WELLESLEY DESIGN REVIEW BOARD

REGULAR MEETING

7:30 PM, AUGUST 12, 2009

PLANNING BOARD OFFICE, TOWN HALL

	Members Present:
	Ed Hand, Bob Broder, Rob Skolnick, Ingrid Carls
Planner: Ethan Parsons


	Also Present:
	Arutian Terzian, Gavin Cockfield, R. A. Sohani, Jennifer Lewis, Michael Johnsen, Tom Cebula, Carol Fournier, Derrick Clark, Lee Bellisario


Mr. Broder brought the meeting to order at 7:30 pm.
	1.
	7:30 pm
	100 Pilgrim Road
	100 Pilgrim Road
	LHR
	LHR 09-06


Mr. Sohani and his attorney, Mr. Gavin Cockfield, came before the Board with a large house review application for a proposed project at 100 Pilgrim Road in a SRD 15.  The TLAG threshold for the SRD 15 is 4,300 sq. ft.  The proposed project would have a TLAG of slightly more than 5,000 sq. ft.
Mr. Cockfield discussed the project with the Board, explaining that the landscape criterion is being satisfied because the project proposes no alterations to the landscape, including the topography.  He explained that the portion of the lot to be affected is completely flat and although the existing and proposed site conditions shown on the site plan appear to be drastically different, they are in fact the same.  The cause for the apparent difference is the use of 2 ft. contour lines on the existing site conditions versus the 1 ft. contour lines on the proposed site conditions.  Mr. Cockfield explained that the side and front yard setbacks would barely change; the new house would have more mass in the rear than the existing house.  Mr. Cockfield explained to the Board that the Planning Board, during their initial review, had questioned the visual impact of the proposed house from the sides.  He stated that they were consulting with an arborist to inventory the existing vegetation and analyze the screening properties this vegetation would provide during the different seasons, which might lead to a proposal for increased vegetation.

Mr. Broder asked Mr. Sohani if he had spoken with any neighbors about the proposal.  Mr. Sohani stated that he had spoken with several of the neighbors and had already allowed their input to direct the design of some of the various elements of the house, such as the placement of the garage facing the street rather than the side of the house and the installation of a farmer’s porch-type entrance on the right side.

Mr. Hand stated that the height of the proposed house compared with nearby houses should be closely analyzed.  Mr. Sohani explained that he chose a hip roof rather than a gable roof to create the perception of a lower roof line.  Mr. Sohani also explained that the only window in the attic would be for decoration.  Mr. Cockfield stated that there would be an 8 foot height difference between the existing and proposed houses.

Ms. Carls questioned the practicality of the porch on the right side and asked Mr. Sohani whether the porch wouldn’t create a nuisance on the abutting property.  Mr. Sohani explained to Ms. Carls that the porch is not designed to be a primary sitting area but rather an attractive entryway and an element to break up the perceived length of the wall.

Mr. Hand asked why the windows in the basement plan were not shown on the elevation drawings.  Mr. Sohani explained that the windows would be set down low, behind a window well.

Mr. Broder stated that the proposed house is generally consistent with the other houses in the neighborhood and therefore had no objections to the proposal.  Ms. Carls stated that she is also somewhat concerned about the height.  Mr. Sohani explained that there needs to be a distinction between the actual height and the perceived height of the proposed house.  He stated that the slope of the surrounding landscape actually places his proposed house lower than many of the houses on the opposite side of the street that might actually be lower.  Mr. Broder stated that the house at 96 Pilgrim, which was recently remodeled, sets the new vocabulary for the changing street.  Ms. Carls asked what would prevent Mr. Sohani or a future owner from finishing the attic.  Mr. Sohani stated that any attempt to finish the attic would bring the house back through Large House Review.  He emphasized that the attic is designed to be a convenient storage area.
Mr. Hand explained that he might have found an error in the attic and roof plan.  Mr. Hand asked Mr. Parsons to inspect the plans with the Building Inspector.  Mr. Parsons explained that if there is indeed an error, and even if there was more space in the attic, this space would not affect the TLAG because the space is not finished.

The Board, after a brief discussion, moved, seconded and voted 3-1 to recommend the Planning Board approve the LHR Application 09-06 as meeting the standards for review under the Large House Review as presented.  Ms. Carls voted against making a favorable recommendation.

	2.
	8:15 pm
	Custom Clothiers
	326A Washington St.
	1 wall sign
	37-09


The applicant was not present.  No review was conducted.
	3.
	8:20 pm
	Sprint Spectrum L.P./ Clear Wireless, LLC
	978 Worcester St.
	antenna
	07-09M


Jennifer Lewis, an attorney with Prince Lobel Glovsky & Tye LLP, came before the Board representing the application of Sprint/Clear Wireless for a special permit antenna.  The antennas would be located on an existing tower at a height exceeding 45 ft.  Ms. Lewis presented photographs of a similar tower and equipment to illustrate what the proposed equipment might look like.  Mr. Hand and Mr. Broder asked Ms. Lewis to present an image or drawing showing exactly what the proposed tower would look like after the completion of the installation of Clear Wireless’ equipment and the MetroPCS equipment, which is an upcoming application.  The Board asked Ms. Lewis if she could work with both providers to develop a drawing of the proposed finished tower.  Ms. Lewis said that she believed that would not be possible since Clear Wireless and MetroPCS were separate companies and were applying separately.  Ms. Lewis explained to the Board that Sprint removed the existing antennas on the tower.  She explained that the top-most antennas would remain in place and the new equipment would be located below other equipment.  Ms. Lewis explained that there would be no adverse impact on the ground.  The equipment housing would remain.  Ms. Carls stated that she would like to see what the site might look like after the completion of the construction work on the mixed use development at 978 Worcester St.  She stated that she would like the equipment to be screened properly.  Mr. Broder abstained from the vote because he did not find the material presented to be adequate for making a recommendation.  Specifically, he stated that he would like to see a drawing or image showing the potential view of the tower following the installation of the proposed equipment.  Mr. Broder stated that he would like to see what the tower might look like from Morses Pond, Route 9 and surrounding residential neighborhoods.  Mr. Skolnick asked Ms. Lewis if the new equipment would differ substantially from the former equipment.  Ms. Lewis stated that it would not.
The Board, having established the proposed antenna meets the Design Review Guidelines, moved, seconded and voted 3-1 to:

“Recommend the Zoning Board of Appeals approve the proposed antenna and associated equipment to be located at 978 Worcester Street, as presented.”
	4.
	8:40 pm
	MetroPCS Massachusetts, LLC
	978 Worcester St.
	Antenna
	08-09M


Jennifer Lewis, an attorney with Prince Lobel Glovsky & Tye LLP, came before the Board representing the application of MetroPCS Massachusetts for a special permit antenna to be located on an existing tower at 978 Worcester St.  Mr. Broder felt that, like with the Clear Wireless application, the information presented was insufficient for making a determination.  Mr. Broder abstained from voting.

The Board, having determined the MetroPCS application to be analogous to the Clear Wireless application, and having established the proposed antenna meets the Design Review Guidelines, moved, seconded and voted 3-1 to:
“Recommend the Zoning Board of Appeals approve the proposed antenna and associated equipment to be located at 978 Worcester Street, as presented.”
	5.
	8:45 pm
	H&A Jewelry
	260 Washington St.
	Wall sign
	38-09


Mr. Arutiun Terzian of H&A Jewelry came before the Board requesting approval of a proposed wall sign to be located at his 260 Washington St. location.  The Board recommended changing the wording on the sign from “Designed by Harry T.” to “Designs by Harry T.”, in order to make it clear that it is a jewelry design business.  Mr. Broder recommended shrinking the wording to give the black background a stronger border.  Mr. Parsons stated that the actual size of the façade might determine the allowable area of the sign.  The Board requested that Mr. Terzian return to the meeting on the 26th with a more detailed drawing and measurements of the façade.  The Board wanted to understand what size sign the façade can accommodate.  The Board felt that an awning sign would look better than the proposed wall sign.  Mr. Terzian stated that he also preferred an awning sign but was told by the property manager that he was not permitted to install an awning sign.  The Board asked Mr. Terzian to speak with the property manager and state their preference for an awning sign.  Mr. Terzian agreed to return to the Board with another drawing of the façade, an image of the sign superimposed on the façade, and photographs of the façade of the entire building.
	6.
	9:05 pm
	Dana Hall School
	45 Dana Rd.
	2 standing signs (scoreboards)
	39-09, 40-09


Mr. James Wernig of Dana Hall School came before the Board requesting a favorable recommendation from the Board for two standing signs, to serve as scoreboards at two sports fields, which will require a special permit and/or variance from the Zoning Board of Appeals for exceeding the allowable height above ground elevation and internal illumination.  Mr. Skolnick stated that his only concern was whether the signs on the field hockey field and softball field would be visible from the Cottage St. and Ingraham Rd. approaches to Grove St.  Mr. Wernig stated that the signs would be set back several hundred feet and would not be highly visible.  Mr. Wernig stated that the field hockey sign is perpendicular to Grove St and the softball field sign is parallel but the softball field sign would be set back 250’.  Mr. Hand requested that the words DANA HALL and GUEST be of similar size/font/type.  He stated that as presented the wording on the signs looked out of balance.  Mr. Wernig stated that this should be fixed when the signs are made.
The Board, having determined the two standing signs (scoreboards) to be located on the softball field and field hockey field at Dana Hall School meet the Design Review Guidelines, moved, seconded and voted 4-0 to:

“Recommend the Zoning Board of Appeals approve the proposed standing signs at Dana Hall School with the condition that the wording/letting/numbers on the sign are consistent.”
	7.
	9:20 pm
	Miss Michelle’s
	159 Linden St.
	1 awning
	20-09


Ms. Michelle Barnes and Ms. Suzanne Barnes came before the Board with the awning maker, Tom Cebula of Dorchester Awning Co., to request approval of a proposed awning sign to be located at the business’ 159 Linden St. location.  Miss Michelle’s had previously applied for an awning sign and was asked to return with a more detailed drawing.  Mr. Cebula presented a color and material sample and explained the dimensions of the proposed awning to the Board.  He showed the Board the lettering and logo that would be on the valance.  

The Board, having determined the proposed awning meets the Design Review Guidelines, moved, seconded and voted 4-0 to:

“Recommend the Building Inspector approve the proposed awning sign to be located at 159 Linden St., as presented.”
	8.
	9:35 pm
	Get IN SHAPE for Women
	259 Washington St.
	1 awning, 1 window
	41-09, 42-09


Ms. Carol Fournier of Fast Signs came before the Board requesting approval for a proposed awning and window signage to be located at Get IN SHAPE for Women’s 259 Washington St. location.  The Board had no objections to the awning but stated that they do not approve of the proposed telephone number, website and signage indicating what services are provided, as presented in the application.  This signage was not approved.  Additionally, Ms. Fournier presented a window sign with the same logo and name as that to be located on the valance of the awning.  The Board felt that this signage was excessive since it would be located directly under the awning.  Ms. Carls explained that the business could place a small 1 foot by 1 foot sign on the door indicating the name of the business and the hours of operation.  The Board also recommended cleaning up the paint on the door frame.  

The Board, having determined the proposed awning meets the Design Review Guidelines, moved, seconded and voted 4-0 to:

“Recommend the Building Inspector approve the proposed awning sign to be located at 259 Washington St., as presented.”
	9.
	9:50 pm
	Fitness Therapists Personal Training
	200 Linden St.
	1 wall sign
	43-09


Jennifer Abbott came before the Board requesting approval of a proposed wall sign to be located at her 200 Linden St. business location.  The Board wanted to see a clearer drawing or image of the façade of the business and the sign.  The Board felt the sign location, as presented, might be confusing to customers because the door closest to the sign does not open to the business.  The Board recommended putting a decal on the door of the actual entryway.  Ms. Abbott explained that such a sign might not be visible because it would be underneath a large awning.  The Board recommended putting up a directional sign underneath the wall sign to point customers to the main door.  The Board also suggested lining up the top of the sign with the top of the Fitness Club for Women sign next door.  The Board asked Mr. Parsons to confirm with the Building Inspector that the sign would be allowed since the applicant leases space within another business for her business.
The Board, having determined the proposed wall sign meets the Design Review Guidelines, moved, seconded and voted 4-0 to:

“Recommend the Building Inspector approve the proposed wall sign to be located at 200 Linden St., as presented.”
The Board also approves of the installation of a directional sign and a sign that meets the by-right requirements to be placed on the main door, if the applicant chooses to install such a sign.

	10.
	9:50 pm
	In Your Defense
	550 Washington St.
	1 wall sign
	44-09


Mr. Derrick Clark of In Your Defense came before the Board requesting approval of a wall sign to be located at his 550 Washington St. location.  Mr. Clark presented the dimensions of the sign, a color sample and a photograph of the façade.  The Board had no objections to the proposed sign.  The Board asked Mr. Clark if he would be repainting the trim and the sign band on the façade.  Mr. Clark stated that he would repaint the trim and sign band a dark/hunter green color.  Ms. Carls explained that the business is allowed to install a 1 sq. ft. sign on the door to show the hours of operation.

The Board, having determined the proposed wall sign meets the Design Review Guidelines, moved, seconded and voted 4-0 to:

“Recommend the Building Inspector approve the proposed wall sign to be located at 550 Washington St., as presented.”
	11.
	10:05 pm
	Bellisario Rare Coin Gallery
	5 Cameron St.
	1 wall sign
	45-09


Mr. Lee Bellisario came before the Board requesting approval of a wall sign to be located at his business’ 5 Cameron St. location.  Mr. Bellisario presented the drawing of the proposed sign with color samples to the Board.  He explained that he tried to keep the sign consistent with the sign next door but found that reducing the size further distorts the logo on his sign.  The Board felt that the design of the sign was appropriate and that the sign next door should have been slightly larger.  Mr. Bellisario stated that his sign would be installed at the same height as the sign next door.

The Board, having determined the proposed wall sign meets the Design Review Guidelines, moved, seconded and voted 4-0 to:

“Recommend the Building Inspector approve the proposed wall sign to be located at 5 Cameron St., as presented.”
The Board approved the Minutes of 6/10/09 and 6/24/09
The Board adjourned at 10:20 pm.

Ethan Parsons
Planner

Minutes Approved: 9/9/09
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