
     
Lexington Neighbors for Responsible Growth 

 
  

February 15, 2012 
 
Re: Proposed Rezoning at 2027 and 2012 Massachusetts Avenue 
 
 
Dear Lexington Planning Board members: 
 
This letter is signed by members of Lexington Neighbors for Responsible Growth along with other 
supporters, all Lexington residents who ask that the Board report unfavorably on the proposed rezoning 
to CD and development of 2027 and 2013 Massachusetts Avenue properties as a hotel, restaurant and 
lounge. 
 
Our objection to the developer’s plans is based on the following points: 
 

• The precedents set by this development, which would be harmful to the long-term interests of the 
town: 

1. Zoning residential property to commercial in an entirely residential neighborhood;  
2. Over-intensive development next to wetlands; 
3. Creation of visible commercial parking in the Historic Districts; 
4. Using CD Zoning to bypass important and protective Town by-laws. 

Our concern regarding the precedent-setting nature of this plan arises from the 
uniformity standards imposed by the Zoning Act, G.L. c. 40A.  Case law has upheld the 
uniformity requirement which is based upon equal treatment: “if anyone can go ahead 
with a certain development {in a district}, then so can everybody else.” In particular, the 
CD rezoning proposed is spot zoning in violation of the uniformity requirement because, 
solely to benefit the landowner economically, it singles out one parcel of land and 
awards it treatment unlike that of its neighboring parcels, with which it shares physical 
characteristics of the zoning district.  Because the rezoning serves no legitimate public 
purpose, it is impermissible spot zoning.  See, e.g., Sullivan v. Acton, 38 Mass. App. Ct. 
113 (1995) and Mastrini v. Building Inspector of Monson, 19 Mass. App. Ct. 989 (1985). 

• The project as proposed is unworkable and unsafe as a hotel, restaurant and lounge operation. 
•    The project would have a deleterious effect on the surrounding residential neighborhood. 
•    The purported benefits are far outweighed by the long-term harm to the town. 

 
Precedents  
1. Zoning 
 
The town has not created new commercial property since 1967, except to add to the large commercially 
zoned areas along the periphery of town, to add to commercial zones in adjacent towns along the border 
of Lexington and to make minor CD revisions to bring longtime nonconforming commercial use into 
conformity.   
 
Compliance with the Comprehensive Plan. 
As a matter of town planning policy, the current town Comprehensive Plan clearly states that the 
rezoning to commercial of residential properties -- such as 2027 and 2013 Mass. Ave. -- should not 
occur, and this policy is consistent with Planning Board policy dating back to 1967.  The following 
excerpts from the Comprehensive Plan illustrate our contention that conversion to CD zoning in 
residential neighborhoods is inappropriate and that the town’s goal should be protecting residential and 
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neighborhood character. 
        

“Encourage development that supports the existing mature land use patterns. Changes in 
existing zoning districts should be marginal at most.”  (Comprehensive Plan, Executive 
Summary.) 
 
“Creation of a Planned Commercial (CD) district should, except in the most 
unusual circumstances, respect the following − The location should primarily 
lie within an area already in a Commercial or Planned Development 
district…”   (Comprehensive Plan, Land Use.) 
 
 “Most of Lexington’s “classic” land use characteristics should be 
maintained: a vibrant and dominant Town Center, surrounded with compact 
residential neighborhoods; major office and research and development uses 
oriented to regional expressways, the diversity of neighborhood character 
protected and strengthened [emphasis added].”  (Comprehensive Plan, Land 
Use.) 

 
In this regard the Comprehensive Plan is in compliance with longstanding Planning Board policy. 
 

“As a general policy, until the available land already zoned for industry and business 
is largely utilized, the Planning Board does not expect to support proposals for 
additional rezoning unless there is assured immediate demand which cannot be met 
by land already zoned non-residential…” (1967 Town of Lexington Annual Report.) 

 
Previous and current use of 2013 Mass. Ave. and the Dana Home.  
2013 Mass. Ave. has always been a residence and, according to the developer, was added to the 
development proposal in order to provide parking.  
 
While the use of the Dana Home as a retirement home was technically non-conforming, it had as low an 
impact on the neighborhood as any residential use in town could possibly have. The three to fourteen 
residents of the home lived without cars and rarely left the home even to walk the grounds.  In a 2001 
NOI filing with the Conservation Commission prior to its renovation project, the Dana Home stated that 
five or fewer car trips a day occurred at the home.  This is fewer than most Lexington families.   
 
By comparison, the operation of a hotel, restaurant and lounge is far more intensive in terms of traffic, 
noise, light and parking and far less consistent with neighboring residential uses. 
 
Nature of the surrounding neighborhood. 
The Dana Home is entirely surrounded by residential property.  The developer’s counsel has gone to 
great lengths to portray the area as institutional.  But in fact the properties are abutted by twenty homes, 
and are part of a residential neighborhood of long-standing.  
 

Pine Grove Village.   
Of particular concern is the disparaging claim that the 16 low- and moderate-income families 
living in Pine Grove Village represent an institutional use of the property, while they are in fact 
homeowners who differ from more affluent abutters solely in their income status.  Indeed the 
greatest adverse impact of this project would be on these families, most of whom have children, 
since their homes physically abut the site.  One unit of this housing area is closer to 2013 Mass. 
Ave. than 2013 is to 2027 Mass. Ave., and would be completely unshielded from the operations 
of a hotel, restaurant and lounge.  
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The residents of Pine Grove Village have written to the Planning Board in protest of being 
singled out for this unprecedented zoning change. 
 
Parkland and churches. 
All of the residents of the historic Belfry Hill neighborhood, and the nearby neighborhoods, 
bought their homes knowing that they would be neighbors with the Town of Lexington Parker 
Field and Hastings Park/Bandstand, the Hayden Recreation Center and ice rink, and two 
churches, St. Brigid’s and Grace Chapel. They appreciate their proximity to these wonderful 
assets that benefit the residents of Lexington and are run by the Town or nonprofits for the 
benefit of their participants. As a result, they are willing to tolerate the moderate inconveniences 
that may result.  Importantly, these institutions maintain a daily pattern of use that is generally 
compatible with family life. 
 
The proposed rezoning has none of these compatible features.  Instead, its pattern of usage is at 
odds with the residential neighbors, in traffic, noise, and parking without any benefit to the 
neighborhood.  Moreover, recommending approval of this proposal on the basis of proximity to 
schools, recreational fields, conservation land, neighborhood pools, churches and other 
“institutional” and municipal uses, establishes a dangerous precedent for other developments to 
exploit the CD zoning mechanism. 
 
Neighborhood status. 
Despite claims by the developer that the Parker Street, Stratham Road, Worthen Road and Mass. 
Ave. area is not really a residential area, and by implication, is not really a “neighborhood,” 
residents in this area come together to meet on a regular basis.  Despite, and maybe because of, 
their relatively “busy” area, they feel it all the more important to be connected as a community.  
For instance, Parker Street and Stratham Road neighbors annually host block parties and holiday 
gatherings, and circulate neighborhood lists with updated email addresses.  Indeed, the ability to 
mobilize in opposition to the current proposal demonstrates the cohesion of this neighborhood. 
 

2. Over-Intensive Development Next to Wetlands 
 
The proposed development would be perhaps the most intense development within the 100-foot buffer 
zone of wetlands that the town has seen, and the project violates town wetlands bylaws.  Indeed, the 
Conservation Commission has serious concerns and has not closed its public hearing or rendered its 
decision on the pending Notice of Intent. 
 
The town should not allow a precedent of expanding commercial projects into wetlands buffer zones 
without adequate, effective and proven protection of the overall health of the wetlands. 
 
The developer proposes to build an addition to the 2013 Mass. Ave. home and five parking spaces 
within the 50-foot buffer zone of wetlands, in violation of town wetlands bylaws. These parking spaces 
are particularly gratuitous in that they are compact car spaces.  Two of them require cutting down the 
largest tree on the properties, a 36” white pine, which lies entirely within the 50-foot buffer zone. It also 
lies within 15 feet of the property line of the Dana Home, so that its removal is governed by the town 
tree bylaws. 
 
In addition to building within the 50-foot buffer zone, the developer proposes that the Worthen Road 
Driveway be raised, requiring construction within the 25 foot buffer zone of wetlands, also in violation 
of town wetlands law. Although both of these are prohibited by the local wetland bylaw, the developer 
claims economic hardship as partial justification for an exemption to these bylaws, for a project that has 
not even been started.  The need for an exception due to “hardship” demonstrates that the intensity of the 
proposed use is simply not consistent with its location so close to wetland resource areas.  The Planning 
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Board should not recommend any zoning change for a specific use that the developer has not 
demonstrated can comply with the local wetland bylaws. 
 
The Planning Board should support wetlands bylaws and the Conservation Commission and prohibit 
setting a precedent for unwarranted encroachment of wetlands, as the Board is charged with doing in the 
town’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 

 “− Assure that creation of flexible Planned Commercial (CD) and Planned Residential (RD) 
districts advance the intentions of this Plan, in both cases working with other Town 
bodies such as the Conservation Commission and the Historical Commission to facilitate 
meeting Lexington's goals in their areas of responsibility.” (Comprehensive Plan, Executive 
Summary.) 

 
3.  Historic Districts 
 
The proposed parking lots present an existential threat to the Historic Districts. 
The two proposed parking lots for this project would begin twenty-six feet from Massachusetts Avenue 
and crowd the Dana Home on both sides, filling every available space of the combined properties.  So 
far as is known no visible commercial parking lots have been added along Massachusetts Avenue to any 
of the three Historic Districts since the establishment of the Historic Districts Commission in 1956.  
Existing parking lots along the entire Battle Road from East Lexington all the way to the Old North 
Bridge are very few and extremely unobtrusive.  
 
These parking lots would be wholly out of keeping with the vintage of the properties themselves, the 
character of the homes west of the Battle Green and of the overall character of the Historic Districts.  
Allowing them would establish a precedent for allowing other visible commercial parking lots in the 
Historic Districts and would permanently mar the look of these two properties, the Battle Green Historic 
District, and the Battle Road Scenic By-way. 
 
4. Using CD Zoning to Bypass Important and Protective Town By-laws 
  
CD zoning has never been used by the town to create new commercial property in residential areas, 
except in the limited ways described above. The use of the CD Zoning mechanism to circumvent 
important town bylaws that are followed elsewhere, including, for example, parking bylaws, solely 
because they limit the scale of the project is an abuse of the process. It would set a precedent that bylaws 
may be ignored at the convenience of a developer’s business plan. 
 
• The project as proposed is unworkable and unsafe as a hotel, restaurant and lounge operation. 
 
Delivery to a Hotel and Restaurant  
Worthen Road access for delivery vehicles is inadequate for a hotel or restaurant operation of any 
size. 
Delivery vehicles may not park on single lane Worthen Road to make deliveries and must be able to exit 
the driveway in the forward direction, according to town bylaws (§ 135-68).  The MDM traffic and 
parking review dated February 8, 2012, and commissioned by the Lexington Neighbors for Responsible 
Growth (the “MDM Review”), establishes that delivery trucks of the standard size that service hotels 
and restaurants cannot reasonably turn around in the Worthen Road driveway.   
 
Even if the developer were to remove parking spaces sufficient in number to allow turning around, 
delivery trucks would still hit the traffic island on Worthen Road when exiting. 
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Parking 
The developer has only 13 legal parking spaces under the current plan. 
Of 29 proposed parking spaces 16 are not permitted under town bylaws.  According to the MDM 
Review only 13 parking spaces are full sized.  The remaining 16 are compact spaces, as defined by town 
bylaws, because they lack the minimum length.  The bylaws state that in lots of 20 or fewer spaces no 
compact car spaces are allowed at all and in lots of more than 20 cars, 33% or less of parking places may 
be compact spaces (§ 135-68).  
 
This project has two unconnected parking lots of fewer than 20 spaces and from a practical standpoint of 
a driver seeking a parking space they cannot be considered as one lot. Therefore none of the compact car 
parking spaces are permitted. 
 

\ 
 

Developer’s parking plan from their PSDUP can be used to illustrate 
the extent of non-conformance with town bylaws – Xs denote 

compact car parking spaces. 
 
The proposed Mass. Ave. parking lot has no handicapped space, as it must in order to provide access to 
the 2013 Mass. Ave. hotel rooms and offices in the barn.  Sidewalk requirements for this space will 
eliminate another full sized parking space. 

 
Town bylaws require 53 parking spaces for the proposed development. The developer has provided no 
data, as it is required by law to do, to support a reduction in this amount of 53 spaces and, even if it were 
to do so, the bylaws stipulate that in no case may the requirement be reduced by more than 50% (§ 135-
69).  The current shortfall is 76%. 
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Calculation of the on-site parking at 2027 and 2013 Mass. Ave.  required by town bylaws. 
Use Places Bylaw Requirement 
Hotel with 22 rooms 
Restaurant with 54 seats, lounge 
with 22 seats, “Music 
room”(adjacent to lounge) with 10 
seats 
 
 
Offices and conference room (barn) 
 
Total on-site parking required 

22 
29 
 
 
 
 
  
 2 
__ 
53 

XI -135-64 A 
XI -135-64 A 
 
 
 
 
 
XI -135-64 A 
 
 

1 space per room. 
1:3 parking to seat ratio outside the 
Central Business District.  The 
lounge/music room will serve food 
and alcohol and are a separate use 
from the restaurant. 
 
600 sq. ft @1/333.33 sq. ft. 
 
 

 
 
Even if the 29 parking spaces were of legal size the number is severely limited by maneuvering 
space. 
According to the MDM Review almost all of these spaces have insufficient parking depth for 
maneuvering or insufficient area for access and backing.  The developer should provide Autoturn 
analysis of each parking space to guarantee that it is practicable. 
 
Some proposed parking would violate town wetlands bylaws. 
Five of the parking spaces in the developer’s plan encroach the wetlands on the property in apparent 
violation of wetlands regulations.  The developer has not yet closed the hearing with the Conservation 
Commission; therefore the Commission has not yet determined whether these spaces will be allowed. 
 
A parking lot with 13 spaces allows a hotel of at most 13 rooms, and without a restaurant serving 
the public. 
A hotel operation must provide one full-sized reserved parking space per room as required by town 
bylaws (§ 135-64).  There is no legal place to park guests elsewhere as the surrounding property is 
entirely residentially zoned and overnight parking bans are in effect from December to April.  In 
addition, there needs to be parking for at least one employee to spend the night on site.  Note that the 
recently built Aloft and Element hotels provide parking well in excess of one space for each of their 259 
rooms.  
 
Off-site street parking is impractical. 
Even if an exception is made to the bylaws to allow the use of compact car spaces, that will not solve the 
parking problem.  MDM Review indicates that up to 20 cars would still lack on-site parking at peak 
times.  The MDM Review further indicates that often street parking will not be found within reasonable 
walking distance of the business, and any street parking will be in residential neighborhoods.  It is 
particularly worrisome that the developer proposes a project that is inherently and significantly more 
dangerous to pedestrians, cyclists and drivers compared to possibilities for development under 
residential zoning and the previous and current uses of the properties. 
 
Traffic Safety 
It is particularly worrisome that the developer proposes a project that is inherently and significantly 
more dangerous to pedestrians, cyclists and drivers compared to possibilities for development under 
residential zoning and the previous and current uses of the properties. 
 
The Worthen Road driveway is unsuitable for the proposed use of the property and likely 
unsuitable for any commercial development. 
The MDM Review identifies a number of problems with the driveway.  For safe use the driveway 
should be 200 feet from the Mass. Ave. intersection but cannot be moved because of the wetlands. 
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Drivers merging from Mass. Ave onto Worthen Road to head north will be looking back while meeting 
drivers exiting the Dana Home driveway, creating an unsafe situation. 
 
Drivers heading north on Worthen Road at normal speed will confront drivers slowing to enter the Dana 
Home driveway, creating a queuing problem at the intersection. 
 
The driveway must be raised for a length of 30 feet or more to be level with the street, but such raising is 
prohibited by wetland bylaws (see section on wetlands precedent). 
 
The developer proposes to use the Worthen Road driveway for deliveries.  Trucks exiting the driveway 
cannot complete the turn onto Worthen Road without hitting the curbing of the traffic island and this 
maneuver is made more difficult by cars parked on Worthen Road in the breakdown lane along the 
border of the Dana Home property. 
 
This stretch of road is used by children coming and going from Lexington High School, the 
playgrounds, and Hayden facilities. 
 
It must be kept in mind that a primary use of this driveway would be for parking for patrons of a cocktail 
lounge. 
 
Mass. Ave. and Parker Street safety considerations.  
The MDM Review further identifies the Parker Street intersection as dangerous because of inadequate 
sight lines for cars that are turning from Worthen Road onto Mass. Ave. eastbound coming from the 
south.  Parking in front of the Dana Home would have to be prohibited to avoid further exacerbating this 
already unsafe situation. 
 
Likewise the proposed location of the driveway to the Mass. Ave. lot creates further problems for 
motorists turning left and looking left while exiting Parker Street, as unseen cars may be exiting the 
driveway at the same time. 
 
The current crosswalk at Parker Street is unsafe, is not ADA compliant, and a crosswalk placed further 
east would not be desirable, according to the MDM Review.  Patrons and guests of the hotel and 
restaurant and lounge who park across Mass. Ave or on Parker Street are likely to attempt to cross 
anyway at the current location of the crosswalk rather than walk to Worthen road and back. 
 
• The project would have a deleterious effect on the surrounding residential neighborhood. 
It is safe to say that in Lexington no one expects violation of the longstanding trust that their 
surroundings will not be altered to degrade their lives and property values.  Lexington is a residential 
community and commercial revenue should not be derived at the expense of members of the 
community.  The town prides itself in building community and inclusion. 
   
This project will be directly detrimental to neighbors while bringing them no significant benefits, and it 
will be most detrimental to residents of the low- and moderate-income housing nearby. 
 
The neighborhood surrounding the Dana Home would be adversely impacted by noise, traffic, nuisance 
lighting, and odors from the hotel/restaurant/lounge.  These impacts are inherent to a commercial 
establishment of this kind, and at best can be only partially mitigated.  It is thus not surprising that of the 
45 restaurants, coffee shops and take-out locations listed in the Lexington Visitor’s Guide, not one is 
surrounded by residences as would be the case in this location. 
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• The purported benefits are far outweighed by the long-term harm to the town. 
 
Revenue projections. 
When analyzing revenue projections the Planning Board needs to consider the loss of tax revenue due to 
the number of neighbors who will apply for tax abatement if their residential homes are now in 
proximity to a commercially zoned property.  It is well established that residential property values are 
lower when the properties are located near commercially zoned properties.   
 
The Board also needs to consider that developer’s projections are not reliable.  For example, in 2006 the 
Aloft/Element hotels projected tax revenues (commercial real estate tax and room occupancy excise tax 
combined) to the town of approximately $1,100,000 by 2008, increasing 3% every year thereafter.  
Aloft/Element based this projection on an expected 64% occupancy rate.  However, by 2011 the 
Aloft/Element commercial real estate tax bill was only $454, 261.15.  We are not privy to figures for 
how much room occupancy tax was returned to the town in 2011 from the Aloft/Element business.  
Based on the Dana Home developer’s estimate that room occupancy tax revenue would equal about 27% 
of the assessed real estate revenue, we can estimate that the state returned approximately $122,650 of the 
room occupancy excise tax to the town in 2011. Added to its commercial real estate tax liability for 
2011, the Aloft/Element hotels probably provided about $576,912 in total revenue to the town.  This is 
less than half of what Aloft/Element projected five years ago.  
 
The Dana Home developer’s projections are based unrealistically on an 80% occupancy rate. 
 
Furthermore the developer proposes to open the 13th restaurant in central Lexington while the current 
12 operate in a continual cycle of failure and replacement, with one coming and another going just in the 
last sixty days.  Is it realistic to claim at all that there will be a net revenue gain to the town?    
 
This project will harm restaurants in the Central Business District. 
By adding a new commercial zone in a residential area the town creates an advantageous position for the 
developer’s restaurant and puts center restaurants as risk which, according to the Comprehensive Plan, 
the town feels it should not do. 
 

“Efforts should importantly include support for businesses already here in Lexington, 
since they are (or should become) part of our community, and are critical to our achieving 
the goals we seek.”   (Comprehensive Plan, Economic Development.) 

 
The Board should consider the rectitude of creating zoning for the purpose of opening another restaurant 
in central Lexington, and should downgrade significantly the developer’s revenue projections. 
 

--------- 
 

As members of the Planning Board, you have been entrusted to safeguard the historic residential 
character of our beloved community.  We urge you to withhold your recommendation of this project.  
Such a responsible approach to community development will ensure that Lexington remains a place in 
which all of its residents (now and in the future) can enjoy the quality and character of residential life 
that Lexington currently provides, and that underlie the property values and attractiveness of our town. 
 
We appreciate your dedication as volunteers who contribute countless hours serving on the Planning 
Board, and recognize from recent Planning Board meetings that you share many of our concerns about 
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the Project as currently proposed.  We trust that you will express these concerns by voting to withhold 
your approval of a recommendation of this Project. 
 
Thank you for your attention and consideration,  
 
Rick Abrams, Parker St 
Jayne Adelman, Cedar St 
Russell Battista, School St 
Theresa Battista, School St 
Gloria Bloom, Loring Rd 
Lise Bradford, Fulton Rd 
Frank Cavatorta, Forest St 
William Cole, Robinson Rd 
Dennis Cooke, Hasting Rd 
Frances Cooke, Hastings Rd 
Terry Dankel, Parker St 
Jane Eastman, Diamond Rd 
Peter Enrich, Clarke St 
Carol Flynn, Minute Man Lane 
Joel Friedlander, Forest St 
Larry Fuhrman, Saddle Club Rd 
Nora Ghillany, Parker St 
Catherine Ghorbani, Hawthorne Rd 
Hossein Ghorbani, Emerson Gardens 
Karyn Ginsburg, Parker St 
Nancy Gold, Garfield St 
Ron Gold, Garfield St 
Lee Grodzins, Stratham Rd 
Lulu A. Grodzins, Stratham Rd 
Thomas Harrington, Parker St 
Georgia Harris, Parker St  
Jerry Harris, Parker St 
Donna Harrison, Jackson Ct 
John Harrison, Jackson Ct 
Maria Haynes, Parker St 
Jane Heifetz, Saddle Club Rd 
David Hoadley, Waltham St 
Sheila Hoadley, Waltham St 
Douglas Hobbs, Massachusetts Ave 
Jeanne Hobbs, Massachusetts Ave 
Janet J. Hurd, Massachusetts Ave 
Philip K. Hurd, Massachusetts Ave 
Andrea Jackson, Parker St 
Stephen Jackson, Parker St 
Cynthia Johnson, Brandon St 
Susan Kenyon, Parker St 
David Kocher, Nickerson Rd 
Nancy Kocher, Nickerson Rd 
James LaLone, Parker St 
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Susan LaLone, Parker St 
B. Gresh Lattimore, Jackson Ct 
Nancy Lattimore, Jackson Ct 
Joseph Lehar, Parker St 
Ursula Matulonis, Massachusetts Ave 
Christine McLaughlin, Slocum Rd 
Julie Medley, Stratham Rd 
Doug Melton, Slocum Rd 
Roberta Messina, Jackson Ct 
Tony Messina, Jackson Ct 
Danielle Millett, Jackson Ct 
Mateo Millett, Jackson Ct 
Ken Moraff, Parker St 
James Nole, Marrett Rd 
Claudia Nole, Marrett Rd 
Timothy J. O’Connor, Woburn St 
Gail O’Keefe, Slocum Rd 
Paul O’Shaughnessy, Ivan St 
John Patrick, Massachusetts Ave 
Barrie Peltz, Jackson Ct 
Jason Penniman, Parker St 
Stacey Penniman, Parker St 
Stephen Plouffe, Bedford St 
Rehka Ratan, Parker St 
Ramesh Ratan, Parker St 
Susan Rioff, Oakland St 
Mariellen Rodman, Massachusetts Ave 
Carol Rose, Parker St 
James Rosenfield, Parker St 
Margareth Samiento, Bedford St 
Karoline Shair, Stratham Rd 
Matthew Shair, Stratham Rd 
Jean Shanahan, Bedford St 
Sandra Sparrow, Douglas Rd 
Wayne Sparrow, Douglas Rd 
Ashley Stinson, Massachusetts Ave 
Bill Stinson, Massachusetts Ave 
Keith Stuart, Stratham Rd 
Nancy Stuart, Stratham Rd 
Emmy Suhl, Forest Street 
David Swan, Bedford St 
Ruth Thomas, Parker St 
Paul Tiano, Bedford St 
Susan Tiano, Bedford St 
Ann Ugolini, Parker St 
Susan Vernick, Vaille Ave 
Amanda von Rumohr, Stratham Rd 
Chris von Rumohr, Stratham Rd 
Kathie von Stetten, Parker St 
Elizabeth L. Walsh, Grant St 
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Harry West, Vine Street 
Jean Williams, Stratham Rd 
Jim Williams, Stratham Rd 
Barbara Kay Winkler, Massachusetts Ave 
Thomas F. Winkler, Massachusetts Ave 
Kate Woodard, Fulton Rd 
Kim Woodard, Massachusetts Ave 
Norma Wyse, Parker St 
Linda Zeger, Coach Rd 
Cc: Board of Selectmen 
       AB Holdings, LLC 
 
Attachments 
 
MDM Traffic Safety and Parking Review 
HDC Impact Statement 
 
 


