there is no way for
him to know who will apply for the space. She expressed concerns about setting a precedent by giving
the applicant leeway without appropriate guidelines. She wondered whether the applicant could require
that the business is registered and that there is clear signage of what the business is.
Bob Brown stated that Live/Work Dwelling Units was approved as a use by the Town. He noted that
having empty storefronts is not a good thing for the town. He feels that the Board should see how things
go with this first experience of a Live/Work Dwelling Unit and hopefully replicate the successful results
of it.
Jim Coleman commended the applicant for his presentation and innovation. He feels that it is clear that
the applicant is a responsible person and that the Board should see how things go with the Live/Work
Unit during the first year and revisit it at that time.
Annette Garabedian asked what the square footage of the space is. The applicant stated that it is 969
square feet. She said she could envision an artist conducting classes, for example, and stated that she
likes the concept. Tom Whiting said that the commercial space could be up to roughly 337 square feet.
Annette Garabedian asked how the space would be advertised. The applicant stated that it would up to
his Realtor but that, as long as it is permitted properly through a Special Permit, it can be advertised as a
work/live property. Annette Garabedian asked if the property is ADA accessible. The applicant stated
that it is street level with no step up.
Chris Arsenault stated that he has some of the same concerns as the other Board Members but that all
the questions cannot be answered at this time and that it will become clearer after the first year of a
Live/Work Dwelling Unit being approved. Bill Cranshaw agreed that learning from this experience will be
a good thing but that once a five-year lease is signed, it will be difficult for the Board to make any
required changes. Chris Arsenault feels that due to the smaller size of the property, it would be a good
first experience for the Board to learn. He would be in support of the application. Tom Whiting noted
that any five-year lease that is signed is a legally binding contract that he is able to enforce in the event
that it is not working as expected. Jim Coleman asked the applicant if he would be willing to consider a
one-year lease. Tom Whiting stated that it would be too restrictive and would prevent him from being
able to find an appropriate tenant. Jim Coleman suggested that the applicant could offer a one-year
lease with a guaranteed option to renew for four more years. The applicant stated that he would be
willing to investigate that.
Chris Arsenault made a motion to determine that the applicant meets the criteria for a Special
Permit as described in 10.4 in the ZBL for 42 Main Street, with the following condition: that the
intent of the Planning Board is that a commercial establishment occupies and runs the space so
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that it is generally publicly accessible and publicly facing. The motion was seconded by Jim
Coleman.
The Board voted via roll call four in favor of the motion and one (Bill Cranshaw) against.
Chris Arsenault made a motion that the applicant meets the criteria for the Downtown Overlay
District Special Permit as described in Section 9.4.6 of the ZBL, which was seconded by Jim
Coleman.
The Board voted unanimously via roll call in favor of the motion.
Bill Cranshaw noted that there should be allowance for public comment since it is a Public Hearing. Chris
Arsenault asked for comments from the public.
Resident Kate Wheeler stated that there were other projects approved downtown that included the
requirement of new tree plantings. She wondered whether that would be applicable in this case.
Molly Bergin, who has been an insurance agent in downtown Maynard for 26 years, stated that she
knows Tom Whiting and she knows that he will do a good job and maintain his building. She believes his
plans will be beneficial of the downtown area.
Chris Arsenault made a motion to approve a Special Permit that will allow a Live/Work Dwelling
Unit at 42 Main Street with the following condition: there is an annual check-in for the first two
years at a meeting before the Planning Board, at which time the applicant informs the Board of
his experience in renting the unit and the types of businesses that have occupied the unit. The
motion was seconded by Jim Coleman.
The Board voted unanimously via roll call in favor of the motion.
Jim Coleman made a motion to close the Public Hearing, which was seconded by Chris Arsenault.
The Board voted unanimously in favor of the motion.
Jim Coleman made a motion to close the meeting, which seconded by Natalie Robert.
The Board voted unanimously via roll call in favor of the motion.

Adjourned at 10:42 p.m.
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Obstacles, lack of curbing,
poor pavement

Faded crosswalk

ADA curb ramp to nowhere

Streetscape Issues
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Portions of the roadway have
no sidewalks or curbing
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Residential opportunity - Sites for ongoing or future
residential and mixed-use development meeting community
goals from Housing Production Plan and Master Plan
Commercial opportunity - Sites that offer commercial
amenities or services to residents and visitors 

Areas of
Opportunity

River access - Sites that could offer key access to
the Assabet River

Pedestrian infrastructure - Sites that help guide streetscape
improvements with better access and safety for pedestrian
and cyclists
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Opportunity
Sites
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Land Use and Zoning Recommendations
• Create an overlay zoning district (a special zoning district placed over an
existing district) to ensure future development along the corridor aligns with
the community’s vision for Powder Mill Road
• Expand list of allowable uses to encourage a mix of retail and restaurants,
hotels/inns, entertainment, office, education, medical, etc.
• Housing – encourage a mix of housing types including mixed-use and
multi-family ( consistent with Housing Production Plan)
• Parking
• Flexible and shared parking
• Place parking along side or rear of buildings
• Incorporate landscaping regulations and reduce stormwater runoff
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Land Use and Zoning Recommendations
• Overlay zone (con’t)
• Adjust dimensional regulations to encourage redevelopment
• Reduce minimum lot size
• Decrease front yard setback and setback
• Increase building height up to 45’ with special permit
• Incorporate design guidelines to encourage neighborhood scale
• Add landscaping, buffers and screening to ensure compatibility
between abutting uses
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Land Use and Zoning Recommendations
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Assabet River Access
Recommendations
• Zoning
• Establish setbacks from river and minimum usable open space
requirements to ensure a healthy and accessible riverfront
• Encourage use of green infrastructure
• Consider incentives to provide river access

• Create viewpoints/riverwalk from private properties
• Protect riverfront
• Encourage public/private partnerships (OARS)
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Assabet River Access
Recommendations
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Streetscape
Recommendations
• Incorporate “Complete
Streets” features to make
the corridor safer for all
residents
• Short-term option restriping existing
pavement as interim
method
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Streetscape
Recommendations

• Reconstruction of corridor –
include street trees, green
infrastructure, sidewalk
amenities (benches,
planters, etc.), driveway
design guidelines,
appropriate lighting, ADA
safety features
• Eliminate encroachment into
ROW

Exhibit "A" to Planning Board Minutes of 02.22.22

Exhibit "A" to Planning Board Minutes of 02.22.22

Design Features
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Thank You
Ralph Willmer, FAICP
Principal Planner

rwillmer@mapc.org
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