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CITY OF NEW BEDFORD 
HISTORICAL COMMISSION 

133 William Street, New Bedford, Massachusetts 02740 

(508) 979.1488 

 

MINUTES 
May 3, 2021 

  REMOTE 
 

Members Present:    Member Absent:   

Diana Henry, Chair   

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

 
 

 

 
Call to Order: 
D. Henry called the meeting to order at 6:05 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 April 5, 2021 meeting were approved. 
 
Public Hearings:  
Case #2021.06 – 30 N Water Street (Map 53, Lot 223A) 
Certificate of Appropriateness: Signage 
 
A. Louro presented on behalf of the applicant, explaining that the applicant was traveling. She explained that the 
sign was non-illuminated and being installed on n existing bracket. She reviewed the sign’s size and material with 
the board members and there were no questions posed by the members. 
 
MOTION to open the public hearing. Moved by J. da Silva and seconded by A. Jardin. 
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 member discussion regarding the matter. 
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MOTION to approve Case #2021.06 –30 N Water Street (Map 53, Lot 223A) for the installation of signage as 
presented.  Motion moved by J. da Silva and seconded by A. Jardin. 
Motion carried with a roll call vote. 
 
Case #2021.07 – 37 Union Street (Map 53, Lot 197) 
Certificate of Appropriateness: Rehabilitation & Signage 
 
A. Louro noted that the applicant was not in attendance and asked the members if they wished to table the matter 
or to have her present the application. Members indicated the preference for A. Louro to present the application 
on behalf of the applicant. A. Louro noted that some exterior rehabilitation had taken place without a Certificate, 
such as the paint. In response to B. King, she confirmed that rooftop ductwork had been exchanged and required 
painting in the color black. She recommended the Commission condition the issuance of a sign permit to the 
painting of the rooftop ductwork.  
 
MOTION to open the public hearing. Moved by J. da Silva and seconded by A. Jardin. 
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 A. Jardin. 
Motion carried with a roll call vote 
 
There was no member discussion regarding the matter. 
 
MOTION to approve Case #2021.07 –37 Union Street (Map 53, Lot 197) for exterior rehabilitation and signage 
as presented with the condition that all rooftop ductwork be painted black prior to the issuance of a sign 
permit.  Motion moved by J. da Silva and seconded by B. King. 
Motion carried with a roll call vote. 
 
Case #2021.08 – 115, 117, 121, 127-129 Union Street; 7 N Second Street (Map 53, Lots 40,41,215,216,146) 
Certificate of Appropriateness: Rehabilitation and Hardscape 
 
A. Louro provided background relative to the application, stating that initially the plan was for the applicant to 
seek a demolition review for the one-story buildings on the site, but based on a recent engineer assessment sought 
an emergency demolition, with the Preservation Planner, the NBHC Chair and Building Commissioner agreeing 
with that course of action. She noted that the Commission would be reviewing the rehabilitation of the masonry 
façade of the Moby Dick Building as well as the plan for fencing along the site at this meeting.  
 
Atty. Christopher Saunders presented on behalf of the applicant, stating that they were not yet prepared to 
present a plan for the masonry and terracotta rehabilitation for the Moby Dick Building, noting that A. Louro 
had provided names and contacts of qualified masons to the applicant.  
 
Atty. Saunders spoke briefly regarding the planned demolition, stating that the applicant would follow the 
conditions stipulated within the Historical Commission’s and Planning Board’s 2020 Decisions relative to 
protecting the Moby Dick Building during the demolition of the adjacent one story buildings, also noting that 
the Moby Dick Building is integral to the financing of the project and that it’s rehabilitation will follow the 
Commission’s directives. 
 
Atty. Saunders stated that the demolition would commence within the next six weeks and that construction of 
the new project would begin in March 2022. He sought to continue the hearing relative to the masonry 
rehabilitation of the Moby Dick Building and to engage the Commission in what they thought would be an 
appropriate perimeter screening between the time of the demolition and the new construction in 2022.  
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Chairperson Henry asked Atty. Saunders if they had any proposals for fencing at this time, with Atty Saunders 
responding that they were seeking the Commission’s opinions. A. Louro shared her screen which had examples 
of construction site perimeter fencing, including the chain-link and mesh type of construction fence the 
applicant proposes to use during the demolition. A. Louro stated that she was providing examples of panel-type 
fencing used as long-term construction site perimeters, also demonstrating existing downtown mural panel 
fencing for inspiration. She noted the existence of community partners to assist in the desire for the fencing to 
be artistic in inspiration at its critical location within the Historic District, the New Bedford Whaling National 
Historical park and the downtown’s main commercial corridor.  
 
Prior to discussing the fencing, A. Surma sought clarification relative to the structural integrity of the Moby Dick 
Building during the adjacent demolition. Atty. Saunders stated that the Moby Dick Building would be assessed 
throughout the process. A. Surma also inquired about the water which was pumped off the roof and whether 
the repair of the masonry façade was following a logical sequence of work if there would continue to be water 
infiltration from the roof affecting the masonry façade. She also questioned if the masonry rehabilitation would 
follow plans initiated by architect Kit Wise, or if a new assessment and plan was being put forth. A. Louro 
responded stating that a formalized plan was never completed or submitted to the Commission, as the intent 
was for that a masonry terracotta rehabilitation/replacement plan to be developed and approved by the 
Commission at a later date.  
 
Steve Beauregard, President of the New Bedford Development Corp., which is the property owner, stated that 
the rooftop water issue had been resolved and that the pipe which is currently draining water to the street level 
is originating from the one story rear portion of the Moby Dick Building. He also stated that he is actively working 
with the City’s DPI to address the basement water issue. Mr. Beauregard also reiterated the importance of the 
Moby Dick Building to the overall success of the project and noted that the Moby Dick rehabilitation and the 
new construction will occur simultaneously, with the Moby Dick Building beginning first.  
 
J. Lopes reengaged the conversation of the fence, noting that the applicant was seeking suggestions from the 
Commission. A. Surma stated her desire to see a solid more decorative fence that would be 6’-8’ in height. J. 
Smith endorsed an artistic approach to the fence, stating that New Bedford is a city of artists. She also referenced 
the summer months and visitors passing by the location. 
 
J. Lopes stated that in addition to an artistic approach, the fencing should incorporate the City’s history, noting 
the site’s location between the Whaling Museum and the CVPA. He framed the fence as one year of gallery 
space for the community.  
 
A. Jardin confirmed his support of combing art, culture and history as an appropriate approach to the fence. J. 
da Silva agreed with her fellow members and reiterated the significance of the site location at a key downtown 
corner within the National Park. A. Louro mentioned that DATMA would be a potential partner to assist in the 
fence, as they were previously working with the applicant to potentially display banners as part of their summer 
art series.  
 
MOTION to continue Case #2021.08 – 115, 117, 121, 127-129 Union Street; 7 N Second Street (Map 53, Lots 
40,41,215,216,146) to the June 7, 2021 meeting for the applicant to develop a rehabilitation plan for the 
masonry and terracotta rehabilitation of the Moby Dick Building and present a proposal for post demolition 
site fencing. Motion moved by J. da Silva and seconded by J. Lopes 
Motion carried with a roll call vote, with B. King’s recusal. 
 
OTHER: 
CPA Annual Plan Update  
A. Louro explained the Community Preservation Act’s requirement to annually update their community 
preservation plan and the outreach to the relevant City Boards and commissions to solicit input. She noted that 
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J. da Silva was the Commission’s representative to the Community Preservation Commission (CPC) and that she 
was also the CPC Chair. 
 
J. da Silva stated that to date the CPC had awarded over $7M in funding to a wide variety of projects, receiving 
over 20 applications per round. She noted the need for funding and did not anticipate the number of applications 
to diminish. She sought members’ comments relative to the Plan and the CPA program.  
 
There was discussion regarding the geographic distribution of the projects with J. Lopes questioning why the 
projects were mapped out in the reporting. J. da Silva and A. Louro explained that the mapping was initially a 
request from the City Council and that it demonstrated the distribution of projects citywide. J. Lopes stated that 
with the number of projects concentrated within the downtown, the mapping distorts the realty and that the 
projects are not distributed throughout Ward 4.   
 
J. da Silva reviewed a number of the projects which have been funded across all of the City wards and stated 
that the CPC can fund projects but cannot initiate projects. She noted the need for community groups and 
citizens to champion projects within their neighborhoods. J. Smith stated that as an example, she was in the 
process of doing that for a potential project at Victory Park in the South End.  
 
There was discussion regarding the need for more neighborhood-type funding with J. da Silva noting 
Sommerville’s example of providing CPA funding for residential properties within 40C Districts and the possibility 
of that occurring in New Bedford. She explained a recent New Bedford example of a residential property within 
New Bedford’s forthcoming Seventh Street 40C District which received CPA funding to pay the cost differential 
for appropriate rehabilitation materials.  
 
A. Surma suggested that a lending program which focused on residential front entries could preserve these 
significant portions of buildings which are continuously being lost to inappropriate replacement. She noted the 
need for program oversight and for an architect’s involvement. J. Da Silva responded that WHALE had a similar 
program which focused on small amounts of funding for façade improvements. She endorsed some type of 
revolving loan fund for residential properties but recognized the challenge of establishing a criterion for 
eligibility, such as location within a 40C District. 
 
34 Union Street Certificate Compliance 
There was discussion regarding the use of primary colored chairs as part of the recently approved outdoor café 
seating at 34 Union Street. The Chair noted that when the applicant presented the application to the 
Commission at its April meeting, the chairs were to be black in color. A. Louro stated that she did reach out to 
the applicant and he stated that he was using the colored chairs as part of the Certificate of Hardship issued by 
the Commission. The Chair and members did not agree that the chairs fell under the “hardship” and were 
concerned that the chair color would not be changed next year. The members stated that the lack of respect for 
the Commission’s process and non-compliance was bothersome and asked the Commission Secretary to send a 
notice to the applicant.  

 
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 7:42 p.m. 
 
NEXT MEETING Monday, June 7, 2021 
 

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


