
CITY OF NEWTON 
 

IN BOARD OF ALDERMEN 
 

LAND USE COMMITTEE REPORT 
 

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 6, 2007 
 

 
Present:  Ald. Mansfield (Chairman), Ald. Albright, Harney, Hess-Mahan, Merrill, Samuelson, 
and Vance 
Absent:  Ald. Fischman  
Also present: Ald. Baker 
City staff:  Michael Kruse (Director of Planning & Development), Ouida Young (Associate City 
Solicitor) 
 
#106-07 BETH MENACHEM CHABAD petition for a SPECIAL PERMIT/SITE PLAN 

APPROVAL to waive parking requirements associated with the demolition and 
construction of a new Synagogue facility at 349 DEDHAM STREET, Ward 8, on 
land known as Sec 83, Blk 36A, Lot 1, containing approximately 33,697 sf of 
land in a district zoned SINGLE RESIDENCE 1.  Ref: Sec 30-24, 30-23, 30-
19(d)(10) & (13) 30-19(j)(1), 30-19(m) of the City of Newton Rev Zoning. 

 
ACTION: APPROVED 6-0-1 (Harney abstaining) 
NOTE:  The petitioner is proposing to demolish an existing 2,500 s.f. farmhouse, dating 
from the 1820’s and formerly a single-family residence, and replace it with a 12,214 s.f. building 
that will accommodate religious services, special functions, office space, kitchen facilities, and 
mikvah on a corner lot at Rachel Road and Dedham Street.  The proposed building qualifies as a 
one-story building with a full basement, 24.2 feet in height, and can be entered on the Dedham 
St. frontage at grade or at the main floor level from an elevated porch on the Rachel Road side.  
The design includes a variety of roof configurations and heights to break up the overall mass and 
volume.  Residential architectural features are employed, and the facade is wood shingles.  The 
site will be accessed by a one-way circular driveway off Dedham St. and includes a parking 
facility for 9 vehicles, including one handicapped stall.  The facility would accommodate up to 
203 worshippers and to satisfy the parking demand requirements of the Zoning Ordinance, the 
petitioner is seeking a special permit for a parking waiver of 61 spaces.  They are also seeking a 
waiver of parking lot lighting requirements to allow lighting levels to be below 1.0 foot-candles. 
 
The petitioner expects that there will be few vehicles parked at the site on the days of the most 
intensive use, since Orthodox Jewish practice prohibits the use of vehicles for attending services 
on the Sabbath and for most religious holidays during the year, and therefore believes it is 
reasonable to provide only 9 or the required 70 spaces on site.  In addition, the design of the 
facility and its large footprint (8,775 s.f.) limit the space available for parking, and the petitioner 
believes that limiting the parking also helps to preserve the single-family residential character of 
the neighborhood.    
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The FAR for this facility is 0.36, exceeding the maximum permitted FAR of 0.2, and stairs on 
both sides of the building encroach into the required 20-ft. side setback, leaving a 10-ft. setback 
on the Rachel Rd. side and a 15 ft. setback on the side adjacent to the neighbor to the east.  The 
Board of Aldermen cannot grant relief from these non-complying dimensions through a special 
permit.  Instead the petitioner had to choose whether to seek variances from the Zoning Board of 
Appeals, or ask the ISD Commissioner to grant waivers through the “Dover Amendment,” 
through which the religious use itself is allowed by right.  At the time of the public hearing, the 
petitioner had not made that request, but without either said variances or waivers, the project 
could not proceed even with the grant of the special permit. 
 
Public hearing: 
 
The public hearing was held on May 15, 2007.  At that time the petitioner’s attorney, Joel 
Sowalsky, explained that in 2003 the Chabad had petitioned the Board for a special permit for 
parking waivers for a smaller, but similar, use of an existing house at 229 Dedham Street, next to 
the Countryside School.  The Board denied that request and the petitioner appealed the denial.  
Subsequent negotiations led to a settlement agreement, which resulted in the approval of a 
special permit at that site in May 2004.  The agreement and the permit provided for the use of the 
parking lot at the Countryside School for up to 15 cars whenever there was a function at the 
facility that would promote driving to the site.  Chabad’s attorney said his client had been a good 
neighbor at this site, but that their congregation and needs for space had grown over that time, 
and hence they purchased the subject site in February 2005 with the intent of building a new 
facility.  In October of that year, a previously imposed demolition delay of what the Historical 
Commission had found to be “Preferably Preserved Historic structure,” the house currently on 
the site, expired.  The petitioner has not stated its intentions for the property they own at 229 
Dedham St., once they have built and occupied the new structure.   
 
The architect for the project, Albert Fine, described the design as one that would minimize 
excavation and grading, and the petitioner is not seeking the approval of a grade change in 
excess of 3 feet.  He said that the storm water drainage would all be contained on site, infiltrated 
under the parking lot.  The design will preserve the maximum number of existing trees, 
complying with the Tree Preservation Ordinance, but he also reported that the petitioner would 
consider additional screening along Rachel Rd.  The site lighting will be less than 50% of the 
City’s requirement (for which a waiver is requested), with no light poles or spillover, lighting 
only the pathways and the driveway.  Mr. Fine described the elements of the building in addition 
to the sanctuary.  There would be two mikvahs, ritual baths that can accommodate only two 
people at once, in the basement.  Also on that level will be two children’s rooms, and all the 
mechanical equipment.  No mechanical equipment will be placed on the roof or at grade.  There 
will also be three residential-sized kitchens, two offices and a small conference room.  He said 
the structure is designed to look house-like and does not provide extensive facilities beyond 
those of a house of worship.   
 
Fred Chanowski of 111 Countryside Rd., a member of the congregation, spoke on behalf of the 
petitioner.  He reported that there had been two neighborhood meetings on the proposal, the first 
of which had been well attended.  The plans submitted were not essentially different from those 
presented to the neighbors.  One of the primary issues raised, he said, were the Chabad’s plans 
for a day care program on site.  However, at this time, he said, the petitioner has eliminated this 
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program.  He said that the Chabad’s record at its current site is very good, with no complaints 
recorded from the neighbors or with the Police or ISD.  However, that site is not an appropriate 
location in which the congregation can grow.  He discussed proposed “life cycle” events, such as 
weddings, bar and bat mitzvahs, etc., where driving to the site would be permitted and expected.  
He said he expected these to be small and infrequent, since bands, d.j’s, and mixed dancing are 
prohibited, and the congregation is aging.  He did admit that there might be some unplanned 
events, such as circumcisions and funerals, where there would be on-street parking, as well as a 
couple of holidays annually (Purim, Chanukah).  At those times, Chanowski estimated, 20-30 
families would attend.  During these times and for life cycle events, Chabad will agree to require 
attendees to use the Countryside parking lot (about ¼ mile from the site) and, for scheduled 
events, to pay for and use a shuttle or valet service to get to the site.   
 
Ald Mansfield asked whether a parking study was done and reviewed by the City’s Traffic 
Engineer.  Mr. Sowalsky replied that the Planning Department had not asked for such a study.  
Mr. Fine, however had submitted a parking analysis and Michael Abend, a traffic planner had 
submitted a report that made some general observations and recommended traffic improvements 
at the Rachel Rd/Dedham St. intersection, as well as at Rachel Rd and Winchester St.  At a later 
time, the City’s Traffic Engineer submitted a memo (6/19/07) finding that the Abend report 
“lacks any quantitative analysis” and that the conclusions and recommendations were generally 
not defensible.  The Chair also asked how many congregants were presently in Chabad.  Mr. 
Chanowski replied that there were currently 70 families, with 3-4 members per family.  He 
added that the need for the 203 seats in the sanctuary is to accommodate these congregants 
during the holidays.  
 
Ald. Albright noted that at other Orthodox temples in the city, attendees often leave their cars on 
street before the Sabbath (before sundown), where they remain overnight until sundown the next 
day.  She also noted that in Ward 2, temples are expanding their functions, which proliferate on-
street truck deliveries.  Mr. Fine responded that the site was designed with plenty of room for on-
site deliveries.  It was also noted that those who wished to leave their cars overnight could park 
them on site, but that the parking area would be barricaded once the Sabbath begins.  Ald Vance 
suggested that Countryside lot is not likely to get much use due to its remoteness from the site.  
Ald. Mansfield, citing the experience of the Hebrew College special permit conditions, asked 
that the shuttle/valet service requirement be carefully worded so that it would be enforceable by 
ISD.  Ald. Fischman asked that Chabad consider more screening and landscaping.   
 
Ald. Samuelson expressed her concern more with weekday programs, Sunday through Friday, 
than with use of the facility on the Sabbath.  She was told that there would be daily morning 
services, generally 6:30 – 7:15 AM, for 10-15 people generating 5 – 7 cars that could park on 
site.  There may also be late afternoon services for small groups. When she asked if they would 
be adding other weekday programs, they replied that they hadn’t discussed it.   
 
Susan Abookire, 22 Rachel Rd., an immediate abutter, said that she bought her property in 2004 
because it was in a quiet residential area.  She was concerned with what she saw as many 
inconsistencies in the presentation.  One of her greatest concerns, she said, was the safety of the 
Dedham St./Rachel Rd. intersection, where the volume and speed of turning traffic is great and 
there have been many accidents.  She noted that the intersection was also a school bus stop.  She 
also said that the waiver would result in frequent parking on Rachel Rd. by attendees of the 
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temple, and that the service entrance/loading zone will be next to her driveway.  In her opinion, 
the size of the project is beyond what should be allowed in a residential area under the Dover 
amendment.  She requested a formal traffic study, and also said that it is incorrect to say that the 
neighbors are in favor of the parking waiver.  She reported that the neighborhood meetings were 
mainly to show them the building plans. 
 
Chris Peckins, also of 22 Rachel Rd., pointed out that the proposed building covers 1/3 of an acre 
and is 5 times larger than the surrounding homes.  He expressed concern that while a nursery 
school was not proposed, the building nevertheless had two children’s rooms, a playground and 
outside gathering areas, all of which could support activities that could intrude upon neighbors.   
 
Dennis Tourse, 3 Cannon St., lives diagonally across from the present Chabad.  He said he was 
apprehensive at first, but has become an enthusiastic supporter.  A couple of congregants park on 
his street, but that causes no difficulty.  All conditions of the 2004 special permit have been met, 
he said, and he has never heard any noise or commotion. 
 
Ben Blout, 360 Dedham St., lives across the street from the proposed site.  He would like to see 
the property’s use retain the character of the single-family neighborhood.  He is concerned with 
uses that will occur Sunday – Thursday, when driving is permitted, and suggested that 
restrictions be imposed consistent with the Chabad’s operations at their current site, not allowing 
expansion.  He also asked that all conditions be clearly stated in writing.  
 
Ted Tye, 25 Malubar Lane, supported the congregation’s right to build on the site that they own, 
and conceded that the Chabad leaders have reached out to the neighborhood.  Nevertheless, he 
expressed his concern about the FAR waiver, which he doesn’t support.  He asked the City to get 
some site sections of the proposed building and abutting homes to better evaluate the scale of the 
request.  He added that he is concerned with traffic and parking on Rachel Rd., however, he can’t 
make a decision on the parking waivers until the dimensional variances are decided upon. 
 
James Mitchell, 88 Countryside Rd., past president of Temple Beth Avoda, supported the 
Chabad in this neighborhood, said that it has been designed within the City’s zoning 
requirements, and that this has been done in consultation with Mr. Tye.  He recognized that the 
request to increase the FAR is the neighborhood’s driving concern, and said that the spirit of the 
Zoning Ordinance should be fulfilled.  Leon Semonian, 373 Dedham St., also spoke about traffic 
safety at the Dedham/Rachel intersection and supported the request for a formal traffic study.  
Nina Steingold, a Chabad congregant, said that without this location her family would have to 
walk 1 ½ hours to get to temple.  She also noted that they couldn’t park overnight on 
neighborhood streets in the winter. 
 
The Committee then discussed the request for a traffic study.  There was some consideration of 
keeping the hearing open for this information, which Ald Fischman supported.  However, Ald, 
Hess-Mahan thought that the issue was parking, and that the traffic issues were existing and 
independent of this project.  Ald. Samuelson suggested that the Chabad hire a crossing guard for 
pedestrians during services and other large events.  After some discussion, the Committee voted 
to close the hearing.   
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Working sessions: 
 
Three working sessions were held on this petition, June 19, August 14 and September 6, 2007.  
The petitioner requested and the Board approved an extension of time in which to act from 
August 13 until September 21. 
 
June 19, 2007:  This evening the Committee discussion with Associate City Solicitor Young 
focused on the scope of the Board of Aldermen’s role in this petition.  Ms. Young cited the 
State’s Dover Amendment, which gives certain protections to religious and non-profit 
educational uses and explained that the Board of Aldermen in this petition is looking at the 
request for the waiver of parking requirements only.  Since this petition is not for the extension 
of a non-conforming use, the proposed encroachments into the setback and exceeding FAR 
requirements cannot be granted by the Board of Aldermen, but case law relative to the Dover 
Amendment gives the Commissioner of Inspectional Services latitude concerning the site plan 
and the building, including the FAR, although the petitioner needs a special permit in order to 
obtain the parking relief.  As requested at the public hearing, on June 12 the petitioner’s attorney 
submitted a letter to the ISD Commissioner requesting these waivers, but the Commissioner had 
not yet considered it.  If not granted, Ms. Young explained, the petitioner could subsequently 
appeal to the ZBA.  Committee members expressed some concern whether the ISD 
Commissioner’s decision could affect the site plan presented, especially if he granted only a 
portion of the request.  Ald. Fischman suggested that the Committee might recommend lower 
waivers for the FAR or setback, but Ald. Vance said this is unlikely to affect the need for a 
parking waiver.  Nevertheless, the Committee discussed whether it would be appropriate to make 
a recommendation on this petition in advance of the ISD Commissioner’s decision.  
 
The Committee reviewed the Planning Department working session memorandum and figures 
provided by the petitioner relative to the number of vehicles expected on site and trips expected 
at different times and for different life cycle events.  The Committee noted that some of the 
petitioner’s own numbers conflicted with each other.  Acknowledging that it could be difficult to 
predict absolutely the number of vehicles for some events, the Committee asked the petitioner to 
clarify the figures.   
 
The Committee also reviewed initial draft conditions, and noted that the petitioner had stated that 
they would no longer agree to a condition they had accepted during the public hearing not to 
operate any day care, nursery school or full-time day school programs at the site.  Ald. Vance 
pointed out that if these uses are left open, there could be a tremendous increase in parking needs 
not currently accounted for, and he asked the petitioners to be more specific about their plans.  
The Chair also noted that since this condition was agreed to within the hearing, he would be 
uncomfortable eliminating it once the hearing was closed.   
 
The Committee also asked the petitioner to be more specific about the restrictions they would 
accept on the use of a proposed outdoor patio close to an abutter on Rachel Rd., although it was 
not clear that restrictions on this use bear any relation to the relief requested, i.e., the parking 
waiver.  The Committee asked staff to get details on the School and Parks & Recreation 
Departments’ position on licensing the use of the entire Countryside parking lot as times of 
special events, since it appeared that more than the current 15 spaces might be needed.  The 
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Committee also requested that the City Traffic Engineer review in more detail the memo from 
the petitioner’s traffic planning consultant, Michael Abend, and comment on his 
recommendations, including a flashing light at the Dedham St.-Rachel Rd. intersection. 
 
Ald. Fischman suggested that the petitioner also have another neighborhood meeting.  For all 
these reasons, and because of limitations in the summer schedule, the petition was held until 
August 14 and the petitioner was asked to request an extension of time in which to act until after 
the Board’s second September meeting. 
 
 
August 14, 2007:  The Committee was notified at this working session that the ISD 
Commissioner had issued his decision granting the requested FAR and setback waivers at the 
end of the previous week.  [A copy of the ISD Commissioner’s letter of 8/9/07 is attached to 
this report.]  The Chair had become aware of this development earlier in the day, and had 
requested that Commissioner Lojek attend the meeting to explain and discuss his decision, only 
to find that he was currently on vacation.  Thus it fell upon the Law and Planning Departments to 
both explain and defend this decision and its ramifications.  The Committee had hoped there 
would have been more communication between them and the ISD Commissioner, especially on 
this sensitive item. 
 
Ms. Young explained that Commissioner Lojek felt that the parking waiver was the Aldermen’s 
prerogative and that he should look at the FAR waiver request independently, as a massing 
control and not an activity or density control (which the parking waiver does provide).  In other 
words, his FAR waiver allows Chabad to build the building they have proposed, but unless the 
Board grants the requested parking waivers, they cannot use it as they have proposed.  The 
Committee, however, was of the opinion that the ISD action could put them and the Board in an 
unfavorable position if they chose to deny or reduce the parking waiver.  Several members, and 
President Baker, found Commissioner Lojek’s letter troubling because they thought his standards 
for reaching his decision were not clearly expressed.  This, they said, could set a bad precedent 
for other Dover-eligible sites.  Ms. Young noted in response that the initial Chabad site at 229 
Dedham St. had also been granted an FAR waiver, apparently without Board concern.  But Ald. 
Baker pointed out that a distinction should be made between such a waiver pertaining to an 
existing building, where a hardship may exist, and one applying to a building yet to be 
constructed, and referenced some case law in this regard.   
 
The Chair asked what appeal rights there might be to the Commissioner’s decision.  Ms. Young 
replied that any zoning decision is appealable, and in this case the ZBA is the first level of 
appeal, but the eligible appellants are limited to “aggrieved parties.”  There is a standard 20-day 
appeal period, similar to that of a special permit, but there may also be extended appeals, she 
said, based on subsequent actions ISD might take to implement the project, up to and including 
the issuance of a building permit. 
 
Ald Fischman reported on a neighborhood meeting that had taken place on August 5 that he had 
attended on invitation from the neighbors.  (No representative of Chabad was invited or attended, 
and Mr. Chanowski objected to Ald. Fischman’s presence at the meeting on these grounds.)  The 
opinions expressed at the meeting were summarized in 3 letters submitted on August 6 and 7 by 
neighbors in attendance.  [The neighbors’ letters are attached to this report.]   Ald. Fischman 
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summarized their opinions as follows:  They do not support the scale of the proposal, and believe 
that scale is related to the parking waiver.  They are concerned that the FAR requested is 60-70% 
higher than allowed.  They are also concerned about the setback waivers, and particularly the one 
that allows a stairway down an embankment to Rachel Rd. (rather than limiting pedestrian access 
to Dedham St. only).  Finally, they believe the site plan does not provide sufficient screening 
from their properties nor protects their privacy.  They have asked that the site plan include a 
sound barrier and that existing traffic problems be solved before Chabad is given permission to 
build. 
 
Ms. Young reported on the progress of the license agreement for use of the Countryside School 
lot.  The School and Parks & Recreation Departments will agree to increase the license from 15 
to 46 spaces (the entire lot), and Chabad will ask to use the lot in any instance when the expected 
attendance at an event will generate more than 20 cars.  If permission is denied (because of 
conflicting City needs), Chabad will reschedule the event or find another source of off-site 
parking.  Ald. Mansfield noted that shuttle service was still not clearly defined.     
 
The Planning Department memo prepared for this meeting noted that not all the information 
requested on traffic and parking had been provided, but Ms. Young cautioned that the Committee 
might not get all the information they want, and still have to make a recommendation.  Ald. 
Fischman said that defining and controlling the impact of the life cycle events is the key to the 
decision on this petition.  Ald. Samuelson added that she was more concerned about controlling 
day-care and day school uses on this site.  Mr. Kruse reported that Chabad had agreed to 
eliminate full-time programs of this nature, but Ald. Vance pointed out that there was no clear 
definition of “full-time.”  Ald. Mansfield suggested considering limiting the school and day care 
uses through the development of performance standards.  
 
When it became clear that the Committee still did not have enough information to vote, the 
search for another date when a majority of the Committee could meet before the 9/17 Full Board 
meeting yielded only the date of 9/6, when Ald. Fischman would be out of town.  Subsequently, 
Ald. Fischman submitted a memo for the Committee to consider at that meeting.  [Ald. 
Fischman’s memo is attached to this report.]   
 
 
September 6, 2007:  Between the previous working session and this date, Ms. Young and City 
Solicitor Dan Funk had met with the petitioner’s attorney, and Ald. Fischman, Mansfield and 
Baker had met with Ms. Young, Mr. Kruse and Jean Fulkerson of the Planning Department.  
These meetings were primarily to develop and refine specific conditions for parking 
management for life cycle events and holidays when driving is allowed, and to try to reach 
agreement with the petitioner on the potential use of the facility for day school, nursery school 
and day care and the traffic management that such uses would require.  The outcome of those 
meeting and the subsequent discussion at this working session were a Draft Parking 
Management Plan [attached to this report], and extensive conditions that would apply if school 
and/or day care uses were implemented, all incorporated in Condition #10 of the draft Board 
Order. 
 
While the primary impact of the requested parking waiver is overflow parking impacts, the 
additional impact of school and/or day care uses is caused by drop-off traffic which is not 
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controlled by the Zoning Ordinance or by the licensing requirements of the State’s Office for 
Children.  The design of the site, according to the Planning Director and the City Traffic 
Engineer, make it likely that any queue of more than 3 cars will back traffic out into Dedham St.  
With proper active staff management, however, the lot could accommodate up to 8 cars for drop-
off, they estimate.  Although Ald. Albright pointed out that drop-off could be a problem for other 
life cycle and religious events, Ms. Young and Mr. Kruse said that this kind of problem has not 
occurred at other religious institution sites.  Therefore, this potential is not addressed in 
Condition #10.   
 
Ms. Young explained that Chabad wishes to retain the ability to have the same kind of day care 
facilities and religious schools that other existing religious institutions enjoy.  Also, the Zoning 
Ordinance encourages co-location of these uses.  Mr. Kruse said that any such use would still 
have to comply with the parking provisions of Sec. 30-19, notwithstanding the waiver granted in 
this petition.  However, these requirements pertain mostly to staff parking needs, and generally 
could be met by the planned 9 on-site spaces.  Ald. Vance and Mansfield both questioned 
simultaneous parking demand, either from a day school and nursery school, or either of these 
while religious services or another event were occurring.  Ms. Young replied that this would be 
an ISD enforcement problem.  Ald.  Samuelson asked if the Board order could require a police 
detail for this traffic.  Ms. Young replied that this has been required in other instances where 
greater than 150 participants were expected for an event or assembly, and Ald Samuelson asked 
for something similar here. 
 
As it was worked out in Committee from Ms. Young’s draft, Condition # 10 defines “full-time” 
and “part-time” school and day care activities, basing time thresholds on usual Hebrew school 
schedules.  It prohibits full-time schools, and subjects part-time schools and any day care or 
nursery school with an enrollment greater than 16 students to the preparation of a Traffic 
Management Plan for review and approval by the Traffic Engineer and Planning Director.  
Details of the contents of that plan and criteria for its approval are included.  The ceiling of 16 
was calculated by doubling the available drop-off capacity of the proposed parking lot, even 
though the petitioner wanted that ceiling to be as high as 30.  When children 7 or younger are 
involved in such a program, the condition also requires an on-site drop-off traffic manager. 
 
Other draft conditions were reviewed and approved by the Committee.  Noteworthy additions 
included a requirement that the petitioner improve the sidewalk abutting it property on Dedham 
St., and provide additional landscaping, especially low shrubs on the Rachel Rd. side.  No sound 
barrier was incorporated, as Ald. Hess-Mahan was not sure what type of sound would need to be 
mitigated.  Also, the stairway to Rachel Rd., which Ald. Mansfield suggested shifting closer to 
Dedham St., was not moved because the Fire Department insisted it be closer to the rear of the 
building so that occupants could evacuate in case of emergency without impeding the fire 
apparatus.  Ald. Mansfield also noted that the shuttle and/or valet service serving the Countryside 
lot was still not well defined.  The petitioner did agree not to oppose requests by the 
neighborhood for parking restrictions.  Some Committee members expressed concern about the 
loss of an historic house, but recognized that the Board had no power to prevent this since the 
demolition delay ordinance had run its course. However, the petitioner did agree to donate the 
house to any party that wished to move it to another site, and to contribute up to the cost of its 
demolition to support that move.  
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Ald. Samuelson moved approval of the petition, but she found it particularly difficult to support 
an institutional use and structure replacing an historic home.  However, she noted this 
congregation has fit well into the neighborhood at the Countryside School site.  The motion 
included the approval of the waiver of lighting levels to fit better into a residential area.  The 
Committee reviewed and approved 23 specific findings [see Board Order], adapting many from 
the 2004 approval of the parking waiver at 229 Dedham St.  Ald. Baker said he would support 
the petition.  The motion was approved 6-0-1, Ald. Harney abstaining. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:55 PM.                                                                                                                  
  
 
 
#106-07(3) AGREEMENT TO AN EXTENSION OF TIME in which to ACT on BETH 

MENACHEM CHABAD petition for a SPECIAL PERMIT/SITE PLAN 
APPROVAL to waive parking requirements associated with the demolition and 
construction of a new Synagogue facility at 349 DEDHAM STREET, Ward 8; 
said EXTENSION will run from SEPTEMBER 21, 2007 through OCTOBER 5, 
2007. 

ACTION: APPROVED 6-0 (Merrill not voting) 
NOTE:  This extension is necessary to prevent a constructive approval if parliamentary 
action prevents a final vote on the previous petition on September 17, 2007.  The petitioner has 
stated that they will not accept an extension beyond October 5, 2007. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
George E. Mansfield, Chair       
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