TOWN OF WINCHESTER
MIDDLESEX COUNTY, MASSACHUSETTS
HISTORICAL COMMISSION
TOWN HALL
WINCHESTER, MASSACHUSETTS 01890

Meeting Minutes
Date:

March 7, 2022

Virtual meeting via Zoom
Members Present:

Jack LeMenager, Chair
Bruce Hickey, Vice Chair
Jon Carlisle
John Clemson
Janet Boswell
Emily Dowling

Members Absent:

Michelle McCarthy

Also Present:

Brian Szekely, Town Planner
Rachael Edmonston, Recording Secretary
Anthony Pioli
Seta Keusey
Li Fu
Noreen Waldron
Larry Murray
Dana Elder
David Feigenbaum
Guogang Dong

A quorum being in attendance, the meeting was called to order at 7:33 pm.
Public Hearings: Demolition permit applications
6 Glenwood Avenue
Chair Jack LeMenager explained that the property at 6 Glenwood Avenue was in the RDB 3
Business Zone and consisted of two buildings. One is a single-family residential building, dating
from 1890, and the second is a long cinder block building to the rear, which has been used as a
business location for J.J. Loftus Plumbing. He noted that the owner of the property intended to
demolish the existing structures and replace them with a residential duplex.
Commissioner John Clemson read from Form B, which provided a brief history and architectural
description of the property and neighborhood. Glenwood Avenue, in Winchester's North End, is
a working-class neighborhood that was settled primarily from the early 1900s through the 1930s.
Nine of the fifteen houses were built between 1898 and 1920. The remaining six are post-war
buildings, constructed between 1949 and 1966. The older houses, mostly end houses, were built
primarily on the northern side of the dead-end street. The area is distinctly working class, with

smaller lots and houses. Almost half the houses on Glenwood Avenue are end houses, frontgabled buildings with a side-passage plan, usually two bays wide. Almost all were built between
1901 and 1906 and are two stories high.
6 Glenwood is the smallest end house on Glenwood Avenue, only one-and-a-half stories instead
of two. Clad in vinyl siding, it has been extended by an addition on the lateral right, creating
three bays, and a lean-to addition in the rear of the building. A one-bay-wide hipped-roof porch
with plain square posts shields the front door. The main block's foundation is fieldstone; those of
the additions are concrete.
The early residents of Glenwood Avenue worked in local industries such as leather tanning,
piano case, and machinery. Many of the residents worked at the Beggs and Cobb Tannery or the
Waldmyer Tannery as curriers. Machinists, masons, and laborers were common. By 1920, more
of the residents were working in the town and for the town, including a policeman, a street paver,
and a forester. However, curriers for the tannery and machinists for the bolt factory still lived in
the area.
Larry Murray, representing the owner of 6 Glenwood Avenue, Paul Quill, thanked the
Commission for providing a succinct overview of the property and the neighborhood’s history.
He reminded the Commission that the Town of Winchester had rezoned the area to be a part of
the General Business (GBD) District 3, meaning that the 6 Glenwood Ave. property was no
longer considered purely residential. He added that, in 1977, the owner of the property had
applied for and received a certificate of nonconformity, which allowed for the construction of a
commercial unit, now Loftus Plumbing. He noted that his client wished to demolish the existing
structures and create a duplex so that the area remained residential.
Mr. Murray reiterated that the Historical Commission was charged with determining whether the
existing property was historically significant under Chapter 14, section 3.5 of the Winchester
Town Bylaw. He believed that because the house was already zoned in the GBD as a commercial
property, and already had multiple, earlier additions, it had lost its historical significance.
Mr. Murray presented the footprint of the current property and the plans for the proposed
construction to the Commission. He stated that the property would allow for two new families to
live in Winchester.
When shown the front elevation, Chair LeMenager asked if the left unit would be set back from
the property line by six or seven feet. Mr. Murray answered that it would be. Chair LeMenager
confirmed if the building in the rear would be torn down and the blacktop replaced by
landscaped, permeable soil. Mr. Murray confirmed that the rear buildings would be torn down
and that the proposed construction would have significantly less impervious surface.
Vice Chair Hickey asked to see the rest of the plans. Mr. Murray obliged.
Chair LeMenager asked Brian Szekely, the Town Planner, if the proposed property would be
considered a three-story or a two-and-a-half-story house. He also noted that the proposed
structure was thirty-three feet and four inches. Mr. Szekely answered that the plans indicated that

it was a two-and-a-half-story house. He added that the duplex could be constructed on the lot
because it was in the GBD, which was subject to different regulations than residential districts.
Chair LeMenager wondered if the proposed structure would be considerably taller than the
abutting property at #10 and noted that the proposed building would be considerably closer to the
abutter’s property than the current structure. Mr. Murray answered that he would have to check
the details of the construction but added that the Loftus Plumbing building currently sat directly
on the property line and would be torn down.
Commissioner Clemson asked where the entrance of the right-side unit would be. Mr. Murray
answered that it was on the left side of the porch.
Vice-Chair Hickey noted that there were still many original historic houses on Glenwood
Avenue. He asked what the height and setback of the proposed property would be. Mr. Murray
answered that he would have to confirm with the architect and superimpose the plans on the plot
plan.
Chair LeMenager speculated, based on the presented plans, that the two units combined would
be approximately 4,450 square feet on a 7,100 square foot lot.
The meeting was opened to the public. A neighbor, Guogang Dong, of 10 Glenwood Avenue,
stated that while he was generally in favor of the project, he was concerned about the size and of
it being closer to the property line than the current structure was.
Commissioner Clemson said that the role the neighborhood had played in the industrial history
of Winchester made it significant. He also requested that the architect attempt to redesign the
porch to better match the look and feel of the neighborhood. He added that he would like to also
further document and photograph the structure and check what materials were under the vinyl
siding when it was removed.
Vice Chair Hickey stated that the street was emblematic of a certain time period and reflected its
working-class origins. He noted that the house no longer resembled what it once was but wanted
to ensure that the new construction would match the streetscape. He asked Commissioner
Clemson if he approved of the design. Commissioner Clemson answered that he did.
Mr. Szkeley noted that this project would not require a Site Plan Review. He stated that the
Building Commissioner, Al Wile, would issue a building permit if the Historical Commission
approved.
Commissioner Emily Dowling said that she would like to ensure that the porch would match the
look and feel of the neighborhood.
Chair LeMenager agreed with his fellow Commissioners and added that he liked that the project
would remove the blacktop and significantly increase landscaped permeable surface area on the
lot. He also added that he approved of the design and believed that it fit into the look and feel of
the neighborhood.

Commissioner Dowling reiterated that she was concerned that the porch on the proposed duplex
would look very different from the styles present throughout the rest of the street, particularly on
the house across the street. Commissioner Jon Carlisle agreed, saying the porch might be slightly
larger and wider than the house across the street. He believed that it was still appropriate given
that the setback was farther back, and the project would remove the imperious surfaces in the
back of the property.
MOTION:

The Historical Commission finds the property at 6 Glenwood Avenue historically
significant.

VOTED:

6 in favor, 0 opposed (1 absent)

MOTION:

The Historical Commission moves to not impose a demolition delay on the
project at 6 Glenwood Avenue on the condition that the property is constructed
based on the plans as presented (attached).

VOTED:

5 in favor, 1 abstained (1 Absent)

Board of Appeals Petitions
334 Cross Street – Site Plan Review
The petitioners, Li Fu and Zhuo Wang, seek a Site Plan Review under Section 9.5.1(6) of the
Winchester Zoning By-Law so as to be permitted to construct an addition where the total floor
area of the single-family dwelling will be greater than 3,600 square feet.
Mr. Fu explained that he had lived in the property for nearly three years and found that his
family needed a second fully functional bathroom. He stated that the planned addition would be
located above the existing two-car garage and added that the house was built around 1938.
Chair Jack LeMenager noted that while the house was brick, the two-story garage had vinyl
siding and asked if the addition would also have vinyl siding. Mr. Fu answered that that was the
current plan, but that he would happily change it if the Commission disagreed. Commissioner
John Clemson discouraged the use of vinyl siding and said that he would prefer if Mr. Fu opted
for wood clapboards. Mr. Fu agreed and thanked him for his suggestion. Chair LeMenager noted
that an earlier addition to the house appeared to also use vinyl. Mr. Fu stated that he believed the
earlier addition was constructed using wood planks. Commissioner Clemson said that Mr. Fu
should match the earlier addition and use wood.
Commissioner Clemson also asked if the addition to the garage would be higher than the original
house. He asked if the height difference was due to the gable on the proposed addition and
suggested that perhaps the gable could be turned sideways. He also noted that the building
inspector’s record dated back to the 1920s, and therefore it was possible to see how the house
had evolved over the years. He noted that while he was concerned with the height of the house,
he could not come up with a suitable solution and acknowledged that the location for the
proposed addition was suitable.

MOTION:

In accordance with Zoning Bylaw Section 9.5.7, the Historical Commission finds
no adverse effect on a historical or cultural resource.

VOTED:

6 in favor, 0 opposed (1 Absent)

59 Holland Street – Special Permit
The petitioners, Anthony Pioli and Seta Keusey, are seeking a Special Permit from Section 3.5.5
of the Winchester Zoning By-Law in accordance with Chapter 40A, Section 9 of the
Massachusetts General Laws so as to be permitted to construct an addition that will be located
closer to the front property line than permitted as of right.
Mr. Pioli explained that the property, which dated from approximately 1880, was a preexisting
nonconforming property. He noted that the proposed porch addition would be farther away from
the property line than the existing porch. Mrs. Keusey added that the existing porch was an
enclosed vestibule that was situated in the center of the façade of the house. Mr. Pioli and Ms.
Keusey sought to construct a farmer’s porch that would extend across the front of the house.
They also wished to move the front door to the left side of the porch.
Chair LeMenager noted that the neighborhood was full of well-maintained, charming houses and
that he approved of the addition. Mr. Pioli explained that they wished to emulate their neighbors’
porches.
Commissioner Clemson expressed his enthusiasm for the project. He stated that the original
porch may have been a farmer’s porch, which was likely later replaced by the existing vestibule.
He added that the addition would better match the character of the neighborhood.
MOTION:
In accordance with Zoning Bylaw Section 9.4, subsection 8, the Historical
Commission finds no adverse effect on a historical or cultural resource. The motion was made
and seconded.
VOTED:

6 in favor, 0 opposed (1 Absent)

Other matters
Reconsideration of “Substantially all” definition – Chapter 14, Section 2.6(a)
David Feigenbaum said that he had recently sent an email with his comments on Vice Chair
Hickey’s edits regarding the new definition of “Substantially all” to the Commission (attached).
Regarding Mr. Feigenbaum’s comments, Vice Chair Hickey asked for clarification regarding Mr.
Feigenbaum’s reference to “elevations.” Mr. Feigenbaum answered that he meant elevation
drawings. Vice Chair Hickey agreed that the definition was easy for the building department to
interpret.

Mr. Feigenbaum noted that he had originally intended that the definition of “substantially all”
include the demolition of “2/3 or more of the roof [deck] of the building– with or without
associated rafters, beams, or other structural members– as determined by measurements of area
on a plan view of the roof of the building,” with which Vice Chair Hickey had disagreed. Mr.
Feigenbaum stated that it was a little problematic. He also added that he did not agree with Vice
Chair Hickey’s assertion that only “2/3 of one side of a building” was too liberal a definition. He
believed that Vice Chair Hickey’s definition was slightly too conservative but was ready to
concede to the changes. He thought that the definition was simple, thorough, and easy to
interpret. In particular, he trusted that the definition would ensure that the building department
would funnel more permit applications to the Historical Commission for review. Chair
LeMenager agreed, saying that the goal was to guarantee that the Historical Commission had a
greater say in the projects that were undertaken in Winchester.
Chair LeMenager asked if Mr. Feigenbaum and Vice Chair Hickey had completely taken any
references to a building’s roof out of the definition. Mr. Feigenbaum confirmed.
Chair LeMenager noted, as an example, the case of 7 Wedgemere Avenue, and asked if it would
be considered a demolition under the new definition. He added that all of the exterior cladding
had been removed from the building. Mr. Feigenbaum confirmed that the changes to the property
at 7 Wedgemere would be considered a demolition under the new definition. Chair LeMenager
added that the building permit application did not state that they were removing the exterior
cladding, and therefore it would have been difficult for the building commissioner to ascertain
the specifics of the project. He stated that the ambiguous details on permit applications still
posed a challenge to the commissioner and the Historical Commission when trying to decide
whether or not to hold a demolition hearing. Mr. Feigenbaum said that he had updated the permit
application, which he shared with the building commissioner. He added that he hoped the new
definition would also help prevent future demolitions from occurring.
Vice Chair Hickey clarified that if an applicant wished to replace their vinyl siding with
clapboard, it would be considered a demolition. Mr. Feigenbaum confirmed that was true.
Commissioner Clemson clarified that the idea behind the definition was to bring more
applications before the Commission to ensure that no old houses were stripped of their historic
character. He added that it would promote a discussion between homeowners and the Historical
Commission. Chair LeMenager agreed.
Vice Chair Hickey acknowledged Commissioner Clemson’s point but added that the
Commission needed to be mindful of its authority under the bylaw. He did not believe that the
Commission had the authority to bring applicants in to merely discuss the changes to their
properties. He believed that the Commission was in charge of holding hearings in the cases of
demolition only. Chair LeMenager read from the Commission’s mission statement and noted that
the Commission was charged with “establishing protective measures of historical assets.” He
believed that the new definition of substantially all was considered a protective measure. Mr.
Feigenbaum believed that Vice Chair Hickey’s viewpoint was too conservative and that the
Town Meeting allowed for the Historical Commission to establish these protective measures.
Vice Chair Hickey agreed with that point but still struggled with the portion of the definition

dedicated to the removal of cladding and sheathing. He did not believe that the removal of such
should be considered a demolition.
MOTION:

To approve the definition of “substantially all of a building” as presented
(attached).

VOTED:

5 in favor, 1 opposed (1 absent).

Chair LeMenager noted that one or two members of the Commission would meet with the
building commissioner, Al Wile, soon to discuss the implications of the new definition.
The Commission thanked Mr. Feigenbaum and Vice Chair Hickey for their efforts.
Approve Feb. 14, 2022, meeting minutes
MOTION:

To approve the minutes of the February 14, 2022, Historical Commission
Meeting.

VOTED:

6 in favor, 0 opposed (1 absent).

Mask Mandate at Town Hall
Mr. Szekely told the Commission that the Town was planning on lifting the mask mandate for
Town Hall on Monday, March 14. He added that this did not specify whether or not public
meetings would return to in person meetings yet.
Vice Chair Hickey added that it appeared that the spring Town Meeting would be in person as
well.
The meeting adjourned at 8:54 p.m. Next meeting: April 4, 2022.
Respectfully submitted,
Rachael Edmonston, Recording Secretary

4/5/22
Jack LeMenager
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Interpretation of “substantially all of a building.”
To guide the Building Commissioner in applying Chapter 14 of the Code of Bylaws to projects
that involve significant demolition short of a complete demolition, the Historical Commission
interprets demolition of “substantially all of a building” in Section 2.6(a) to mean pulling down,
tearing down, destroying, or razing 2/3 or more of the exterior cladding, sheathing, or framing of
the building as determined by measurements of area on elevation views of the exterior sides of
the building.
This interpretation should be applied without regard to whether all or any part of the building is
viewable from a public way.
Adopted by Winchester Historical Commission, March 7, 2022

