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A meeting of the Walpole Historical Commission was held on December 1, 2016 at the Walpole 
Town Hall, Room 116. 
 
The following members were in attendance: 
Samuel D. Obar, Regular Member, Chair  
Christine M. Cochrane, Regular Member, Vice Chair 
Mark G. Almeda, Regular Member 
George B. Ransom, Regular Member 
Roger F. Turner, Jr., Regular Member  
Melissa Totten, Associate Member 
 
The following members were not in attendance: 
Kathleen A Birtwell, Associate Member 
 
The following guests were in attendance: 
Carl Swanson, 1000 West Street aka Assessor’s Map 838, parcel 63, Town of Walpole 
Timothy Higgins, Edgewood Development - 1034 East St. / former L.F. Fales Machine 
Company 
John O’Leary 
 
Chairman Sam Obar called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm. 
 
• Public Hearing on Edgewood Development’s application for demolition of properties at 
1034 East Street. 
 
George Ransom makes a Motion to open Public Hearing regarding demolition application for 
1034 East Street, the former L. F. Fales Machine Company. Roger Turner seconds the Motion. 
The Motion passes 4-0-1 (Mark Almeda abstained). 
 
The Commission discusses whether to preferably preserve the building historically known as 
L.F. Fales Machine Company at 1034 East Street.  
 
Mr. Obar reads his own prepared commentary to the assembly and enters it into the record. 
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APPROVED MINUTES



(Attachment A). Mr. Turner states that the foyer is gorgeous and important in representing 
structures of productive industry in the history of the Town. Mr. Higgins states that his company 
is experienced in rehabilitating historic structures, and is knowledgeable in negotiating rights for 
re-sale. Mr. Ransom observes the building’s significance, but is not certain that the only option is 
to preserve it in whole.  Mr. Almeda assents that parts of the building are decrepit, that 
outbuildings along Glenwood Avenue have serious structural damage or have been 
over-modified. 
 
Nevertheless, the site visit revealed a rare and significant timber-framed industrial building 
facing East Street. Mr. Almeda states that the building containing the machine shop and original 
offices is both architecturally and historically significant with original doors, floors and even 
hardware of the time. This building is one of only two remaining timber-framed factory 
structures in Walpole, the other being on Diamond Street. 
 
Mark Almeda makes a Motion that: 
The one-story building(s), historically known as the L.F. Fales Machine Shop, with the second 

story Fales offices at the corner of East and Elm Streets and defined as follows: approximately 

one hundred and sixty feet along East Street and forty-eight feet along Elm Street, should be 

preferably preserved. 

Ms. Cochrane seconds the Motion. The Motion passes 3-1-1. (Mr. Obar opposed, Mr. Turner 
abstained.) 
 
Mr. Swanson enters at 7:35 pm. 
 
Mr. Higgins expressed dismay at the vote and stated that it is not practical or financially possible 
to renovate. Mr. Almeda stated that he understands the predicament, but the Commission is 
appointed by the Town to preserve its historic structures. 
 
Mr. Higgins asks when he can expect a written decision. Mr. Obar answers that a letter will be 
sent to the Building Commissioner within 5 days, per the bylaw. 
 
Ms. Cochrane makes a Motion to close the Public Hearing. Mr. Ransom seconds the Motion. 
The Motion passes 4-0-1. (Mr. Almeda abstained.) 
 
Mr. Higgins departs at 8:00 pm. 
 
• The Commission is to take a vote on the architectural/and or historical significance of the 
barn at 1000 West Street. 
 
Mr. Obar reads a letter received from Nina B. Staley of the Second Home Family DayCare at 
1025 West Street into the record [Attachment B]. Ms. Staley states in a portion of the letter that 
“At no time, did I, owner of Second Home Family DayCare have and (sic) verbal or written 
correspondence with anyone concerning the barn that was taken down on West St.” 
 
Mr. Swanson stated that the letter is not accurate. 
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Mr. Swanson stated that he did not demolish the barn. “No, I did not demolish it,” and stated “I 
pushed the front wall over.” Ms. Totten stated that per the definition of demolition in the bylaw, 
it was demolished. 
 
George Ransom makes a Motion that:  
The barn at Assessor’s Map 838 Parcel 63 is architecturally and/or historically significant. 

Ms. Cochrane seconds the Motion. The Motion passes 3-0-2 (Mr. Turner and Mr. Obar 
abstained.) 
 
• Mr. Obar opens discussion on Enforcement actions defined in the Town of Walpole bylaw 
in Chapter 349 Section 8. 
 
Discussion on Enforcement concludes and Mark Almeda makes a motion that:  
 
The Historical Commission authorize enforcement of bylaw Chapter 349 Section 8 of the Town 

of Walpole pertaining to the demolished barn at Assessor’s Map 838, parcel 63, Town of 

Walpole. 

 

Ms. Cochrane seconds the motion. 
 
Before the vote, the Commission discusses whether the Enforcement bylaw requires a two-year 
moratorium on permitted building, or might be otherwise interpreted to allow permitting before 

September 9, 2017, one year after Mr. Swanson applied for the demolition permit. 
 
Mr. Almeda withdraws his Motion. 
 
Christine Cochrane makes the Motion that: 
 
The Historical Commission authorize enforcement of bylaw Chapter 349 Section 8 of the Town 

of Walpole pertaining to the demolished barn at Assessor’s Map 838, parcel 63 Town of 

Walpole. No building permit and shall be issued with respect to the premises of the barn for 1 

year or until September 9, 2017. 

 
Mr. Almeda seconds the Motion. The Motion passes 3-0-2. (Mr. Turner and Mr. Obar abstained) 
 
Mr. Obar will write a letter to notify the Building Commissioner of the WHC decision, and will 
request an opinion by Town Counsel as to the strict definition of bylaw Chapter 349 Section 8 of 

the Town of Walpole. 
 
Mr. Swanson departs at 8:30 pm. 
 
• Chairman Obar calls for discussion of other business. 
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The Commission wishes to spend more time at the next meeting on the Barns of Walpole project 
proposed by Mr. Almeda and preliminarily researched by Mr. Ransom.  
 
Regarding the invitation by the Norfolk County Registry of Deeds to submit names and short 
biographies of notable landowners of Walpole to them for their new website project, Ms. Totten 
asks to add one or two submissions to augment the profiles already drafted by Mr. Ransom. It is 
agreed that she will research other notable landowners and draft biographies, and that others may 
continue to be added. 
 
Mr. O’Leary departs at 8:45. 
 
Mr. Obar states that the Commission will revisit the Registry of Deeds project at the next 
meeting. 
 
Mr. Turner makes a Motion to adjourn the meeting. 
Ms. Cochrane seconds the Motion. 
The motion passed 5-0-0. 
The meeting adjourns at 9:07 pm. 
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COMMENTS READ INTO THE RECORD BY SAM OBAR 

1034 East Street: 

1. One of the factors we must take into consideration is what would 

happen if we voted that it be “preferably preserved.” In this case, the 

most likely scenario if we voted that it be “preferably preserved”, is 

that the status quo remains. But the status quo is really just a 

hodgepodge and mishmash of structures and various businesses that 

do not have any historic value and in fact take away from the historic 

value. A lawnmower shop, cabinet shop, and daycare really take away 

from the structure, in fact, and its historic value. Although we would all 

like to see the building be occupied by another anchor tenant like the 

former YMCA, which would bring more life and energy to the building, 

I can tell you as a commercial real estate broker myself, that the 

building has many downsides that make it unattractive for potential 

tenants. There is a reason the YMCA left. If the building was preserved 

as is, substantial renovations and improvements would be needed to 

attract more high-quality tenants, but the costs of such renovations 

would be significant and even then it is not certain that better tenants 

could be brought there. So, it would be less expensive to just tear it 

down and build new. One of the major issues that the building has, for 

example, is flooding problems and its parking lot is not level and is 

inadequate and inefficient. The highest and best use for this property, 

in its current form, would be office space, not retail space, and 

residential, but again substantial renovation would be needed for that. 

So as far as preserving the mill structure itself, the best case scenario 



for “preferably preserving” it is that it will continue to have low quality 

tenants and the building will continue to decline. 

2. Per the bylaw, is there a “reasonable likelihood that either the owner 

of some other person or group is willing to purchase, preserve, 

rehabilitate, or restore such building and/or structure”? A couple of 

comments on this: first, it has remained like this since the 1980s, with 

no one stepping forward to preserve or rehabilitate the structure 

during the intervening years. Rehabilitation or preservation of the 

property would be nice, but in the next six months, it does not appear 

someone would step forward to propose to do that. The most likely 

consequence of a six-month delay, therefore, is that the status quo 

remains. And I think that is a shame because the structure deserves 

better. A substantial renovation would have to be done to tie all of the 

structures together, and that just is not practical at this time. If a new 

building is tastefully designed it would be a beautiful improvement for 

this former mill property. 

3. The bylaw also requires that the owner make “continuing bona fide, 

and reasonable efforts to locate a purchaser to preserve, rehabilitate, 

or restore such building and/or structure.” In this case, as I discussed 

before, I believe there is little chance that anybody else will step up to 

preserve, rehabilitate, or restore this structure. Although we have not 

been presented with any evidence that the owner is actively seeking 

buyers to preserve or rehabilitate it, I think this would be futile 

anyway. 



4. There are some artifacts in the basement of the structure that we 

viewed that are worth preserving for the Historical Society’s collection. 

I also would request that the applicant allow our Commission to take 

photographs on an ongoing basis of the demolition process and that 

we be kept informed about any “discoveries” of documents or artifacts 

that may be hidden in the structure. You never know what you may 

find when you take down a wall or a ceiling - you may find time 

capsules, documents stuffed into the wall, or other such artifacts. 

5. Finally, as I stated before, the new building should be tastefully 

designed. I would like to request that the applicant reconsider their 

proposed design for the final structure. In my opinion, the design that 

has been presented, is not in keeping with the character of our 

downtown and does not pay tribute to this historic site. I believe a 

better design could be achieved. Our Commission would welcome the 

opportunity to review your final proposed designs before you submit it 

to the necessary town boards for approval. 

  



Second Home Family DayCare 

1025 west St Walpole Ma 

 

 

To Whom It May Concern, 

 

     It has come to my attention that at a recent meeting, Mr Carl swanson refered to a daycare 

owner as complaining about his barn being a liability.  At no time, did I , owner of Second Home 

Family Daycare have and verbal or written correspondence with anyone concerning the barn 

that was taken down on West St. 

 

                    Sincerely yours, 

                    Nina B Staley 


