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CITY OF NEW BEDFORD 
HISTORICAL COMMISSION 

133 William Street, New Bedford, Massachusetts 02740 

(508) 979.1488 

 

MINUTES 
April 5, 2021 

  REMOTE 
 

Members Present:    Member Absent:   

Diana Henry, Chair   

Bill King, Vice Chair 
James Lopes  
Janine da Silva 
Jennifer Smith 
Anna Surma  
Secretary: 
Anne Louro, Preservation Planner 

Bill Barr 
Alex Jardin  
 
 

 

 
Call to Order: 
D. Henry called the meeting to order at 6:02 P.M. and described the purpose of the remote session due to the 
restrictions related to the Covid-19 pandemic.   
 
Roll Call:  
A formal roll call was conducted confirming a quorum of the members present as stated above.  D. Henry noted 
that Jennifer Smith would fill the position of the Planning Department. 
 
Approval of Minutes: 
The minutes of the of the March 1, 2021 meeting were approved. 
 
New Business:  

 
Case # 2021.04 -31-35 Union Street (Map 53, Lot 198)  
Certificate of Hardship: Outdoor Café Seating 
 
The applicant, Mr. Steve Silverstein, presented the proposal to the Commission, describing the layout referencing 
the plans, explaining the desire to continue the existing seating the length of the building. He explained that the 
barriers would not be permanent, not utilizing poured concrete as previous installation, instead using the planters 
to support the posts and panels. The barrier colors will remain the same with the use of white painted picnic tables 
and black and white striped, six foot square umbrellas with no logos, and that they would no longer be utilizing 
the shade sail. Mr. Silverstein noted that picnic tables reflect a summer feel, and the legs can be adjusted for 
balance.  
 
The layout and ADA four requirements were discussed and the potential to change the pedestrian pathway to be 
adjacent to the building instead of near the street as it is existing, which is currently less than three feet. A. Louro 
explained that the Licensing Board may wish to see an interior barrier, so that it is fully enclosed and suggested 
that the Licensing Board would make that determination. A. Louro suggested that the materials will remain the 
same, regardless of the pedestrian pathway location.  
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MOTION to open the public hearing. Moved by B. King and seconded by J. da Silva. 
Motion carried with a roll call vote.  
There were no public comments offered or recorded in favor of the petition, nor in opposition to the petition. 
 
MOTION to close the public hearing. Moved B. King and seconded by J. da Silva. 
Motion carried with a roll call vote. 
 
There was no further member discussion.  
MOTION to approve Case #2021.04 –31-35 Union Street (Map 53, Lot 198) Certificate of Hardship for outdoor 
café seating.  Motion moved by J. da Silva and seconded by B. King. 
 
 
Case #2021.03(b) –31-35 Union Street (Map 53, Lot 198)  
Certificate of Appropriateness: Exterior Ductwork 
 
MOTION to remove Case #2021.03(b) from the table. Moved by J. da Silva and seconded by J. Lopes. 
Motion carried with a roll call vote.  

 
Members discussed the rear exhaust ductwork and its potential screening. A. Louro reminded members that the 
potential options were to screen both the new and old ductwork or remove the old brick stack. Mr. Silverstein 
explained the existing chimney was against the building and its removal was very expensive due to its demolition 
and repairs to the building. His preference was to wrap both chimneys in Hardie clapboard. He also noted that he 
was seeking the Commission’s allowance to delay the ductwork screening until the end of June to enable the 
completion of the construction and opening of the Cisco project, as all his contractors were working on that site.  
 
J. da Silva noted the need for fire retardant materials, with Mr. Silverstein noting the use of a cementitious 
materials and metal brackets. A. Surma brought up the potential precedent of leaving ductwork on all buildings.  

 
MOTION to open the public hearing. Moved by B. King and seconded by J. da Silva. 
Motion carried with a roll call vote.  
There were no public comments offered or recorded in favor of the petition, nor in opposition to the petition. 
 
J. Smith discussed setting precedent with retaining ductwork and wanted to explore the option of only wrapping 
the new ductwork with the Hardie board. J. da Silva and A. Surma were critical of the new ductwork being 
attached to the new ductwork and the challenge that it created for screening. A. Surma noted that multiple 
ductwork enclosures should not be allowed; particularly if they are not in use. A. Surma advocated for the 
removal of the unused ductwork and B. King noted that he was fine with wrapping both ductwork elements as 
one screened unit.  
 
MOTION to close the public hearing. Moved B. King and seconded by J. da Silva. 
Motion carried with a roll call vote. 

 
Members explored the options available: 1) demolish the brick chimney; 2) screen both the ductwork and 
chimney with Hardie clapboard, and 3) Leave the chimney and only screen the new ductwork with the Hardie 
clapboard. A. Louro explained that the Commission had purview over what was visible from the public way and 
that all visible sections of the ductwork, including the horizontal section would require screening. J. Smith 
suggested that the new ductwork be screened and leaving the brick chimney. Members agreed with J. Smith’s 
proposal. 

 
 
MOTION to approve Case #2021.03(b) –31-35 Union Street (Map 53, Lot 198) for the installation of ductwork 
screening on the new ductwork to be composed of Hardie clapboard and cover the north and west sides of the 
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vertical shaft and the north side of the horizontal shaft. Ductwork to be installed and completed by 06.30.2021. 
Motion moved by J. da Silva and seconded by B. King. 
Motion carried with a roll call vote. 
 
Members briefly discussed the timeline for the installation of the gooseneck lighting associated with the 
previously approved signage with Mr. Silverstein noting that the installation would align with the timeline of the 
ductwork.  

 
Case # 2021.05 -34 Union Street (Map 47, Lot 39)  
Certificate of Hardship: Outdoor Café Seating 
 
Adam Katz was present and described the proposal to mimic that of Moby Dick Brewery with the four foot 
pedestrian access to be on the street edge of the barrier seating. A. Louro reviewed the materials presented 
with the application: wooden planters to be painted black, silver aluminum tables and black aluminum chairs. 
Mr. Katz confirmed the materials noting the one change being the removal of the casters from the planters to 
enable leveling.  
 
Chairperson Henry described the Commission’s desire for consistent outdoor seating materials and that the 
Covid related Certificate of Hardship is temporary and sought the applicant’s determination if the seating would 
only exist during Covid or be permanent. Mr. Katz confirmed that the seating was prompted by Covid, however 
the desire was to have it be a permanent seasonal occurrence.  
 
D. Henry noted that the proposed seating, sought under a Hardship Certificate, may not align with the 
Commission’s guidelines. A. Louro noted that the proposed materials, aluminum chairs and tables in the colors 
presented, most likely would conform. Members reviewed the types of tables and chairs desired by the 
Commission. D. Henry once again noted the operation under the Hardship and that the applicant may need to 
change the materials in the future. Mr. Katz confirmed that he would return to the Commission if that was the 
case.  
 
A. Surma also noted the desire for consistency and sought that the proposed planters be consistent with the 
height and width of those at Moby Dick Brewery. She also cautioned that the proposed length would be difficult 
to level. Mr. Katz noted that he would prefer to get the same planters as Moby Dick, however they were working 
on a budget and if the seating became permanent that he would match the planters. J. da Silva and A. Surma 
cautioned that the proposed width of the planters was not substantial to be stable. Mr. Katz stated that he 
would match the dimensions of the Moby Dick planters.  
 
Mr. Katz sought the manufacturer of the Moby Dick planter, which was similar to the ones used in the City 
sponsored dining parklets. A. Louro confirmed that the manufacturer was Veredek and that Moby Dick initially 
proposed wood planters, but due to the high cost of lumber materials, opted to purchase the Veredek metal 
planters, as they were less expensive than constructing them from wood. A. Louro noted that she thought the 
planters cost approximately $300 each and Mr. Katz confirmed that constructing the planters would most likely 
be a higher cost, therefore he would explore the purchase of the metal planters. The Chair and the applicant 
agreed that the use of planters along the south side of Union Street would look pleasing.  
 
MOTION to approve Case #2021.05 –34 Union Street (Map 47, Lot 39) Certificate of Hardship for outdoor café 
seating.  Motion moved by J. da Silva and seconded by B. King. 
 
 
 
 
OTHER: 
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72 N Water Street- Preliminary Review- Pavilion 
 
Howie Mallows presented the proposal and A. Louro oriented members to the location of the pavilion, reviewing 
the plans and images of the proposed location of the pavilion in relation to the site and the existing building. 
Mr. Mallows explained that the intent is to cover this location for seating, but not fully enclosed. He noted that 
he sought proposals from an awning company, however they did not feel it would be structurally sound due to 
the size.  He noted that he wanted it to be permanent and described the materials to match the existing addition 
with a metal roof and posts.  
 
A. Surma expressed her concern that the pavilion would be unattractive as it is a large roof expanse attached to 
a lean-to, which also has a large roof expanse. She noted the low height of the structure with a black roof and 
that architecturally there may be better solutions, suggesting the use of separate pavilions, broken into smaller 
elements providing a softer look and being separate from the existing buildings, noting that attaching to the 
lean-to was not a good idea. Chair Henry reminded members that this was an advisory review.  
 
Mr. Mallows noted that the proposed addition would accommodate 50 seated and 80 standing patrons. Heating 
and lighting were briefly discussed. Mr. Mallows also noted that a traditional tent does not accommodate the 
custom size of the area. Again, he noted that a tent or awning would not work and that a permanent structure 
allowed the accommodation of patrons during bad weather. J. Smith asked if renderings or more advanced plans 
would be presented. In response to J. Smith, Mr. Mallows noted that this pavilion was not a Covid response, but 
a three season permanent business operation to accommodate large private parties. In response to D. Henry, 
Mr. Mallows suggested that the existing lean-to addition could have skylights to accommodate the light 
blockage a pavilion would cause.  
 
Mr. Lopes asked A. Surma to clarify her comments and to describe an attractive alternative. A. Surma suggested 
the use of modular pavilions that were less permanent in conjunction with the trees, making smaller spaces. 
She recognized the functional requirements but wanted to advocate for the aesthetics and how that could be 
compromised. She suggested that the architect work on breaking down the pavilion into smaller elements 
instead of the large lean-to which looks like a garage building. J. Lopes confirmed that A. Surma thought that 
the existing lean-to was not attractive and was seeking something that enhances the site, such as a custom tent. 
J. Smith suggested Sperry architecture and tents create custom tents and noted that attractive custom tents 
were available and that the Commission has to consider form, function and aesthetics. She encouraged him to 
seek custom solutions and the Commission agreed that it would accommodate an additional informal review if 
necessary, prior to the May 3rd meeting.  
 
Adjourn   
There being no further business, a motion to adjourn was moved by B. King and seconded by J. da Silva. The 
motion carried with a roll call vote.  The meeting was adjourned at 7:36 p.m. 
 
NEXT MEETING Monday, May 3, 2021 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Anne Louro 
Secretary to the Historical Commission 
Preservation Planner 
 
 


