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Zoning Board of Appeals 

City Council Chambers 

Woburn City Hall 

Wednesday, February 15, 2023 – 6:00 p.m. 

 

Present: Chair Margaret Pinkham, Member John Ryan, Member Daniel Parrish, Member 

Edward Robertson, Member Richard Clancy, and Alternate Member Mark Cavicchi 

 

1. Ulta Beauty/Heather Dudko Sousa Signs LLC, 27 Old Meetinghouse Road, Auburn, 

MA, 01501, Petitioners, and New Creek II LLC, 500 North Broadway, Suite 201, 

Jericho, NY, 11753, Landowner, seeking Variances from Section 13.7.2.1 and 

Section 13.7.3.e of the 1985 Woburn Zoning Ordinances, as amended, for the 

installation of signage at 425 Washington St., Woburn, MA: Representing the 

petitioner was Jennifer Ronneburger, CEO, Go Permit, 9061 Woodlark Terrace, Boynton 

Beach, FL. Ms. Ronneburger said this is the same petitioner as last time. She said the 

awnings are detailed in the handout with page numbers on the bottom left. She said page 

S-01 shows the front of the building and pages S02-04 show the awnings. She said the 

total area of the wall signage will be 95.19 square feet. She said the signs will have 

internal illumination. She referred to page 1 of the handout that indicates the building is 

set back more than 200 feet. She said this configuration is best for everyone. She said this 

will create visibility for the business. She said page 2 of the handout shows the elevation. 

She said the zoning code restricts the height of the awnings to 4 feet overall. She said 

Ulta is asking for 2 feet of additional height. She said the code states that one sign is 

allowed by right. She said page 3 shows the side elevation of the signage. She said the 

only parts of the signs that are illuminated are the Ulta writing and the logo. She said 

page 4 of the handout shows all the existing signs on the property. She said the signage is 

set up for illumination. She said the sign for Dollar Tree is illuminated in similar fashion. 

She said she wants to know if the intent of the board is to have every tenant in the in the 

center install gooseneck lighting. She said gooseneck lighting is more appropriate for 

Woburn Center, not this shopping center, which she said it 200 feet away from the main 

road. She said the board previously had the foresight to bring the signs up to standards. 

She said over time the sign code has become obsolete. Chair Pinkham asked what 

hardship the applicant is citing in its request for a variance. Ms. Ronneburger said the 

hardship if the extreme setback from Washington Street. She said they way the building 

is situated, there is zero visibility for people coming south on Washington Street and in 

the other direction of the highway. Chair Pinkham asked if visibility is the reason why 

there is a sign at the entrance to the shopping center. Ms. Ronneburger said that is a 

multi-tenant sign. Chair Pinkham said that sign lists every tenant, and it is right at the 

entrance to the property. Ms. Ronneburger said there is no visibility for that sign from the 

front setback. Chair Pinkham said there is only one way to go when you enter the 

shopping center. She said if someone pulls into the parking lot, there is a giant building in 

front of them and they know where they are going. Member Clancy said he is concerned 

about the sign on the side of the building being illuminated. He said he is concerned 

about the impact on the residential neighbors in the area. Ms. Ronneburger said the sign 

on the side of the building does not face the residential area. She said there is extensive 

landscaping in back of the building. She said there are already lights in the parking lot. 
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She said the applicant would agree to a condition that all signs be turned off by 10 p.m. 

She said the stores are open until 9 p.m. She said the signs would be lit until one hour 

after closing. Member Parrish said his concern is about the sign on the side of the 

building. He said he does not want to see that sign illuminated. He said he is not as 

concerned about the signage on the front of the building. He said he wishes the City 

Council would change some things. Member Ryan said his concern about illuminating 

the sign in front is that Dollar Tree and Title 1 Boxing will be in here the following 

month looking for the same thing. He said he understands the issue with the setback. He 

said he assumes the gooseneck lighting would accomplish the goal. He said if the board 

allows internal illumination it would get a parade of other applicants. Ms. Ronneburger 

said gooseneck lighting is not the best application for this location. She said gooseneck 

lighting is more appropriate for a downtown area. She said she drove down Main Street 

in Woburn and the gooseneck lighting is adorable. Chair Pinkham said the Ulta Beauty 

store is in Business Neighborhood zone where internal illumination not allowed. She said 

she understands this is frustrating. She said it is not her job to re-write the zoning 

ordinance, but it is her job to enforce it. She said she has to determine there is a hardship 

related to the conditions. She said the signs are already way too big. She said she would 

not have voted for the variance that was issued to Kohl’s in 2001. She said this particular 

building was also subject to zoning relief in 1990. She said back in 1990 no one used 

GPS or Waze. She said she does not think the applicant needs a larger sign to help people 

find where they are going. She said the signage amounts to advertising for the applicant. 

Ms. Ronneburger said the zoning code states a 1-square-foot maximum height for 

lettering is allowed. She said there is a safety element to using an application for 

directions. She cited an instance when she was lost in Atlanta trying to find the airport 

using an application and she was pulled over by a police officer. She said if there was 

better signage, she would have been able to find the airport easier. Chair Pinkham said 

Massachusetts has a hands free requirement for cell phone use. Ms. Ronneburger said the 

signage is not just for directions, but also for visibility. She said the goal is to try to get 

people back to shopping retail. Member Ryan said the applicant makes an interesting 

point about linear footage. He said the building is enormous. He said the code does allow 

for a little flexibility for sure, but he does not see any flexibility for internal illumination. 

Member Clancy said he agrees the code is pretty specific about internal illumination. He 

said if the board makes an exception in this instance there will be more businesses 

looking for exceptions and it will get out of hand. Chair Pinkham asked if anyone in the 

audience wished to address the board in regard to the petition. There were no 

respondents. Member Robertson asked the applicant what variances are being requested. 

Ms. Ronneburger said the applicant is seeking a variance for the front elevation of the 

wall sign, internal illumination of the sign, and an increase in overall square footage, sign 

height and letter height. Member Robertson said there are other remedies available to the 

property owner and asked if the applicant has thought of trying to amend the zoning 

ordinance. Ms. Ronneburger said she has, but her client is Ulta, not the property owner. 

Member Robertson said a lease holder also has a right to petition to amend the ordinance. 

He said the chair has made a good point about the board’s responsibility to enforce the 

ordinance. He said it seems like there are a lot of variances being requested, and it may 

be more appropriate to amend the zoning ordinance. Ms. Ronneburger asked if the board 

is willing to consider approving the size of the sign and the awning height if the 
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illumination component is removed. Chair Pinkham said she does not believe the 

standard for a variance has been met and she is not going to vote for any of this. She said 

the other members may have different viewpoints. Member Ryan said the board has not 

discussed the awnings yet. He said he would need more information about the awnings. 

He said he is willing to offer a little flexibility on the size, but not the internal 

illumination. Ms. Ronneburger asked if Member Ryan would be okay with the size if the 

internal illumination component was removed. Member Ryan said the proposed size is 

enormous compared with what is allowed. Member Clancy said it seems like the board is 

re-writing the code piece by piece with each of these variances. He said the code is clear 

in that there is no flexibility at all with internal illumination. He said the overall square 

footage may be worthy of consideration but he is hesitant to re-write the code. He said 

the board could end up being here every night with a stack of applications. Member Ryan 

said he was expecting a different proposal from last month. Ms. Ronneburger said she 

would rather figure out what the board will allow. She said it appears internal 

illumination is off the table. She asked if there is any compromise on the size. She said 

there is one square foot of signage allowed for every foot of building frontage. She said 

the building frontage is 98 linear feet of frontage and the applicant is requiring 95 square 

feet. She said they do comply with the zoning code in that respect. She said she does have 

other options. She said the size can be reduced to 78 square feet and the sign can be non-

illuminated. She said it is not going to look as good but it will fit. She said she does have 

a rendering of this version. Member Robertson asked if a variance is required for the 

awnings. Chair Pinkham said the applicant wants the awnings to be two feet bigger than 

what is allowed. She asked the applicant if she wants to withdraw the request for internal 

illumination. Ms. Ronneburger said she would like to withdraw the variance if that is how 

the board feels. Member Robertson said granting a variance for the internal illumination 

would be like granting a use variance. He said if it is illuminated, it’s a different use. 

Chair Pinkham said board can take a vote on the entire application or go through each 

item and take a vote. Member Robertson asked Ms. Ronneburger on whose behalf she is 

here. Ms. Ronneburger said she represents Ulta and the sign company. Motion made by 

Member Parrish and seconded by Member Clancy to deny the variance for internal 

illumination of the proposed signs; approved, 5-0. Chair Pinkham said there has been an 

amendment to request for the overall square footage and the applicant is now seeking a 

smaller sign of 78 square feet in accordance with the plan. Motion made by Member 

Ryan and seconded by Member Parrish to approve the sign with the revised smaller size 

and with a condition that it is not internally illuminated. Member Robertson asked how 

big the sign is that the board is now being asked to approve. Ms. Ronneburger said the 

revised sign is 5’7” high by 13’ 1 ¾” wide. Member Robertson asked the chair if she will 

have enough information to write a decision if the board approves the variance with the 

revised dimensions. Chair Pinkham answered affirmatively. Member Ryan said he would 

justify approval of the variance on the basis the building is 200 feet from the main road. 

Member Clancy asked if these will be lighted signs. Ms. Ronneburger said the signs will 

not light up. Motion to approve the variance was approved, 4-1, with Chair Pinkham 

opposed. Chair Pinkham asked if the will of the board is to consider the secondary wall 

sign on the side of the building. Member Parrish said he would be willing to vote in favor 

of the variance if the applicant agrees to a condition that the sign will be illuminated by 

gooseneck lighting which will be shut off at 10 p.m. Chair Pinkham said she does not 
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think there is a need to address that in the variance. Member Parrish said he is concerned 

about the impact on Richard Circle. He asked if the board could at least condition the 

variance to require the lighting to be turned off by 10 p.m. Ms. Ronneburger said the 

lighting will be turned off by 10 p.m. Member Robertson asked why not make the 

condition require the board to turn off the lighting when the store closes at 9 p.m. Ms. 

Ronneburger said if the board wants to require the lighting to be turned off by 9 p.m., the 

applicant will do that. Motion made by Member Parrish and seconded by Member Ryan 

to grant the variance for the sign on the side of the building facing Washington Street 

with a condition that all lighting be turned off by 9 p.m.; approved, 4-1, with Chair 

Pinkham opposed. Chair Pinkham said the applicant is asking for the awnings to be 6 feet 

high, rather than the 4 feet allowed under the zoning ordinance. Member Ryan asked if 

the applicant has any alternate plans. Ms. Ronneburger said there are no alternate plans. 

She said if the board allowed the 6-foot awnings it would help her tremendously, since 

they have been manufactured already. She said the way the building is, the 6-foot 

awnings look the best. Chair Pinkham said she appreciates the applicant’s transparency, 

but the request does not meet the legal standard for a hardship. Ms. Ronneburger said the 

awnings will be 9.5 feet from grade. Member Ryan said he is not necessarily opposed but 

he has some concerns and he would like more information. He asked if it would be 

possible to continue the hearing. Chair Pinkham said she is not in favor of granting the 

variance for the awnings. Member Parrish said he would vote in favor. He said the only 

aspect of the application that bothered him was the illuminated sign on the side of the 

building. Member Clancy said he would be willing to continue the hearing to see what 

kind of alternatives the petition could submit. Ms. Ronneburger said they could provide 

renderings for everyone. Member Robertson said he would like to amend the previous 

motion to stipulate any variances that are granted are specific to Ulta and they will be 

extinguished if Ulta ceases to occupy the premises. Motion seconded by Member Clancy. 

Member Robertson said he believes there is case law that allows a variance to be site 

specific. Chair Pinkham said she thinks that may be true for a special permit but not a 

variance. Member Robertson said he is fairly confident there is case law. Motion 

approved, 5-0. Motion made by Member Parrish and seconded by Member Clancy to 

continue the hearing on the variance for the awnings until the board’s meeting in March; 

approved, 5-0. After discussion, the board set a date of March 22 for the next meeting.  

 

2. Kohl’s/Heather Dudko Sousa Signs LLC, 27 Old Meetinghouse Road, Auburn, MA, 

01501, Petitioners, and New Creek II LLC, 500 North Broadway, Suite 201, Jericho, 

NY, 11753, Landowner, seeking Variances from Section 13.7.2.1 and Section 13.7.3.e 

of the 1985 Woburn Zoning Ordinances, as amended, for the installation of 

internally-illuminated signage and signage greater than the allowed height at 425 

Washington St., Woburn, MA: Representing the petitioner was Heather Dudko, Sousa 

Signs LLC, 27 Old Meetinghouse Road, Auburn, MA. Ms. Dudko said Kohl’s would like 

to revise an existing wall sign with letters that are five feet high and 195-square-feet of 

area, for which a variance was granted in 2001. She said the proposed revisions involve 

reducing the high of the letters for Kohl’s to four feet and adding signage for Sephora. 

She said the proposed sign will be 6 feet, 6 ¼ inches. She said Kohl’s has entered into an 

agreement with Sephora. She said the sign will advertise the presence of Sephora. She 

said the existing Kohl’s store is being revamped. She said the signage will be internally 
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illuminated. She said she is not sure whether a modification to a previous variance or a 

new variance is required. Member Robertson asked if the sign will be entirely new. Ms. 

Dudko answered affirmatively. Member Robertson asked if the variance request includes 

internal illumination. Ms. Dudko said Kohl’s wants to illuminate the sign. She said if the 

board is not inclined to grant the variance, Kohl’s will keep what it has. Chair Pinkham 

asked if anyone in the audience wished to address the board in regard to the petition. 

There were no respondents. Member Ryan asked if the if the applicant is willing to 

reduce the size of the sign to 4 feet and come back with alternate plans. Ms. Dudko said 

Kohl’s would like a vote tonight. She said if the variance is denied they will make a sign 

that conforms with the zoning ordinance. She said the application reflects what Kohl’s 

would like ideally. Member Ryan asked if the portion of the sign that references Sephora 

will also be internally lit. Ms. Dudko answered affirmatively. Chair Pinkham said Kohl’s 

received a variance in 2001 for a sign that is 5 feet high. She said that was a total gift. She 

said she thinks the sign would look much better if it was smaller. She said she is not 

going to be inclined to vote for the variance. Member Ryan said he would be interested in 

what the Building Commissioner has to say. He said the letters look enormous. Ms. 

Dudko said she had a conversation with the Building Commissioner, the result of which  

led her to file for the variance. Member Parrish asked by how much the square footage of 

the sign will increase. Ms. Dudko said the size of the sign will increase from 195 square 

feet to 200 square feet. Member Clancy said he is not inclined to vote in favor of the 

variance. He said the Kohl’s sign is already so big and he does not want to it to get 

bigger. Member Parrish said he is willing to amend the prior variance but he is not sure 

there are enough votes among the board. Member Robertson asked if the prior variance 

included internal illumination. Ms. Dudko answered affirmatively. Motion made by 

Member Parrish and seconded by Member Robertson to amend the prior variance to 

increase the size of the sign from 195 square feet to 200 square feet with the height of 6 

feet, 6 ¼ inches. Member Robertson asked if there is a relationship between Kohl’s and 

Sephora. Ms. Dudko said there is a new financial relationship between Kohl’s and 

Sephora. She said Kohl’s stores will have a Sephora component. Motion to approve the 

variance failed, 1-4, with Member Parrish in favor. 

 

3. Courtney Glazier and Matthew J. Glazier, 19 Valley Road/0 Millett St., Woburn, 

MA, 01801, Petitioners and Landowners, seeking a Variance from Section 6.1 of the 

1985 Woburn Zoning Ordinances, as amended, for a reduction in a side yard 

setback from 12 feet to 6 feet for the installation of a swimming pool at 0 Millett St., 

Woburn, MA: Representing the petitioner were Anthony and Denise Glazier, parents of 

Matthew J. Glazier. Chair Pinkham said it appears there are two separate lots owned by 

the petitioners. She said she does not believe the property line from which the petitioners 

are seeking relief is a side yard setback but rather a rear yard setback. She said the rear 

yard setback requirement would be 30 feet and not 12 feet. She said this is a really unique 

situation because there are lots. Anthony Glazier said the petitioners own the Millett 

Street lot outright. Member Ryan asked why the proposed location of the pool is six feet 

from the property line rather than centered. Anthony Glazier said there is a slope on the 

Valley Road property and if the pool is located closer to Millet Street, the petitioners 

would not have access to their back yard. He said the petitioners have three children. 

Member Ryan asked if the neighbors at 15 Valley Road have no objections. Denise 
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Glazier said the residents of 15 Valley Road wrote a letter to the board supporting the 

passage of the variance. She said there were two other letters submitted by neighbors who 

support passage of the variance. Member Parrish said it appears the property is flat until 

there is a stairway to a lower level. Anthony Glazier said that is correct. Chair Pinkham 

asked if anyone in the audience wished to address the board in regard to the petition. 

Dorothy Byington, 15 Valley Road, said she has no objections to the variance. She said 

the location the petitioners have chosen seems logical. She said she is aware the Conlon 

family that lives at 24 Ellis Street has no objection at all. Member Robertson said the law 

requires the applicant to demonstrate a hardship and asked what the petitioners are citing 

as a hardship. Anthony Glazier said the applicants will lose access to a large portion of 

their lot if they move the pool away from the corner. Member Robertson asked if the 

applicants have a hardship that pertains to the land. Denise Glazier said there is a slope. 

Member Ryan said he is still a little confused as to why the pool couldn’t be moved 

further into the lot. He asked if the location of the pool could be shifted closer to Millett 

Street. Anthony Glazier said the slope of the yard dictates the ideal location of the pool. 

He said the petitioners technically own two parcels and together they form the shape of 

an L. He said due to the slope of the yard if they put the pool anywhere else they would 

lose access to their back yard. Member Ryan asked the chair what the regulations are for 

fencing around a pool. Chair Pinkham said the pool must be surrounded by a fence at 

least 4 feet high. Denise Glazier said the petitioners plan to surround the pool completely 

with a fence. Member Robertson asked if the applicant own both lots at 19 Valley Road 

and 0 Millett Street. Anthony Glazier answered affirmatively. Member Robertson said 

the lot at 19 Valley Road consists of approximately 9,700-square-feet and asked if there 

was a variance issued when the house was built. Denise Glazier said the petitioners have 

owned the house for only 15 years. Member Ryan asked if the property to the east of the 

subject parcel is owned by one of the neighbors who wrote a letter to the board in support 

of the variance. Denise Glazier said the abutters to the east are the Conlons and they 

wrote a letter in support. Member Robertson said it appears the property slopes severely 

from south to north. He said it appears if the petitioners move the pool to the north they 

would have to do some serious grading. Denise Glazier said that is correct. Motion made 

by Member Clancy and seconded by Member Parrish to grant the variance; approved, 4-

1, with Chair Pinkham opposed. 

 
 

4. Ethan Robinson, 9 Madison St., Woburn, MA, Petitioner and Landowner, seeking a 

Special Permit from Section 7.3 of the 1985 Woburn Zoning Ordinances, as 

amended, for an addition to a pre-existing, non-conforming single-family home at 9 

Madison St., Woburn, MA: Mr. Robinson said he is looking to put an addition that is 

only going up. He said the original structure was built in 1910 and is 6.5 feet from the 

street. He said there was a previous addition built in the 1950s. Chair Pinkham asked if 

the proposed addition is going to meet up with the previous addition on the second floor. 

Mr. Robinson said the previous addition is L-shaped and the proposed addition will meet 

with the previous addition on the second floor. Chair Pinkham said there is a small area 

on page AP 0.5 of the building plans that looks like it is going to square off the structure. 

Mr. Robinson said that is correct. Chair Pinkham asked where the entrance to the 

basement will be. Mr. Robinson said the entrance to the basement is on the north side of 

the house. He said there are about eight steps to the door. Chair Pinkham asked if the 
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second story is going to remain within the existing footprint except for the little area that 

is being squared off. Mr. Robinson answered affirmatively. Chair Pinkham asked how 

many bedrooms and bathrooms there will be. Mr. Robinson said there are three bedrooms 

and two bathrooms now, and there will be four bedrooms and 2.5 bathrooms with the 

addition. Chair Pinkham asked if anyone in the audience wished to address the board in 

regard to the petition. There were no respondents. Member Parrish asked if the addition 

will meet all the height requirements in the zoning code. Mr. Robinson said the addition 

will go no higher than the existing home. Member Robertson asked if the home is a 2-

family. Mr. Robinson said the home is a single-family in an R-2 zoning district. Motion 

made by Member Parrish and seconded by Member Robertson to grant the special 

permit; approved, 5-0.   
 

5. William Penny, 333 Great River Road #330, Somerville, MA, Petitioner, and 

William and Stephanie Monterroso, 22 Waverly Road, Woburn, MA, Landowners, 

seeking a Special Permit from Section 7.3 of the 1985 Woburn Zoning Ordinances, 

as amended, for an addition to a pre-existing, non-conforming single-family home at 

22 Waverly Road, Woburn, MA: Mr. Penny said the house was built in 1966 and if 

non-conforming to the zoning code. He said the structure is too close to the street. He 

said the property owners want to move the existing deck and build an addition. He said 

there is a paper street adjacent to the property. He said the addition will be one story, with 

a family room off the kitchen. He said the existing structure does not meet any of the 

setback requirements. He said the addition will be supported with columns underneath. 

Chair Pinkham asked if anyone in the audience wished to address the board in regard to 

the petition. There were no respondents. Motion made by Member Parrish and seconded 

by Member Clancy to grant the special permit; approved, 5-0.   

 

 

6. Approval of minutes from meeting of January 18, 2023: Chair Pinkham said he has 

made one correction on page 1, changing the work “in” to “is.” Member Ryan said he has 

made a correction on page 2, changing the number 75 to 50. Motion made by Member 

Parrish and seconded by Member Clancy to approve the minutes as member; approved, 

5-0.  

 

7. Any other matter that may be legally before the Board: Member Ryan asked what the 

filing fees are for an application. Clerk responded the filing fee for a residential 

application is $100, and the filing fee for a commercial application is $250. He said the 

applicant is also billed directly by the newspaper for advertising, the cost of which is 

usually between $200-$300. 
 

 

8. Motion made by Member Parrish and seconded by Member Clancy to adjourn; 

approved, 5-0. Chair Pinkham adjourned the meeting 7:41 p.m. 

 

 

 

ATTEST:                                                          ________________________ 

Gordon Vincent 
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Clerk of the Zoning Board of Appeals 

 

 

 

 

 


