
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD 
Tuesday February 15, 2022 

7:15 p.m. 
 

Virtual Meeting using Zoom 
Meeting ID: 826-5899-3198 

(Instructions for accessing below) 
  

 
 
 

1. 7:20 p.m.  Minor Modification: Major Project Site Plan Special Permit No. 2005-07: Needham Gateway LLC, 
66 Cranberry Lane, Needham, Massachusetts, Petitioner. (Property located at 100 and 120 Highland 
Avenue, Needham, Massachusetts). 

 
2. Discussion: Emery Grover Building - Renovation for the Needham Public Schools Administration. 

 
3. Board of Appeals – February 17, 2022. 

 
4. Committee Appointment – Design Review Board. 

 
5. Minutes. 

 
6. Report from Planning Director and Board members.  

 
7. Correspondence. 

 
 (Items for which a specific time has not been assigned may be taken out of order.)  

To view and participate in this virtual meeting on your phone, download the “Zoom Cloud Meetings” 
app in any app store or at www.zoom.us. At the above date and time, click on “Join a Meeting” and enter 
the following Meeting ID: 826-5899-3198 
 
To view and participate in this virtual meeting on your computer, at the above date and time, go to 
www.zoom.us click “Join a Meeting” and enter the following ID: 826-5899-3198 
 
Or to Listen by Telephone: Dial (for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location):  
US: +1 312 626 6799 or +1 646 558 8656 or +1 301 715 8592 or +1 346 248 7799 or +1 669 900 9128 or +1 
253 215 8782 Then enter ID: 826-5899-3198  
 
Direct Link to meeting: https://us02web.zoom.us/s/82658993198 
 

 
  

http://www.zoom.us/
http://www.zoom.us/
http://www.zoom.us/
http://www.zoom.us/
https://us02web.zoom.us/s/82658993198
https://us02web.zoom.us/s/82658993198


 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
January 31, 2022 

 
To Abutters: 

 
On February 15, 2022, the Planning Board will review a proposal by Needham Gateway, LLC, for property 
located at 100 and 120 Highland Avenue, to permit the Petitioner to modify the Amendment of Decision to 
allow the installation of three additional dumpsters along the rear of the building at 100 Highland Avenue 
for cardboard products only. The original Special Permit permitted a single 6 foot high dumpster enclosure 
in the center of the parking lot. Over time, the amount of trash for that singular dumpster became too great 
and necessitated frequent pick-ups. The Petitioner has already installed the additional enclosure and is 
currently seeking formal approval. The enclosure is made of PVC materials and measures 11 x 6 and is 6 
feet in height.  
 
Photographs of the dumpster enclosure are below.  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Interested persons may attend the Planning Board meeting to learn more about the proposal, to ask 
questions and/or to share your opinion with the Planning Board. The Planning Board has scheduled this 
matter for Tuesday, February 15, 2022 at 7:20 p.m. with Zoom ID Meeting/Webinar ID: 826-5899-
3198 or use this link: https://us02web.zoom.us/s/82658993198 

 
You may submit comments or ask questions of Planning Staff by leaving a voicemail at 781-455-7550 Ext 
271 or emailing planning@needhamma.gov.  
 
Very truly yours, 
 
NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD 

 
Lee Newman 
Director of Planning and Community Development 

 

https://us02web.zoom.us/s/82658993198
https://us02web.zoom.us/s/82658993198
mailto:planning@needhamma.gov
mailto:planning@needhamma.gov


Needham Gateway, LLC
By:

Its Manager







cardboard
dumpster area

Dumpster for food
and organic trash

additional section of fence
installed to help keep any
trash on the property and to
stop people from walking up
the hill to the property from
Highland Terrace
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                Town of Needham 
           Building Department 
                                      500 Dedham Ave. 

                    Needham, MA 02492 
 

Tel.781-455-7550 x 308 
 
 
December 10, 2021 
 
Mr. Mike Moskowitz  
146 Popponesset Island Road 
Mashpee MA. 02649 
 
Re: Needham Gateway LLC 
      100 and 120 Highland Ave. 
      Needham, MA. 02492 
 
 
Dear Sir, 
 
Please be advised that I have received a complaint about additional dumpsters that were placed 
on the site. According to the approved Site Plan the only location that is approved for dumpsters 
is the enclosure in the middle of the parking lot. It also appears that sections of the fence 
surrounding the property may have been damaged in the some of the recent storms that occurred 
in Needham.  
 
Upon receipt of this notice please remove the additional unauthorized dumpsters, and please 
have any damaged fence repaired. If you want to add additional dumpsters you will need to 
apply to the Planning Board for an amendment to the site plan, but they must be removed until 
you receive that approval.  
 
Please contact my office with a removal date, or any questions you may have about this notice. 
 
Thank you for your cooperation, 
 
 
David A Roche 
Building Commissioner 
Town of Needham    
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February 3, 2022 
 
Needham Planning Board 
Needham Public Service Administration Building 
Needham, MA  02492 
 
RE: Minor Modification to Major Project Special Permit No. 2005-07 
 100-120 Highland Avenue- Needham Gateway 
 
Dear Members of  the Board, 
 
The Department of  Public Works has completed its review of  the above referenced request Minor 
Modification to a Special Permit.  The applicant requests this modification to add an outdoor 
dumpster enclosure as shown on the plans for carboard products only.  The enclosure has already 
been constructed and is located adjacent to the existing walkway and building rear of  the property. 
 
The review was conducted in accordance with the Planning Board’s regulations and standard 
engineering practice.  The documents submitted for review are as follows: 
 

1. Application for the Amendment to 2005-07 and attached Rider A. 
 

2. As-Built plan of the site dated January 12, 2007 with addition of requested dumpster 
location. 

 
3. Photos of the existing but not approved dumpster location. 

 
Our comments and recommendations are as follows: 
 

• We have no comment or objection to the proposed Modification. 
 
If  you have any questions regarding the above, please contact our office at 781-455-7538. 
 
Truly yours, 
 
 
 
Thomas Ryder 
Acting Town Engineer 
 



From: Tara Gurge
To: Alexandra Clee
Subject: RE: Request for comment - Needham Gateway - addition of dumpsters
Date: Thursday, February 10, 2022 11:04:19 AM
Attachments: image002.png

image003.png

Alex –
 
The Public Health Division conducted the review for the Needham Gateway Project, re:
adding additional Recycling Dumpsters on site to be located at 100 Highland Avenue, and we
have no comments to share at this time. 

Please let me know if you need any additional information from us on that. 

Thanks,

TARA E. GURGE, R.S., C.E.H.T., M.S. (she/her/hers)
ASSISTANT PUBLIC HEALTH DIRECTOR
Needham Public Health Division
Health and Human Services Department
178 Rosemary Street
Needham, MA  02494
Ph- (781) 455-7940; Ext. 211/Fax- (781) 455-7922
Mobile- (781) 883-0127
Email - tgurge@needhamma.gov
Web- www.needhamma.gov/health

P please consider the environment before printing this email
STATEMENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY

This e-mail, including any attached files, may contain confidential and privileged information for the sole use of the intended
recipient(s).  Any review, use, distribution or disclosure by others is strictly prohibited.  If you are not the intended recipient
(or authorized to receive information for the recipient), please contact the sender by reply e-mail and delete all copies of this

message.  Thank you.

Follow Needham Public Health on Twitter!
 
 
 

From: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov> 
Sent: Friday, January 21, 2022 4:52 PM
To: David Roche <droche@needhamma.gov>; Thomas Ryder <tryder@needhamma.gov>; John
Schlittler <JSchlittler@needhamma.gov>; Dennis Condon <DCondon@needhamma.gov>; Tara Gurge
<TGurge@needhamma.gov>; Timothy McDonald <tmcdonald@needhamma.gov>; Carys Lustig
<clustig@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Elisa Litchman <elitchman@needhamma.gov>; Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=7DDFEDC109D54776B5B6E7C6911ADADB-TARA GURGE
mailto:aclee@needhamma.gov
mailto:tgurge@needhamma.gov
http://www.needhamma.gov/health
http://www.google.com/url?url=http://www.technobuffalo.com/2013/10/15/twtr-twitter-ticker-symbol-nyse/&rct=j&frm=1&q=&esrc=s&sa=U&ei=q-nlVNiWBcqpNri2guAH&ved=0CB4Q9QEwBA&usg=AFQjCNHLFQwVNUq0YD9jwRct73jdAJ3LYw
https://twitter.com/Needham_Health










Subject: Request for comment - Needham Gateway - addition of dumpsters
 
Dear all,
 
We have received the attached application materials for the addition of dumpsters on the site. More
information can be found in the attachments. The additional location of the dumpsters is already
installed but was not part of the approved site plan.
 
The Planning Board has scheduled this matter for February 15, 2022. Please send your comments by
Wednesday February 9, 2022 at the latest.
 
The documents attached for your review are as follows:
 

1. Application for the Amendment to 2005-07 and attached Rider A.
 

2. As-Built plan of the site dated January 12, 2007 with addition of requested dumpster location.
 

3. Photos of the existing but not approved dumpster location.
 
Thank you, alex.
 
 
 
 
Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Needham, MA
781-455-7550 ext. 271
www.needhamma.gov
 

http://www.needhamma.gov/


From: Elizabeth Kaponya
To: Lee Newman
Cc: Alexandra Clee
Subject: Illegal Dumpsters at Panera Bread Needham Gateway - Zoom Meeting Feb 15
Date: Monday, February 14, 2022 11:51:33 PM

Hello Lee,

I intend to participate at the Planning Board Zoom Meeting on Feb. 15th, however
since one cannot be 100% sure about participation - and that i am bringing up a
separate concern about dumpsters - i wanted to make sure that the Planning Board
had a heads up on this extra concern - ie. CONSTRUCTION DUMPSTERS.

First i want to make known my objection - and my neighbor's objections - to the illegal
dumpsters that have been placed 10 feet from bedroom windows of homes on
Highland Terrace. This illegal activity has gone on for years. Enough is enough - now
you want to reward this illegal activity by permitting it / grandfathering it in? When the
dumpsters are serviced the noise is deafening, as they are flung to the ground - the
houses shake - and it lasts for 20 minutes! Clearly these illegal dumpsters need to be
relocated to the center of the parking lot, where the big dumpster is. What is the
problem in doing this?

Another issue that is also about dumpsters - is that whenever a tenant of the Panera
Bread Mall moves out - there is a major rehab that occurs to accomodate the new
business that moves in. That is when a huge Construction Dumpster is brought in -
and invariably placed right next to the homes, and their bedroom windows. The noise
is deafening and jolting, as all sorts of industrial debris is tossed in constantly. Since 3
businesses are not renewing their leases in March - and 3 new businesses will be
eventually moving in - this will be a big issue. I will ask the Planning Board to stipulate
that Construction Dumpsters be placed closest to 2nd Avenue, and not next to the
homes of Highland Terrace.

Thank You,

Elizabeth Kaponya
27 Highland Terrace
TMM "J"

mailto:liz.kaponya@gmail.com
mailto:LNewman@needhamma.gov
mailto:aclee@needhamma.gov


Town of Needham PPBC

Needham Public Schools Administration

Bargmann Hendrie + Archetype, Inc.

EMERY GROVER BUILDING
Renovation for the 

Needham Public Schools Administration

Planning Board

February 15, 2022



PROJECT TIMELINE

• November 2021 – March 2022 Design Development
Construction Cost Estimate in advance of Town Meeting

• March 2022 – Hillside Documents issued for Bidding

• May 2022 Town Meeting
Construction Appropriation Anticipated 

• May 2022 - November 2022  EG Construction Documents and Bidding
Hillside Renovations for Temporary Occupancy

• December 2022 School Administration to Relocate to Hillside
Complete Hillside Renovations for Temporary Occupancy

• January 2023 – August 2024 Emery Grover Renovation
School Administration moves back August 2024



HILLSIDE SCHOOL 



• Renovation is for temporary use; IT to remain, 
possible future swing space and storage

• Focus is on 1959 building

• Modifications to be minimal, re-use of work 
done for Police/Fire

• Sprinklers required for fire protection

• No site work required

• HVAC repair or replace



HILLSIDE SCHOOL

Demolish link to Modular Classrooms

Drain systems and mothball building



SITE PLAN

• Amended Planning Permit 
required for change in 
temporary use.

• Construction fence has been
removed.

• Parking striping to remain as is.

• Transformer to be added, 
location TBD.



EMERY GROVER



PROJECT OVERVIEW
Improvements Incorporated into the Emery Grover Renovation:

• Renovation of the building will allow it to be retained for School Admin.

• Renovation can be accomplished without a large addition.

• The currently inaccessible building will be made accessible.

• HVAC equipment will be located mostly inside the building.

• The project will add code-compliant interior stairs.

• All utilities and MEP systems will be replaced & fire protection added.

• Energy efficiency will be increased with new windows and roof insulation.



SITE 



SITE

• Through-drive to parking at east is to remain

• Ramp from parking to north portico  entry

• Center entry closed off

• South portico for emergency egress

• Accessible sidewalk from street to entry, if grades allow

• Reintroduce grass at front (remove parking under study)

• 60 Parking spaces on site



UTILITIES 



UTILITIES 



UTILTIES 

This slide will 

be updated 

prior to 

2/15/22.



PARKING 

This slide will 

be updated 

prior to 

2/15/22.



PARKING 

TOTAL AVAILABLE  = 136

136



ZONING 

60

6060



OFF-SITE PARKING

67 spaces shown 

within 300 ft



LOWER LEVEL PLAN



FIRST FLOOR PLAN



SECOND FLOOR PLAN



THIRD FLOOR PLAN



ROOF PLAN



CONFERENCE ROOM 

WINDOWS ADDED AT 

THESE PANELS



ROOF DRAINS 



EXTERIOR



WINDOWS 

Aluminum clad with insulating glassExisting painted wood windows with single glazing



ATTIC



MECHANICAL



DORMER VIEWS



WEST ELEVATION



STRUCTURAL INVESTIGATIONS



MASONRY INSPECTION 



ROOF EDGE



PLANNING SCHEDULE

March 4 – Submit Hillside documents for April 5 meeting

March 18 - Submit Emery Grover documents for April 19 meeting

May meetings 

June Meetings



 
 

Next Meeting:   Thursday, March 17, 2022 at 7:30pm 
 

This draft Agenda is for Planning Board Usage Only 
 

NEEDHAM 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

AGENDA   
          THURSDAY, February 17, 2022 - 7:30PM 

Zoom Meeting ID Number: 869-6475-7241  
 

 
To view and participate in this virtual meeting on your computer, at the above date and time, 
go to www.zoom.us, click “Join a Meeting” and enter the Meeting ID:  869-6475-7241 
Or joint the meeting at link: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86964757241 
    

AGENDA 
Minutes    Review and approve Minutes from January 20, 2022 meeting.  

 
Case #1 – 7:30PM 26 Ardmore Road –26 Ardmore Road, LLC, applicant, applied to the Board of 

Appeals for a Special Permit under Sections 6.1.2 and any other applicable 
Sections of the By-Law to allow one additional garage space. This request is 
associated with the demolition and reconstruction of a new single-family home 
with an attached garage. The property is located at 26 Ardmore Road, Needham, 
MA in the Single Residence B (SRB) District. 

 
Case #2 – 7:30PM 473 High Rock Street– Janet Carter Bernardo, owner, applied to the Board 

of Appeals for a Special Permit under Sections 1.4.6 and any other 
applicable Sections of the By-Law to allow a lawful, pre-existing, non-
conforming building to be altered, enlarged or reconstructed. This request 
is associated with the demolition and reconstruction of an existing detached 
single garage with a new detached single garage. The property is located at 
473 High Rock Street, Needham, MA in the Single Residence B (SRB) 
District. 

Case #3 – 7:45PM 32 Mark Lee Road - Wes and Lauren Soper, owners, have appealed a 
decision of a Building Inspector dated December 17, 2021 determining that 
a proposed addition and garage do not comply with setback requirements of 
the Zoning By-Law. The subject property is a corner lot located at 32 Mark 
Lee Road, Needham MA in the Single Residence B (SRB) District. 
(Continued from January 20, 2022) 

 
  

http://www.zoom.us/
http://www.zoom.us/
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86964757241
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86964757241


ZBA Application For Hearing 

 

 
Applicants must consult with the Building Inspector prior to filing this 

Application. Failure to do so will delay the scheduling of the hearing. 

Applicant Information 
Applicant 
Name 

 
 26 Ardmore Road, LLC 
(Yevgeniy Voloshin, Manager) 

Date: 

1/24/22 

Applicant 
Address 

 
 945 Great Plain Avenue, Suite 18, Needham, MA 02492 

Phone  617.953.8747 email  gene@catalystdg.com 

Applicant is X Owner;  Tenant;   Purchaser;   Other   

If not the owner, a letter from the owner certifying authorization to apply must be included 

Representative 
Name 

  
George Giunta, Jr., Esq. 

Address  281 Chestnut Street, Needham, MA 02492 

Phone  617-840-3570 email  George.giuntajr@needhamlaw.net 

Representative is X Attorney;  Contractor;   Architect;   Other   

Contact   Me X Representative in connection with this application. 
 

Subject Property Information 
Property Address  26 Ardmore Road, Needham, MA 

Map/Parcel 
Number 

 
 Map 106 Parcel 34 Zone of 

Property 

  
 SRB 

Is property within 100 feet of wetlands, 200 feet of stream or in flood Plain? 
     Yes X  No 

Is property X  Residential or      Commercial 
If residential renovation, will renovation constitute “new construction”? 
 
X Yes     No 
If commercial, does the number of parking spaces meet the By-Law 
requirement?   Yes    No 
Do the spaces meet design requirements?   Yes   No 

Application Type (select one): X  Special Permit       Variance       Comprehensive 
Permit     Amendment       Appeal Building Inspector Decision 



ZBA Application For Hearing 

 

 
 

Existing Conditions: 

Single family dwelling which is lawful, pre-existing, non-conforming as to side-
yard setback on a conforming lot. 
 

 
 

Statement of Relief Sought: 

Special Permit pursuant to Section 6.1.2 of the By-Law to allow for one additional 
garage space in the Single Residence B District; such space to be located in an 
attached garage in a new single-family dwelling, to be constructed, and all other 
relief necessary for construction and utilization of same. 
 

 
 

Applicable Section(s) of the Zoning By-Law:  

 6.1.2, 7.2, 7.5.2 and any other applicable Section or By-Law 
 

If application under Zoning Section 1.4 above, list non-conformities: 

 Existing 

Conditions 

Proposed 

Conditions 

Use 
  

# Dwelling Units 
  

Lot Area (square feet)   

Front Setback (feet)   

Rear Setback (feet)   

Left Setback (feet)   

Right Setback (feet)   

Frontage (feet)   

Lot Coverage (%)   

FAR (Floor area divided by the lot area)   

Numbers must match those on the certified plot plan and supporting materials 



ZBA Application For Hearing 

 

 
Date Structure Constructed including additions: 

 1956 
Date Lot was created: 

Feb 9, 1954 
 
 

Submission Materials Provided 

Certified Signed Plot Plan of Existing and Proposed Conditions 
(Required) 

 
 X 

Application Fee, check made payable to the Town of Needham 
Check holders name, address, and phone number to appear on 
check and in the Memo line state: “ZBA Fee – Address of Subject 
Property” 
(Required) 

 
 X 

If applicant is not the owner, a letter from the owner certifying 
authorization (Required) 

 

An electronic copy of the application and all submitted materials 
(Required) 

 
 X 

Elevations of Proposed Conditions (when necessary)  X 

Floor Plans of Proposed Conditions (when necessary)  X 
 

Feel free to attach any additional information relative to the application. 
Additional information may be requested by the Board at any time during the 
application or hearing process. 

!!!! 

I hereby request a hearing before the Needham Zoning Board of Appeals. I have 
reviewed the Board Rules and instructions. 

 

I certify that I have the Applicant has consulted with the Building Inspector on 
1/21/22 

 

Date: 1/24/22 Applicant Signature       
                                         George Giunta, Jr., Esq. 
                                          Attorney for 26 Ardmore Road, LLC 

 
 

An application must be submitted to the Town Clerk’s Office at 
townclerk@needhamma.gov and the ZBA Office at dcollins@needhamma.gov 





















 
ZBA Application For Hearing 

 

 

Applicants must consult with the Building Inspector prior to filing this 
Application. Failure to do so will delay the scheduling of the hearing. 

Applicant Information 

Applicant 
Name  

Date: 
 

Applicant 
Address  

Phone  email  

Applicant is Owner;  Tenant; Purchaser;  Other_____________________ 

If not the owner, a letter from the owner certifying authorization to apply must be included 

Representative 
Name  

Address  

Phone  email  

Representative is Attorney;  Contractor; Architect;  Other_____________________ 

Contact Me Representative in connection with this application. 

 

Subject Property Information 

Property Address  

Map/Parcel 
Number 

 Zone of 
Property  

Is property within 100 feet of wetlands, 200 feet of stream or in flood Plain? 
Yes  No 

Is property  Residential or Commercial 
If residential renovation, will renovation constitute “new construction”?  
Yes  No 
If commercial, does the number of parking spaces meet the By-Law 
requirement? Yes No  
Do the spaces meet design requirements?  Yes  No    

Application Type (select one): Special Permit Variance Comprehensive 
Permit Amendment Appeal Building Inspector Decision  

Janet Carter Bernardo
1/24/22

473 High Rock Street, Needham, MA 02492

617-852-9974 jbernardo@horsleywitten.com

X

Mark Gluesing

48 Mackintosh Avenue, Needham, MA 02492

781-444-3504 mjgarchitect@verizon.net

X

X

473 High Rock Street

Map 138, Lot 84 SRB

X

X

X New replacement of existing garage

Not Applicable

X



 
ZBA Application For Hearing 

 

  

 

 

Existing Conditions: 

 

 

 

 

Statement of Relief Sought: 

 

 

 

 

Applicable Section(s) of the Zoning By-Law: 

 

If application under Zoning Section 1.4 above, list non-conformities: 

 Existing 
Conditions 

Proposed 
Conditions 

Use   

# Dwelling Units   

Lot Area (square feet)   

Front Setback (feet)   

Rear Setback (feet)   

Left Setback (feet)   

Right Setback (feet)   

Frontage (feet)   

Lot Coverage (%)   

FAR (Floor area divided by the lot area)   

Numbers must match those on the certified plot plan and supporting materials 

 

Single family house built in 1914 with a detached single car garage.

Garage currently has numerous large cracks in the walls.

Garage is approximately 0.8 feet from side property line and 7.4 feet from the house.

Would like to demolish the existing garage and replace it in the same location.

Seeking relief for two non-conformities under 1.4.6 Alteration

1.4.6 Alteration

Residential          Residential

1   1

10,020 sf  10,020 sf

43.59 feet  43.59 feet

60.02 feet  60.02 feet

10.35 feet  10.35 feet

0.81 feet  0.81 feet

75.20 feet  75.20 feet

1,385/10,020 13.8 %   13.8%

1,805/10,020 0.18   0.18



 
ZBA Application For Hearing 

 

  

 

Date Structure Constructed including additions: Date Lot was created: 
 

 

Submission Materials Provided 

Certified Signed Plot Plan of Existing and Proposed Conditions 
(Required) 

 

Application Fee, check made payable to the Town of Needham 
Check holders name, address, and phone number to appear on 
check and in the Memo line state: “ZBA Fee – Address of Subject 
Property” 
 (Required) 

 

If applicant is tenant, letter of authorization from owner (Required)  

Electronic submission of the complete application with attachments 
(Required) 

 

Elevations of Proposed Conditions  (when necessary)  

Floor Plans of Proposed Conditions (when necessary)  

Feel free to attach any additional information relative to the application. 
Additional information may be requested by the Board at any time during the 
application or hearing process.   

❖❖❖❖ 

I hereby request a hearing before the Needham Zoning Board of Appeals. I have 
reviewed the Board Rules and instructions.  

 

I certify that I have consulted with the Building Inspector____________________ 
                date of consult 

 

Date:_______________ Applicant Signature_______________________________ 

 

An application must be submitted to the Town Clerk’s Office at 
townclerk@needhamma.gov and the ZBA Office at dcollins@needhamma.gov 

House built in 1914, addition in 1960. Garage built in 1914   1914

Bernard Ashley - 12/28/21

1/24/2022

N/A

Additional information includes Property Card  
and Building Permit from 1960. Photos of existing 
garage and subsurface infiltration system.
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Residential Property Record Card

Parcel ID: 199/138.0-0084-0000.0 MAP: 138.0 BLOCK: 0084 LOT: 0000.0 Parcel Address: 473 HIGH ROCK ST FY: 2019

PARCEL INFORMATION Use-Code: 101 Sale Price: 600,000 Book: 32387 Road Type: T Inspect Date: 06/08/2015

Owner: Tax Class: T Sale Date: 07/11/2014 Page: 294 Rd Condition: P Meas Date: 03/01/2002

   BERNARDO, JANET CARTER Tot Fin Area: 1535 Sale Type: P Cert/Doc: Traffic: M Entrance: D

Address: Tot Land Area: 0.220 Sale Valid: O Water: PS Collect Id: SW

   473 HIGH ROCK ST Sewer: Grantor: DICK Sewer: SW Inspect Reas: H

   NEEDHAM MA 02492 Exempt-B/L% Resid-B/L% 100/100 Comm-B/L% 0/0 Indust-B/L% 0/0 Open Sp-B/L% 0/0

RESIDENCE INFORMATION

Style: OS Tot Rooms: 7 Main Fn Area: 1034 Attic: N

Story Height: 1.75 Bedrooms: 3 Up Fn Area: 501 Bsmt Area: 1010

Roof: G Full Baths: 2 Add Fn Area: Fn Bsmt Area:

Ext Wall: FB Half Baths: 0 Unfin Area: Bsmt Grade:

Masonry Trim: Ext Bath Fix: 0 Tot Fin Area: 1535 Foundation: CB

Bath Qual: M RCNLD: 321328 Kitch Qual: M Eff Yr Built: 2012

Mkt Adj: Heat Type: HW Ext Kitch: Year Built: 1914

Sound Value: Fuel Type: G Grade: GV Cost Bldg: 321,300

Fireplace: 1 Bsmt Gar Cap: Condition: G Att Str Val1: 40000

Central AC: N Bsmt Gar SF: Pct Complete: 100 Att Str Val2:

Att Gar SF: %Good P/F/E/R: ///98

Porch Type Porch Area Porch Grade Factor
E 88

LAND INFORMATION

NBHD CODE: 301 NBHD CLASS: ZONE: SRB

Seg Type Code Method Sq-Ft Acres Influ-Y/N Value Class

1 P 101 S 9392 0.220 N 402,951

DETACHED STRUCTURE INFORMATION
Str Unit Msr-1 Msr-2 E-YR-Blt Grade Cond %Good P/F/E/R Cost Class

G1 S 216 1914 P P 50///50 4,100 1

VALUATION INFORMATION

Current Total: 728,400 Bldg: 325,400 Land: 403,000 MktLnd: 403,000

Prior Total: 728,400 Bldg: 325,400 Land: 403,000 MktLnd: 403,000

Sketch Photo
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PHOTOS: 

 
Photo 1: Crack in garage wall. 
Photo taken on 01/21/22 

 
Photo 2:  Side of garage adjacent to property line.  
Photo taken on 01/21/22. 
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Photo 3:  Tarps illustrate location of garage into back yard by right. 
Photo taken on 01/21/22. 
 

 
Photo 4:  Tarps illustrate location of garage 10 feet behind house. 
Photo taken on 01/21/22. 
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Photo 5:  Subsurface infiltration system for roof runoff installed behind house. 
Photo taken June 2015. 
 

 
Photo 6:  Backyard after subsurface infiltration system installed. Garage on left side of photo. 
Photo taken July 2015. 
 
 



 Susan Opton 

 Needham Planning Board, 
 Needham Public Services Administration Building, 
 500 Dedham Avenue, Needham, Massachusetts 02492 
 781-455-7550 ext. 270 
 LNewman@needhamma.gov 

 February 11.2022 

 Dear Needham Planning Board, 

 Please accept this as my letter of interest for the vacant position on the Needham Design Review Board. I 

 have been a Needham resident since 2001 and have observed Needham’s growth and beautification over 

 the years. Currently, I own and operate a landscape design practice with sixteen employees, five of which 

 are designers and the rest organic fine gardeners and project managers. I am also a Certified Northeast 

 Organic Landcare Professional and a Massachusetts Certified Horticulturist. 

 My company’s philosophy is based on sustainable landscape design principles which incorporates 

 elements of community education and “giving back” to the community. Kate’s Corner and the Needham 

 Welcome Sign Garden, the Needham Gas Station, Hillside School Garden and the Mitchell School 

 Learning Center are all Needham spaces that we either currently or previously have designed and/or 

 maintained pro bono throughout the years. I am currently on the Advisory Board of COGdesign 

 (Community Outreach Group for Landscape Design) where I was involved in developing the Nira Rock 

 and Egleston Square projects in Jamaica Plain. Both projects were aimed at increasing public usage of 

 previously delinquent spaces. 

 My education in landscape architecture and design started at the UCLA Landscape Architecture Program, 

 and continued when I moved to Boston and then graduated from the Radcliffe Seminars Landscape 

 Design Program in 2002. I held the position of landscape designer at Elm Bank in Wellesley while also 

 starting my landscape design practice immediately upon graduation. My office is now located in Sherborn. 

 Needham is a beautiful community for families to live and grow and I strangely feel compelled to assist in 

 any way possible to help maintain or enhance it’s beautification while encouraging  maintaining a healthy, 

 diverse, vibrant environment. 



 I was asked to submit a resume. Unfortunately, this request is a bit last minute and since I have not 

 needed a resume in many years I don’t have a current one and did not have time to create one. I have a 

 B.S in Health Administration and in my previous career worked in the healthcare industry for 15 years 

 before changing over to landscape design in 1998. Somewhere in there I also owned and operated an 

 import/export business, designing and selling home textiles from Central and South America, got married 

 and had a son who has just graduated college and is moving to Los Angeles.. 

 ●  Current Association Memberships 

 American Society of Landscape Architects 

 Association of Professional Landscape Designers 

 Massachusetts Nursery Landscape Association 

 Northeast Organic Farming Association 

 Ecological Landscape Alliance 

 I thank you in advance for your time and consideration for review of this letter and my credentials. 

 You can learn more about me and my company at www.terrascapeslandscapedesign.com. 

 Sincerely, 

 Susan Opton 
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          NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 
 

November 16, 2021 
 
The Needham Planning Board Virtual Meeting using Zoom was remotely called to order by Paul Alpert, Chairman, on 
Tuesday, November 16, 2021, at 7:00 p.m. with Messrs. Jacobs and Block and Mmes. McKnight and Espada, as well as 
Planning Director, Ms. Newman and Assistant Planner, Ms. Clee. 
 
Mr. Alpert took a roll call attendance of the Board members and staff.  He noted this is an open meeting that is being held 
remotely because of Governor Baker’s executive order on March 12, 2020 due to the COVID Virus.  All attendees are 
present by video conference.  He reviewed the rules of conduct for zoom meetings.  He noted this meeting includes 2 public 
hearings and there will be public comment allowed.  If any votes are taken at the meeting the vote will be conducted by roll 
call.  All supporting materials, including the agenda, are posted on the town’s website. 
 
Appointment: 
 
7:00 p.m. – David Feldman: discussion of proposed repurpose of Wingate skilled nursing to assisted/independent 
living. 
 
Davis Feldman, Sr. Vice President for Real Estate and Development of [name of company], noted thate Ms. Newman 
suggested an informal discussion would be good.  There is currently a skilled nursing home at 589 Highland Avenue.  The 
skilled nursing is not doing well in Massachusetts, and they are looking at a “what if” scenario to expand the independent 
living footprint.  They are a ways away from any formal presentation but want some feedback.  He wants to work 
collaboratively.  He noted Wingate has been looking at expanding the independent living.  55+ living is maintenance free 
with one large bedroom, full kitchen and laundry.  There are a lot of the same support services but not as heavy.  The average 
age in the skilled nursing home is 80+ who need a lot of support services.  They are getting 3 meals a day and home care.  
There is a heavy schedule of activities and transportation.  He thinks they will see a push for more private rooms and more 
space, so they are looking at a possible re-use.  
 
Mr. Feldman noted the staff is amazing and have been remarkable during the pandemic.  Wingate wants to continue 
providing great care and wants to be proactive.  He noted they are not ready to make a decision or push forward with 
anything right now.  They want feedback from the Board.  He noted the project complies with all existing zoning.  There is 
plenty of parking and he does not anticipate any site work.  Only interior work will be done.  Mr. Alpert stated this is at 
such a preliminary stages it is difficult for the Board to find questions.  Mr. Feldman stated there are 52 units of independent 
living and 91 apartments for assisted living at the existing Wingate Residences building at 1 Wingate Way on the same site.  
Mr. Alpert asked what the proponent envisions having on Highland Avenue.  Mr. Feldman stated another form of 
independent living for active adults.  Not as many services as at Wingate Residences, but some they can buy into with ala 
carte.  He noted ala carte helps keep the cost of the rent down. 
 
Mr. Alpert asked how many units and was informed about 50 apartments depending upon the size of the units.  Mr. Jacobs 
commented Mr. Feldman is being prudent.  He has not heard anything that is a big problem for him.  Mr. Feldman stated 
Wingate plans on staying in the community and providing good services.  Ms. Espada agrees with Mr. Jacobs.  She 
appreciates the repurposing of the building.  She noted some things to think about, and keep in mind, include adding kitchens 
and laundries may cause them to have to change systems and they may need to have additional systems on the roof.  There 
may need to be more parking and trash areas and the stairways may need accessibility.  She noted the applicant should think 
about things that could impact the site. 
 
Mr. Block concurred with his colleagues.  He asked if there is any specific relief that could be anticipated at this time.  Mr. 
Feldman noted he does not think so as no zoning relief should be required.  Mr. Block asked Ms. Newman if any amendment 
to the special permit was needed, if there were no other changes than what has been discussed.  Ms. Newman stated there 
would need to be an amendment to the underlying special permit and a special permit for the individual units themselves.  
Ms. McKnight stated Wingate has a good reputation as a skilled nursing facility.  She is concerned a lot of people in skilled 
nursing facilities pay through Mass Health.  Skilled nursing is great and provides a service for the poorest among us.  Will 
that no longer be provided at Wingate?  She asked if he would comment on the loss of the service as it feels like it is a loss 
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to the community.  Mr. Feldman stated he feels it would be a loss also.  Wingate is not actively seeking this.  He noted 
cCovid has devastated the industry as a whole.  He stated 5 or 6 facilities have closed since July.  The reimbursement is not 
there.  It would be their desire to run at 90% occupancy, but the economics do not always work.  It is a difficult decision for 
them but is a “what if” scenario.  They would like to continue operating as is.  He noted the staffing shortage is killing all 
in this profession. 
 
Ms. McKnight stated that it sounds like units would be at a lower price point than 1 Wingate Way.  She expects the Board 
would look for a percentage of units to be affordable.  The Board has used 10% previously but required 12½% at the Carters 
Building.  She feels he should keep that in mind.  Mr. Alpert feels 55+ independent living units will generate more traffic 
than the skilled nursing.  The major concern in the neighborhood is traffic.  Wingate should make sure they have a really 
good traffic study done before coming to the Board.  He noted his recollection is 1 Wingate Way had good community 
relation programs.  He wants them to remember that and learn from that.  There should be outreach to the abutters prior to 
coming back to the Board.  Mr. Feldman stated there will be at least a couple of neighborhood meetings to show the abutters 
and answer questions.  He stated this has been good feedback. 
 
Public Hearing: 
 
7:20 p.m. – Amendment to Major Project Site Plan Special Permit No. 2009-06: Town of Needham, 1471 Highland 
Avenue, Needham, MA, Petitioner (Property located at 1471 Highland Avenue, Needham, MA). Regarding proposed 
Town Common renovation.  Please note: this hearing was continued from the November 2, 2021 meeting of the Planning 
Board. 
 
Mr. Alpert noted this is a continued public hearing.  Ed Olsen, Superintendent of Parks and Forestry, gave a brief history.  
He stated he has been here 11 years and worked on over a dozen large open space projects.  Most rewarding is this project.  
He noted this is the Ttown’s front yard and they have come up with a collaborative decision.  He was working with Beta 
and they did a great job. He noted cCovid has changed everything.  This allowed us to step back and take a real good look. 
There has been a great collaborative vision and good designs that include all people.  After cCovid, open space has to be 
looked at differently. 
 
Christopher Heep, Town Counsel, stated that, technically, this is an amendment to the mMajor pProject sSite pPlan Special 
Permit.  It sits on the same parcel of land as Town Hall.  This is redesign and reconstruction of the tTown cCommon.  He 
showed renderings of the existing tTown cCommon with pedestrian pathways in a diagonal direction from each corner.  He 
showed the redesign with a new orientation of the pathways in an oval shape.  The pathway gives more usable open space.  
There will be a central terrace to the left of the cCommon.  The circular terrace will be paved with pavers and the cCommon 
will have infrastructure to set up tents. He noted tents are a popular amenity since cCovid.  There will be 2 shade structures 
– one on Highland Avenue and one on the Chapel Street side – picnic tables, benches, bench swings and fixtures for hanging 
lighting to be put up and removed seasonally.  There will be benches all around the oval pathway and the 4 corners of the 
cCommon and 2 picnic tables.  The existing street light poles will remain.  The fixtures will be replaced and upgraded to 
LED.  The poles will be refurbished and repainted.  There will be recessed lighting throughout.  The Circle of Peace sculpture 
will be preserved and relocated.  
 
Mr. Heep noted there will be technological improvements with a speaker system installed with the ability to plug into a PA 
system.  Accessibility has been increased on all corners and all benches and tables are handicap accessible.  There will be 
recessed up- lighting in all paths.  He showed renderings of the shade structures, and the seat wall will be a feature.  He 
showed views from all angles and noted an equipment cabinet in one pier of the seat wall.  Mr. Olsen noted there will be 
shade trees and flowering trees.  He took a deep dive in tree choices.  There was a collaborative vision for tree plantings.  
At one time Great Plain Avenue was lined with elm trees.  They have kitty- cornered elms to provide a nice canopy on the 
Great Plain Avenue edge of the common.  He noted they wanted to have open space, so have a lawn with the blue tree 
centered.  The blue tree is being saved but they cannot save all the trees and work around them.  There will be tree lilacs, 
Prairiefire crab apples, red maples, Hinoki Falsecypress and sweet gum.  This gives a presence on both sides and frames the 
space.  It gives variety and all agreed on this vision. 
 
Mr. Heep stated he submitted a full set of engineering plans.  He felt the colored renderings would be easier for them.  
Garrity’s Way will be used for construction of the project.  After completion, it will be completely repaved, the curb reset, 
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and all spaces restriped.  The project will begin next spring.  Town Meeting has appropriated the funds already.  It will take 
2 to 3 seasons to complete, so maybe late fall or early winter.  There is an engineering- plan- set lighting plan for the front 
of Town Hall and concepts for the future, but.  That3hat is not this project.  Mr. Alpert noted the following correspondence 
for the record: an October email from Police Chief John Schlittler regarding parking on Garrity’s Way with a response today 
from Town Counsel Heep; an email from Fire Chief Dennis Condon noting no issues; an email from Tara Gurge of the 
Health Department with no comments; a letter from Assistant Town Engineer Thomas Ryder with no comments or 
objections; and an email from Michael Ruddy, of 69 Melrose Avenue with 4 concerns.  His concerns include the retention 
of the 50 year old50-year-old diagonal paths; more porch swings; removal of the ring on the “Circle of Peace” statue and 
the removal of existing mature trees. 
 
Mr. Olsen noted the lawn space will be graded and handicap accessible.  The grass was discussed in meetings and will be 
Kentucky Blue Grass, which is a sturdy variety.  There will be soil testing and irrigation.  He is confident they can take care 
of this.  The removal of trees is a sore subject in town.  He is always cognizant.  This is a full depth reconstruction and only 
the blue tree is being kept.  The trees there currently are not desirable species. It is tough to work around the root systems. 
He noted this is an opportunity to establish trees for the next 100 years.  Mr. Heep noted, regarding Mr. Ruddy’s comment 
about more swings, they need to strike a balance.  They do not want it overly congested with fixtures.  A choice was made 
that is the right amount for this space.  Mr. Heep noted Mr. Ruddy’s request that the ring on one of the children on the Circle 
of Peace statue be removed as it is a Mormon symbol.  The statue exemplifies friendship and inclusion.  There are important 
values shown by the statue and it will continue to stand on the cCommon.  He stated he was pleased to present this to the 
Planning Board. 
 
Mr. Alpert had no comments or questions.  Ms. Espada stated this is an exciting project and will be terrific.  She asked if 
the Needham Center Design Guidelines were taken into account at all.  Ms. Newman noted the design guidelines were done 
a long time ago and provided a framework.  It was used as a guide and informed the result.  The actual detail was not 
articulated in that plan.  Ms. Espada asked if there were any environmental or sustainable goals for the project. The hardscape 
is being increased and she asked if there were any permeable pavers.  She noted a community member was concerned with 
the longer walk on site and she asked if the tent was occupiable all the time.  Is there a way of maintaining circulation around 
it?  She recommended, with snow and salt, they might want to have a concrete or granite base on them.  The town should 
think about the width of the walkways with tTown bobcats and MBTA bus shelter standards. 
 
Mr. Olson noted the MBTA bus shelter is free reign to make improvements.  The Superintendent of Highway stated all 
equipment will go in all these spaces.  The benches are wood today.  The new benches will be metal and aesthetically 
pleasing.  They will be anchored and set off the circular pathway.  Ms. Espada was concerned about the canopies.  Scott 
Ritter, of the Beta Group, does not think the walks will be salted.  He will look at how the steel pieces hit the ground.  The 
tent will not have any impact in the circulation of the pathways.  Mr. Ritter stated stormwater is always a concern. Ms. 
Espada noted her concern with chairs being put in the pathways.  Mr. Olson stated a lot of time was spent on stormwater.  
Sand will be blended into the existing soils and the whole area will be regraded.  Environmentally, they are adding much 
biodiversity. 
 
Ms. McKnight stated she had made comments at a prior meeting. One comment was circulation with people walking 
diagonally across.  She is satisfied with Mr. Olson’s response that the grass will be sturdy.  An important role of this tTown 
green is as event space and celebration space.  People gather on the cCommon and the center is the stairs of Town Hall.  
She has looked at the plans and is not seeing, especially with the tent, that concept.  She does not want to lose that.  She 
asked if the applicant could show a sketch with 200 people on the cCommon looking forward.  She asked if the wall will be 
a barrier or a place for seniors to sit down.  She wants to preserve that event-space use and asked if that would be lost.  Mr. 
Heep stated it will not be lost.  There will be technological improvements of the loud speaker system.  There are considerable 
improvements that never existed before.  Without the tent there is room for people to set up staging.  Ms. McKnight asked 
how easily the tent can be put up and taken down.  Mr. Olson hopes it is easy to take down.  The intent is to have the tent 
spring, summer and fall.  There were 4 meetings and gatherings were talked about.  All agreed this sets up well for events 
and even better with the lawn and open space. 
 
Mr. Olson stated this will give the ability to have large scale events.  The low seat wall would be detrimental, but he sees it 
as an amenity for people to sit on and still have the ability to see people on the Town Hall steps and he thinks there will be 
such vision all the way back to Great Plain Avenue.  He feels this project has accomplished the goals and this sets up better 
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for events.  Ms. McKnight asked if it is true 200 people could be there.  Mr. Ritter stated the steps and Garrity Way are not 
changing.  Access to Garrity Way is wider and the seat wall will have paving on both sides.  The oval walkways are 8 feet 
wide and the trees will be thinner without the overhanging limbs that are there now.  He agrees with Mr. Olson it will be a 
more easily used space. 
 
Mr. Jacobs commented he does not agree with Ms. McKnight’s assumption the Town Hall steps need to be the stage.  That 
could be anywhere.  Mr. Ritter stated they took all into account and made it flexible space.  Mr. Block noted there does 
seem to be more open space.  It is considered livable area now.  He has been to meetings there and has had his own meetings 
there.  It is a wonderful amenity for the town.  He commends the team for the use of Town Hall in ways it has not been used 
before.  He asked what the seating count is compared to the existing conditions.  He noted there are 5 tables now and it 
looks like there will only be 2 tables.  Mr. Ritter stated there will be 4 tables and 6 or 8 benches.  There will be swings and 
the seat wall.  There is also a seat wall at the Great Plain Avenue end and removable chairs.  There is a net plus in terms of 
seating. 
 
Mr. Block asked if there is any specific relief needed.  Mr. Heep stated there needs to be an amendment to reference the 
Major Project Site Plan Special Permit to include a reference to this new plan set.  Mr. Jacobs stated he appreciated Mr. 
Ruddy’s comments which were thoughtful.  It would be nice to keep the diagonals but he hopes they will keep the grass in 
such a way they do not turn into dirt paths.  His thought is the swings may end up being very popular.  He would like them 
to think of a contingency plan to add more if that happens.  He noted Mr. Ruddy’s comment about the ring on the hand of 
one of the kids.  He is not sure Mr. Heep’s explanation was that thorough.  If there is a way to remove the ring, he would 
advise they do that.  He noted he does not see any trash containers anywhere.  The plans showed cables and lights running 
across the common.  Are they intended to be permanent or only for special occasions?  He does not like them and feels they 
get in the way of the whole design.  If it is only on special occasions, he could see it, but he does not favor them for all the 
time.  Mr. Heep intended to highlight the trash receptacles. He noted there is one located at each of the 4 corners of the 
common.  Each one is located near tables and seating.  The trash receptacles will be attended to regularly.  Mr. Olson stated 
they are moving toward big bellies trash receptacles that have brains in them now and tell when they need emptying.  The 
RTS weighed in and was fine with the 4 locations. 
 
Mr. Heep does not believe the cables and lights tend to be up permanently but rather seasonally.  Originally, they were 
going to install poles on the sidewalks, but the poles were not feasible.  Ms. McKnight requested to see the electrical plan.  
Mr. Heep showed the plan with the lines running shade structure to shade structure.  Mr. Jacobs asked what is seasonal?  
Mr. Olson stated that originally they were intended to be seasonal but after further guidance the wires and system need quite 
a bit of infrastructure and will be permanent.  Mr. Jacobs appreciates that.  He just wanted to register he does not like it.  
Mr. Alpert asked how high the lights and strings are and was informed they are 12 feet up.  Ms. McKnight asked if the lights 
going around the oval were low lights.  Mr. Ritter stated they are almost flush with the pavement and cast light over the 
walkway.  They are not solar powered.  The high lights will be turned on and off.  Mr. Jacobs emphasized if the cables are 
permanent, they should show up on the birds eye view slide. 
 
Grace Chan, of 14 Bird Street, loved what she is seeing and commends the efforts to beautify the tTown.  She questions the 
ability to have meetings.  She asked if it was possible to add some kind of amphitheater for better performances and to meet 
up with friends. Something that could be raised and lowered for large gathering.  That is a natural way to be more pedestrian 
friendly and have people stay in town longer.  Lisa Chevalier stated she likes this.  This is a nice job thinking about flexible 
space.  She loves Mr. Olson’s enthusiasm for nature and plants and likes that the grass will be sports field quality.  She 
noted the Farmer’s Market has been using Garrity Way and would be using the cCommon after the renovation.  She is glad 
it will be sturdy grass.  She noted big bellies are on cement blocks with foot pedals that risk hitting kids on their heads.  
They only work if maintained.  She noted there are some around that have not been maintained. 
 
Ms. Chevalier stated she is astonished anyone is considering altering an artist’s sculpture that the tTown acquired.  The 
thought is of togetherness.  The tTown should be fostering the artists intentions of togetherness.  She asked if electricity 
could be accessed for vendors at the Farmer’s Market that need cooling.  That would be an amenity for vendors and for 
people charging their phones.  She asked how groups with various functions would use this space.  How will this be 
accessible for groups to use this space?  Mr. Ritter noted outlets will be installed around.  He will look at wattage for 
refrigerators.  He noted the space would be open.  There are no planned activities there.  Mr. Olson stated there is a special 
permit process for special events.  He expects the town will see a whole plethora of new things.   
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Ms. Espada left the meeting at 9:00 p.m.  Oscar Mertz, of the Bird’s Hill area, commended the team that worked passionately 
to create this.  He agrees with Mr. Jacobs regarding the lights.  They are completely flat and seemed a little low.  He 
suggested they create guide poles on the outer edge of the oval to act as a prop to allow cables to go a little higher.  He 
showed a sketch he drew.  He looks forward to seeing the common evolve.  Ms. Chan stated that she likes the lights.  She 
added the town should consider a small splash pad in the corner like Brookline has.  She noted there is an amphitheater at 
Newman now. 
 
Mr. Heep stated he heard a lot of good comments from the public.  He noted a considerable amount of work has gone into 
this for over a year.  He would like to move forward with the plan set before the Board.  They could consider comments and 
ideas at a later date.  Ms. McKnight stated the Board could introduce sufficient flexibility to add things later.  Mr. Heep 
would like if there was sufficient flexibility to make changes later.  Mr. Jacobs stated Mr. Mertz’s comments require some 
more thought.  He would like to see this and have it flushed out.  He is not ready to vote to close the hearing.  He would like 
Mr. Mertz to consult with the applicant to work on ideas.  Ms. McKnight would like to see a sketch of how a large crowd 
of people could be accommodated.   
 
Florence Graves, of 94 Warren Street, noted a lot of people did not know this was in the works.  It seems like a fait 
accompliau complete.  She is not sure why the public is attending if comments are not welcome.  This is the first time most 
of us are seeing this.  Mr. Alpert noted the Planning Board followed all the rules and procedures. The meeting was posted 
2 weeks ago and the plans have been on the website.  He noted the hearing will be continued.  Ms. Graves asked if others 
can make comments.  She noted she cannot really see the seating and such.  She cannot get a good sense of the details and 
what the seating is made of.   Mr. Alpert suggested she contact the Planning Department with comments.  She can see what 
she needs to see and can raise questions on 12/8/21.  Mr. Block noted any comments and questions can be submitted.  Mr. 
Heep stated he did not intend his earlier comments to be an unwillingness to listen to comments and concerns from the 
townspeople.  He welcomes all comments from the public.  Ms. McKnight hopes the visuals presented at the next hearing 
are updates.  She would like to see the tent as it is erected. It is important to know how that would look.  Mr. Heep stated 
there is at least one rendering that shows that, but he will show it again next time and will add all the renderings. 
 
Upon a motion made by Mr. Jacobs, and seconded by Ms. McKnight, it was by a roll call vote of the four members present 
unanimously: 
VOTED: to continue the hearing, one time, to Wednesday 12/8/21 at 7:20 p.m. to show Mr. Mertz’s information. 
 
8:00 p.m. – George Giunta Jr.: Discussion of possible redevelopment at 888 Great Plain Avenue. 
 
Mr. Alpert recused himself.  His law firm represents the First Baptist Church, which is an abutter to an abutter.  He left the 
meeting for this discussion and Mr. Block chaired.  George Giunta Jr., representative for the applicant, stated this is the first 
of multiple discussions.  This was Hillcrest Gardens, a commercial landscape nursery.  It is a unique location between 
commercial and church uses.  It is zoned Single Residence B (SRB) as are the 2 church properties.  Single family residence 
is not the best use of the land.  He feels it makes sense to extend the Center Business District and the Center Business 
Overlay District to include this property.  This would allow some retail with residential above.  He noted this is very 
preliminary and has a better flow and is more attractive than the previous preliminary plan. 
 
Mr. Giunta Jr. noted this plan has a 3-story building under 35 feet in height.  It goes into the side yard setback.  He is also 
asking for a mechanism to change the side yard setback down to 10 feet.  He is proposing a special permit provision to allow 
the Planning Board to reduce it down to 10 feet.  This is opening the discussion.  The property is not really appropriate to 
be single family.  It needs to be looked at and the simplest is to extend the existing zoning.  Mr. Jacobs asked if there is a 
problem with spot zoning.  Mr. Giunta Jr. stated that is something to be mindful of but it is bordered on 2 sides by the Center 
Business District so it is defensible.  It is a natural extension of the existing business district.   
 
Ms. McKnight questioned whether, if zoning allowed stand-alone multi-family, and if that would be more feasible 
economically.  Jay Derenzo, owner, stated he has not looked at that.  He noted the commercial component would help the 
economics of the project.  Ms. McKnight stated she is co-chair of the newly established Housing Plan Working Group, and 
the oOverlay District is something they will be looking at closely.  She agrees with Mr. Giunta Jr. that itrezoning is 
defensible due to the location.  The hHousing gGroup will be making recommendations but probably not until the 2023 
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Town Meeting.  Mr. Giunta Jr. stated this is all for discussion purposes.  He is suggesting an extension of zoning, but that 
is not the only way to deal with this. 
 
Nicholas Landry, architect, described the building.  It will be 3-stories with retail on the first floor and residential above.  
Parking will be below grade.  They are considering 3 options: 1) brick façade on the first floor and the other floors will be 
stepped back; 2) the ground floor mimics the floors above with clapboard and 3) the building copies the buildings across 
the street with precast concrete on the first floor then residential aesthetics above.  The first floor will have 3 retail units, 
then a ramp to below grade parking with a couple of residential units behind.  There will be 33 parking spots underground.  
The 2 upper floors each have 11 units with a 2-bed and 1-bed unit mix.  Ms. McKnight likes thethat parking is underground 
parking. 
 
Mr. Jacobs asked for clarification as to whetherclarified there will be 24 residential units, 3 retail units and 39 parking spaces 
on site and was informed that is correct.   Mr. Jacobs feels this is a perfectly reasonable presentation but noted some will 
not like the design.  Ms. McKnight asked why change the 14 foot setback to 10 feet.  With new construction why not 14 
feet from the side lot lines?  Mr. Giunta Jr. stated a quirky setback was put in commercial districts adjoining to residential 
districts, so a 50 -foot setback applies.  A mixed-use building would have to be 50 feet from the left side where the First 
Baptist Church is.  The property is 135 feet wide, so this creates an open area that makes it hard to maximize the space and 
limits redevelopment on site. 
 
Mr. Block thought one idea was to extend the commercial zoning all the way to Warren Street.  Ms. Espada’s comments 
were that she was concerned with a 10-foot setback. It seemed it was encroaching. The other side seemed like it was 5 feet.  
They need to review the zoning chart.  Mr. Block asked if there was parking in the rear, noting that.  Tthis abuts the municipal 
parking lot in the back.  Mr. Giunta Jr. stated the right side of the property has a 0 setback requirement, but the plan provideds 
a 5-foot setback.  They had some discussions regarding that.  Gil Cox owns the small piece of property behind and then 
there is the municipal lot.  This would require a 3-way conversation with the Town, Mr. Cox and the proponent.  That 
parking lot provides back access to the church, but they are open to a discussion regarding using the parking lot. 
 
Mr. Block noted Ms. Espada’s other comment was if the By-Law requires outdoor space for residential buildings.  Mr. 
Giunta Jr. does not believe it does.  Mr. Block stated there is a need for more housing in town and the concept of mixed use 
is an interesting approach.  It seems Mr. Derenzo is responding to the demand for housing.  He lauds the attempt, but he 
needs more time to look into this.  He noted the following correspondence for the record: an email from Andrew McCollum, 
dated 11/15/21, with comments regarding a 3-story building being too much commercial; an email from Samuel Graves, 
dated 11/15/21, opposing the concept and extension of the commercial district and an email from Barbara Ridge, dated 
11/15/21, concerned with rezoning and public input. 
 
Mr. Alpert returned to the meeting.  Mr. Block continued to chair for the next 2 items. 
 
Planning Board Response to Open Meeting Law Complaint filed by Joe Abruzese on November 2, 2021. 
 
Mr. Block noted the Board needs to address a complaint made against the Planning Board.  There was an open meeting law 
complaint regarding the 10/19/21 meeting.  The complaint was received 11/2/21 alleging a violation in the minutes before 
the 10/19/21 meeting occurred.  The Board takes this seriously.  They met with Town Counsel last week.  He noted since 
Covid the Board has been convening by zZoom.  They usually had the meeting participants join moments before the 
Planning Board meeting started, to work through features of the zZoom platform.  It assisted with meetings to test features.  
At no time during this pre-meeting status did any Planning Board member give an opinion on any matter before them or 
any substance on any item of agenda before them.  There were no deliberations on any matter that had occurred while they 
had met in a pre-meeting status.  It is not an open meeting law violation to discuss procedural matters or scheduling.  They 
consulted with Town Counsel who has responded directly to the complainant, and it is part of the record for this week.  He 
read the response into the record for the public. 
 
Mr. Block stated the Planning Board has decided not to have pre-meetings going forward.  They have also enabled a gallery 
view so all can see who is participating.  No violations occurred of the Open Meeting Law.  With regards to conflict of 
interest and ethics, the Planning Board received a number of complaints about alleged conflict of interest by the applicant 
or members of the applicant’s team.  They questioned if the Planning Board can act on this proposal with the conflict of 
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interest outstanding.  The Board spoke with Town Counsel and with an outside counsel.  The Planning Board has no 
jurisdiction to discuss or deliberate on any conflict by the applicants.  The Chair will not recognize any comments regarding 
the alleged conflict. 
 
8:30 p.m. – Major Project Site Plan: Needham Enterprises, LLC, 105 Chestnut Street, Suite 28 Needham, MA, 
Petitioner (Property located at 1688 Central Avenue, Needham, MA).  Regarding proposal to construct a new child 
care facility of 9,966 square feet and 30 parking spaces, that would house an existing Needham child-care business, 
Needham Children’s Center (NCC).  Please note: this hearing was continued from the June 14, 2021, July 20 2021, 
August 17, 2021, September 8, 2021, October 5, 2021, October 19, 2021 and November 2, 2021 meetings of the Planning 
Board. 
 
Mr. Block noted the following correspondence for the record: a letter from Assistant Town Engineer Thomas Ryder with 
comments regarding ADA compliant sidewalks; an email from Maggie Abruzese with comments regarding the Canton 
Zoning Board of Appeals case; 3 emails from Holly Clarke with comments regarding 1) traffic and photos; 2) traffic and 
validation of traffic counts and 3) the barn; a letter from Evan and Sharon Gold of Charles River Street opposed to diverting 
traffic through Charles River Street, with the change to the timing of the light and the need for a sidewalk; an 11/16/21 letter 
from John Diaz which has been shared regarding unresolved items.  Mr. Diaz commented ADA compliant sidewalks would 
be appropriate.  He noted there are a couple of questions regarding grading there.  If the applicant rebuilds the sidewalk, he 
would need to see the designs.  He feels there should be follow up with the traffic study. 
 
Evans Huber, attorney for the applicant, stated the applicant is willing to put in ADA compliant sidewalks along the frontage.  
They will not go through another design review.  He stated Engineering is perfectly capable of reviewing the design.  They 
are willing to follow up with a traffic study and police details until the Police Chief is satisfied.  Mr. Diaz noted the traffic 
signal optimization and stated traffic is not being diverted and impacting other roadways.  They are just optimizing the 
roadways after a reevaluation.  The intersection does not operate as well as it should.  It is a standard practice with signals 
to make sure they are operating as they should.  This should be done regardless of this project.  
 
Mr. Alpert stated he personally has a problem with Mr. Diaz’ vision suggesting a police detail until the Chief of Police has 
determined it is not necessary.  The Planning Board should not be delegating that responsibility to the Chief of Police.  The 
Board should have a condition that this Board has to be satisfied.  It should be handled as a minor modification once the 
applicant feels the detail isn no longer needed.  Ms. McKnight noted there was also a memo from Denise Linden, a Dover 
resident, and a memo from Christy Thomson regarding lead testing.  Mr. Block noted the Department of Health had a 
meeting today to discuss the environmental impacts and recommendations.  Mr. Huber commented he would like to know 
why he is not allowed to speak on procedural matters.  Mr. Block noted he wants to get to members of the public and not 
debate on how or when something should be done, which would delay that goal. 
 
Mr. Huber stated he will submit comments in writing to the Board regarding how these meetings are being conducted.  
Recent last-minute submissions this Board continues to receive are at best misleading if not intentionally so.  The Board 
was submitted a document which appears to be a decision from the Canton Board of Appeals ostensibly showing support 
for the idea that this Board has the authority to deny this application outright.  What is missing is that the ZBA did in fact 
deny the application for a special permit for a day care center.  That decision was appealed to the Superior Court who 
remanded it back to the ZBA with instructions that the Zoning Board had 2 alternatives -- one was the Board approve the 
permit with the conditions previously agreed to by the applicant or the Court would approve it without any input from 
anyone. That clearly demonstrates this Board does not have the authority to deny the permit and they should not be spending 
one minute discussing it.  This Board should not be entertaining any issues pertaining to law.  Mr. Jacobs noted, since those 
comments were received, there has been no discussion by this Board.  The only one discussing them is Mr. Huber.  Mr. 
Huber stated this is a pattern of behavior by this Board.  This Board has allowed the opponents to submit material as late as 
one day but not the applicant.  Mr. Block stopped Mr. Huber and stated he is out of order.  The public has an equal 
opportunity to comment as well as comment on revised plans. 
 
Mr. Alpert stated he was glad Mr. Huber brought up the Canton submission.  He looked it up himself and took exception to 
what Mr. Huber said.  The Court said they would send it to the Canton ZBA for further appeal in accordance with the rules 
and regulations.  They did not say if the Board would not grant the special permit the judge would just allow it.  That is a 
misrepresentation, and he is correcting the record.  Mr. Huber stated the comments came from the minutes of the Canton 
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ZBA 3/25/21 meeting.  The minutes state the Board was told they had 2 options.  He will provide the minutes to the Board 
if wanted.  Mr. Alpert stated he can make any submissions he wants as long as the hearingmeeting is open.  Mr. Block noted 
he will not recognize Pat Day at this time.  He will recognize her at the next meeting on 12/8/21 at 8:00 p.m.    Mr. Alpert 
wanted to let Mr. Huber know that within the past few weeks the Canton case has been reported to the courts as being 
settled. 
 
Mr. Alpert returned to the meeting as Chair. 
 
Correspondence 
 
There is no correspondence. 
 
Minutes 
 
Upon a motion made by Ms. McKnight, and seconded by Mr. Jacobs, it was by a roll call vote of the four members present 
unanimously: 
VOTED: to accept the minutes of 9/8/21. 
 
Report from Planning Director and Board members 
 
Mr. Block noted the Council of Economic Advisors (CEA) met last week and one item discussed was regarding different 
types of brewing.  They can range by size and type.  The CEA voted to support the concept of a brewery in town and wants 
to send a letter to the Select Board regarding that.  Ms. Newman noted the Planning Board is they are meeting with the 
Select Board next Tuesday evening regarding the issue of breweries and tree preservation strategies.  She will be away next 
week but will participate by zZoom.  She noted the budget was presented this afternoon. 
 
Upon a motion made by Mr. Block, and seconded by Mr. Jacobs, it was by a roll call vote of the four members present 
unanimously: 
VOTED: to adjourn the meeting at 11:00 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Donna J. Kalinowski, Notetaker 
 
 
 
________________________________ 
Adam Block, Vice-Chairman and Clerk 
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          NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 
 

December 8, 2021 
 
The Needham Planning Board Virtual Meeting using Zoom was remotely called to order by Paul Alpert, Chairman, on 
Wednesday, December 8, 2021, at 7:15 p.m. with Messrs. Jacobs and Block and Ms. McKnight, as well as Planning Director, 
Ms. Newman and Assistant Planner, Ms. Clee. 
 
Mr. Alpert took a roll call attendance of the Board members and staff.  He noted this is an open meeting that is being held 
remotely because of Governor Baker’s executive order on March 12, 2020 due to the COVID Virus.  All attendees are 
present by video conference.  He reviewed the rules of conduct for zoom meetings.  He noted this meeting includes 2 public 
hearings and there will be public comment allowed.  If any votes are taken at the meeting the vote will be conducted by roll 
call.  All supporting materials, including the agenda, are posted on the town’s website. 
 
Report from Planning Director and Board members. 
 
Mr. Alpert began the meeting noting the passing of Town Engineer Anthony DelGaizo last night.  He stated he was always 
an incredible help and represented the town well.  Ms. Newman stated she could not start the meeting without 
acknowledging the unexpected passing of Mr. DelGaizo.  He was a colleague and dear friend.  He worked with engineering 
for 30 years and as Town Engineer for most of that time. He will be greatly missed.  Mr. Alpert asked for a moment of 
silence in memory of Mr. DelGaizo. 
 
ANR Plan – 2021 Grove Street Partners, LLC, Petitioner (Property located at 390 Grove Street, Needham, MA). 
 
Domenic Colasacco, owner stated he co-owns the property.  There have been a number of discussions and hearings regarding 
this property.  The prior owner had petitioned to subdivide this property.  The front has 1.5 acres and there is a rear piece.  
He and his neighbor bought the property.  They want to subdivide the front part, which is 50,000 square feet, and sell to a 
developer for one single family home.  The rear will be left undeveloped.  This property borders the owners 2 properties.  
Mr. Alpert stated the back lot will be unbuildable with no frontage.  Mr. Colasacco understands that.  The co-owners want 
it to be left natural.  Ms. Newman stated she reviewed the plan as has Engineering and there are no issues.  Ms. McKnight 
stated there is a building on Lot 1.  She asked if that was existing or a sketch.  Mr. Colasacco stated it is an existing house 
that was not well maintained and is not inhabited.  He feels it will be demolished and a new house built. 
 
Upon a motion made by Mr. Jacobs, and seconded by Mr. Block, it was by a roll call vote of the four members present 
unanimously: 
VOTED: to endorse plan Approval Not Required. 
 
Public Hearing: 
 
7:20 p.m. – Amendment to Major Project Site Plan Special Permit No. 2009-06: Town of Needham, 1471 Highland 
Avenue, Needham, MA, Petitioner (Property located at 1471 Highland Avenue, Needham, MA). Regarding proposed 
Town Common renovation.  Please note: this hearing was continued from the November 2, 2021 and November 16, 2021 
meetings of the Planning Board. 
 
Moe Handel stated he knew Mr. DelGaizo well.  He was very saddened by his loss.  He noted Mr. DelGaizo was a member 
of the working group that developed the plan for the Town Common.  Mr. Handel stated he was a member of the working 
group, a former member of this Board and the Select Board.  This was a very long process.  This has been vetted in an open 
committee process, Select Board meetings and Conservation Commission meetings.  There has been a lot of public scrutiny 
through this very public process.  There has been broad representation.  He urges a timely approval of this request so the 
project can get underway. 
 
Town Counsel Christopher Heep noted at the conclusion of the last meeting the hearing was left open with questions.  He 
submitted a letter last week addressing the larger issues and new renderings of the common.  He reviewed the larger issues.  
Pertaining to the lights, there was a proposal from Oscar Mertz with an alternate proposal that resembled one that was 
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considered earlier but was rejected.  The cables were attached to free standing poles. The poles were rejected as they would 
require substantial foundations, would be challenging to remove and the poles would create obstacles for walking around 
and ground crews.  The 6 free standing poles took away from the goal of open space.  They have opted to string lights from 
the shade structures which they feel is the best approach. 
 
Mr. Jacobs stated his issue was why lights at all.  Why create a 12-foot ceiling over the open field?  He is thinking it should 
be open to the stars and sky.  He has been reading about catenary lights.  They are decorative and functional and can light 
an area without poles.  Why do we need the green lighted?  He asked if they were trying to encourage night activities there.  
He was told these lights are full year but one plan says it is seasonal lighting.  Mr. Heep stated the lights have been designed 
to remain in place all year long.  The word “seasonal” will need to be taken off the plan.  The lights are intended to be both 
decorative and functional.  The lights will be attractive and festive and brighten that area of the common.  Mr. Heep stated 
the town wants to encourage people to make use of the common into the early evening hours.  This will allow the area to 
be used after the sun goes down.  It is intended to be functional space.  Mr. Jacobs thanked him for his response although 
he does not agree. 
 
Mr. Heep noted the lights will be 12 feet off the ground and will not be an obstacle or impediment.  This project will allow 
enough space for large crowds to gather.  He submitted a rendering of a large crowd on the Town Hall steps and Garrity 
Way.  This area could accommodate up to 2,400 people.  Ms. McKnight stated she appreciates the additional views.  Mr. 
Heep referred to the crowd on the steps.  She noted people gather below the steps and not on the steps.  She counted 110 
people but she requested a sketch with 200 people.  She asked if the crowd was on the ground and was informed the people 
were all on the ground and not on the steps.  She asked if the tent was designed to be taken down either seasonally or at 
other times.  Scott Ritter, of the Beta Group, stated the tents are intended to go up and down and should not be too difficult.  
Ms. McKnight asked if Mr. Olson agreed.  Ed Olson, Superintendent of Parks and Forestry, agreed. It is intended to be 
taken down seasonally. 
 
Mr. Heep stated he submitted new drawings on materials used, benches, seats and such.  There was a comment made 
regarding the metal footings of the shade structures.  The Town uses salt with magnesium chloride.  It is less corrosive than 
others and less toxic to the environment.  The town continude to look at the removal of the diagonal paths and if that would 
increase the distance people would need to walk.  The walk is approximately 60 feet longer from one side to the other but 
it is vastly improved over the current conditions.  The paths will be smoother and more handicap accessible.  Mr. Alpert 
commented he would hate to see the common with stay off the grass signs.  People should feel free to walk across the grass.  
He likes the look of the oval pathway and the innovative design.  People should use the entire common.  Mr. Heep stated 
he appreciated the comments. 
 
Mr. Heep noted a resident expressed concern the shade structure would obstruct the open space.  There is no obstruction.  
There will be 4 posts and a slatted roof.  It would not be intrusive.  There was a comment about temperature variations in 
the benches.  That was looked into and it should not be too hot or cold in the seasons.  The benches will be metal coated 
with a thick coat so you are not sitting on metal and they will be a silver color so they will not be as hot in summer.  
Scheduling events on the common will be handled through the Town Manager’s office and not through this permit.  He has 
tried to respond to all concerns up to this point.  Ms. McKnight stated she does not like unnecessary lights but will defer to 
the applicant and what they want to use the area for.  She would not be opposed to the project.  The applicant wants a more 
festive look and she would go along with it.  Mr. Alpert stated it was unfortunate Ms. Espada is not at the meeting.  She is 
the architect on the Board.  This deserves discussion during deliberations and he would like to give Ms. Espada the 
opportunity to view the tape and participate in the deliberations.  Ms. McKnight agreed. 
 
Mr. Alpert noted the following correspondence for the record: an email from Police Chief John Schlittler, dated 10/7/21, 
with questions; Mr. Heep’s response, dated 11/16/21; an email from Fire Chief Dennis Condon, dated 10/8/21, with no 
issues; a memo from Tara Gurge of the Health Department, dated 10/26/21 with no comments; a letter from Assistant Town 
Engineer Thomas Ryder, dated 11/9/21, with no comments or objections; an email from Michael Ruddy that was discussed 
at the last meeting; an email from Nancy Louca, dated 11/20/21, with comments; an email from Lisa Cherbuliez, dated 
11/28/21, with comments regarding the Farmers Market; an email from Heather Hampf, dated 12/4/21, with concerns; an 
email from Oscar Mertz that was addressed by Mr. Heep and an email from Lindsey King, dated today, in opposition. 
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Oscar Mertz noted his sketch to suggest the lifting of lights was not intended to create poles as a replacement as structural 
support.  He is asking it remain an open question.  He feels 12 feet is low.  He is not a fan of lighting but he gets it.  He 
would like a switch for the lights to turn them on and off.  He noted the installation of cables on a 12-foot pole idea could 
be installed at a future date and could be tested to see if they could be lifted to a specific height.  Mr. Heep stated Mr. Mertz 
raises an interesting idea.  If people think 12 feet is not sufficient in a year or so they could look at raising them higher.  
That might merit further study.  Marianne Cooley of the Select Board stated the Select Board is responding to the fact people 
in town enjoyed the lights.  There are many warm evenings in summer and it is particularly a gathering spot for youths.  It 
is not a bad place for youths to gather. 
 
Jeff Friedman, of the Farmer’s Market, stated he is a Town Meeting member and he voted for this appropriation.  He thinks 
it is a great idea and likes the idea of more people coming.  He is concerned if the plans have electrical outlets provided for 
vendors.  There would be space available for vendors to occupy part of the Town Common.  Mr. Heep stated there is new 
electrical capacity built into the seat wall.  That should allow vendors to plug in but where the vendors go would be subject 
to the license with the Market. 
 
Upon a motion made by Mr. Block, and seconded by Mr. Jacobs, it was by a roll call vote of the four members present 
unanimously: 
VOTED: to close the hearing.   
 
This will be deliberated at the next meeting. 
 
8:00 p.m. – Major Project Site Plan: Needham Enterprises, LLC, 105 Chestnut Street, Suite 28 Needham, MA, 
Petitioner (Property located at 1688 Central Avenue, Needham, MA).  Regarding proposal to construct a new child 
care facility of 9,966 square feet and 30 parking spaces, that would house an existing Needham child-care business, 
Needham Children’s Center (NCC).  Please note: this hearing was continued from the June 14, 2021, July 20 2021, 
August 17, 2021, September 8, 2021, October 5, 2021, October 19, 2021, November 2, 2021 and November 16, 2021 
meetings of the Planning Board. 
 
Adam Block became Acting Chair of this hearing.  He noted the following correspondence for the record: an email between 
Planning Director Lee Newman and Tara Gurge of the Health Department, regarding environmental engineering elements; 
a letter from Assistant Town Engineer Thomas Ryder, dated 12/6/21, regarding the ADA compliant sidewalk, a summary  
memo from Evans Huber, dated 12/2/21, with a number of items and another email from Evans Huber, dated 12/2/21; an 
email from Elizabeth Bourguignon, of 287 Warren Street; an email from Carolyn Day Reulbach, dated 12/2/21; an email 
from Maggie Abruzese, dated 12/6/21; another email from Maggie Abruzese, dated 12/6/21, regarding number of parking 
spaces; an email from Rick Hardy; an email from Lori Spitz; an email from Pat Moore Jr. on behalf of Gregg Darrish; an 
email from Building Inspector David Roche, dated 12/7/21; and correspondence from Pat Falcao of 19 Pine Street. 
 
Ms. McKnight clarified the revised plans are all set now as far as the driveway and sidewalk.  She asked if there were any 
remaining issues with regard to the plans.  Ms. Newman stated she received comments from Engineering that the applicant 
has agreed to install an ADA compliant sidewalk.  It is not on the plans in front of you but can be handled with a plan 
modification.  Mr. Alpert noted, with regards to the barn, there is a letter from the Building Inspector with his opinion 
regarding the barn.  It is up to this Board to make a determination.  His reading is that the Board can enforce provisions in 
the By-Law.  The question for the Board to determine is if the Board has the authority to have the barn removed.  They are 
not dealing with legal arguments.  The Board will need to deliberate and make a determination.  If the Board decides they 
have the authority to have the barn removed, he has not heard a factual basis why removing the barn would be an 
unreasonable requirement. 
 
Mr. Huber stated he will make a presentation at the end after all the public comments.  His goal is to get the hearing closed 
tonight.  Pat Day, owner of Needham Children’s Center (NCC), stated she has sat in these meetings for months.  She thanked 
the Planning Board members for their careful consideration of this project.  She is encouraged being the main tenant and 
not a faceless corporation.  She has been a long-time community partner and none of that will change.  She will work with 
the Town and the neighbors.  She read a statement she prepared.  She is respectful of the needs of the neighborhood and 
traffic.  She feels the concerns by a few neighbors are not well founded.  Needham should be a community supportive of 
all.   
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Stanley Keller, of 325 Country Way, stated he had served as legal counsel to Temple Beth Shalom in the past and feels Mr. 
Alpert’s decision to recuse himself was a conservative one.  He feels no one should question his ability to exercise 
independent judgement.  He stated the Planning Board can impose legally enforceable, legitimate conditions.  There are 
some basic issues and key questions the Planning Board needs to get behind.  What is going on here?  It has been a changing 
and shifting story through the meetings.  You cannot rely on the developer to do the right thing.  There need to be legally 
enforceable restrictions.  What is the sudden importance of the old barn?  It strains credibility that the building was designed 
without adequate storage.  Could it be for future development in the back?  The next question is what are the lease 
arrangements and how does the barn fit into those lease arrangements?  The Planning Board should get behind that kind of 
information. 
 
Patricia Falcao, of 19 Pine Street, noted letters have not been posted online.  Mr. Block stated all correspondence received 
has been posted.  Ms. Falcao does not understand how a large for profit corporation could be placed in the middle of a one 
acre residential area.  Mr. Block stated, under state law, daycares are a protected use.  Mr. Jacobs suggested Ms. Falcao get 
in touch with Ms. Newman or Ms. Clee to get an understanding of the special permit process.  Ms. McKnight explained a 
commercial use could never go in here.  Possibly a church or educational but never commercial.  Eric Sockol, of 324 Country 
Way, noted he is a 54-year resident and both his children went to NCC.  He received the letter from Kristy Thompson.  She 
had a lot of well thought out reasons why potential contamination issues should be looked at.  Hopefully all agree the highest 
issue should be the health and safety of infants/children in our society.  This is a real issue.  Ms. Day should be the first 
person in line to have the property tested.  He stated this has the potential for contamination and shame on all of them.  They 
have the ability to not worry people about these issues.  He feels greed is the incentive.  No one should say it is not a 
problem.  He would not want any parent concerned with this issue.  He believes this is the biggest issue.  They cannot do 
this with a good conscience.  There is a solution to put it to bed and he urged all to do the right thing.  Mr. Block stated the 
Department of Health is holding a meeting on 12/14/21 to take up the environmental impacts of this project.  They will have 
public comment and acknowledge the seriousness of the issue.  The Department of Health will give recommendations to 
the Planning Board. 
 
Evan Roach, of 224 Country Way, noted concern with the location and the great deal of variability with traffic. There are 
only so many ways to get to Dover and Medfield.  The Baptist Church has many different ways to get there.  They are 
missing the point of having a lot of traffic going by houses at a great rate of speed.  Maggie Abruzese, of 30 Bridle Trail 
Road, stated she has significant concerns with the project setback.  This is a large commercial building.  It will become most 
prominent in the neighborhood and change the character of the neighborhood.  There will be a massive amount of pavement.  
Central Avenue is 20 feet wide and this driveway will be 30 feet wide.  The drop off lane is not a driveway and should not 
be in the setback.  The building should be setback at least as far as the Temple and shielded by landscaping.  There are more 
than 3 acres of land so there is no reason to crowd Central Avenue or skimp on parking.  There is no on-street parking here. 
She noted this plan relies heavily on the drop off lane and is not a tenable model.  Emissions will be bad for the neighborhood 
and the children at the daycare center.  This building will be opened long after covid.  Children will not always be dropped 
off with live drop off.  Daycares are communities and communities need communication.  Parents cannot always stick to a 
live drop off model.  Parents must be allowed to park and go in to the building to drop off their children. 
 
Ms. Abruzese commented on the convenience and safety of pedestrian movement on site.  The interior roadway has many 
points for safety issues. There is no second exit as this is a dead end.  The spots closest to the door are not accessible unless 
the car gets in the drop off lane.  It is dangerous at the drop off area.  Cars will stop if the 6 parking spots by the barn are 
full and will wait for a spot or will have to turn around which would be dangerous.  This plan does not account for fire 
trucks.  How would a fire truck turn around?  It is also a poor plan for the dumpsters to be emptied.  Trucks will have to 
back all the way out.  This is more than 3 acres.  This plan does not account for the parking of the 3 school vans NCC owns.  
There is no unimpeded access to the loading zone without waiting in the drop off lane and the trucks will have to back out.  
She noted there is no plan for snow removal and no place for snow removal.  For lighting, the Design Review Board (DRB) 
wanted to see a lighting plan at the August meeting.  The developer did not have a lighting plan.  Lighting is not an 
insignificant issue.  The new plan does not address the DRB comments and issues.  The lighting is not uniform.  Lights 
trespass onto the Temple property and the Darrish property.  The lighting also has high levels.  She would ask the developer 
to submit a plan to the DRB for comment.  The architect not being here is a problem.  She asked how Mr. Gluesing could 
design a building without enough storage.  The building needs a basement.  Mr. Block asked the developer to have all 
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consultants at all the meetings but the architect has not been there.  Ms. McKnight stated if Ms. Abruzese submitted her 
comments on lighting it would be very helpful. 
 
Lori Spitz, of 188 Charles River Street, is a 17-year resident.  She stated Mr. Huber, Mr. Borelli and Ms. Day do not live 
here and do not understand this area.  The only people who understand are recused from this hearing.  Mr. Sockol and Ms. 
Abruzese made phenomenal comments.  This is not a commercial area.  She wants to make sure the people who live here 
are heard and listened to. The Walker School is also here and is 4/10 of a mile from this property.  That is a special education 
extended day school with complex issues.  Has there been any consideration to this?  This would impact them in a major 
way.  She noted many accidents caused the lights to be put in.  This is a major cut through.  She asked if the crossroads have 
been taken into consideration.  It is important to understand this corner of town is very difficult. 
 
Peter Lyons, of 1689 Central Avenue, stated he lives directly across the street.  He will be impacted and is opposed to this 
project.  The Board needs to truly address the traffic he deals with every day.  The driveway will be directly across the street 
from his property driveway.  It is already difficult to get out of his driveway.  He has a 16-year old daughter who is just 
starting to drive.  He is concerned with the safety conditions being created.  He is also concerned with light pollution. He 
appreciates Ms. Abruzese comments.  There are already lights from the Temple.  He is concerned with headlights shining 
into his house every time a car leaves the property.  The Board has to address the setback from Central Avenue.  This 
building it too large to be that close to Central Avenue.  It will alter the neighborhood. 
 
Joe Abruzese, of 30 Bridle Trail Road, thanked the Board for all the work.  The applicant has had over 7 hours of testimony 
and the public is now being allowed to speak.  He would like to address the misrepresentation made by Mr. Huber at the 
last meeting regarding delays that were not attributable to the applicant.  He noted there have been 3 delays with 2 by the 
applicants.  This project is extremely important and all needs to be taken into consideration.  There is a disharmony with 
the existing area.  Look at setbacks in relation to the size of the building.  He showed a simple chart.  Most in the area are 
residential homes.  The Temple is set back further than the houses.  He showed the range of setbacks in the neighborhood 
and the range for 1688 Central Avenue.  The proposed setback is 64 feet on 1 1/3-acre property that goes 1,000 feet back.  
This should be setback in the 200-foot range to be consistent with the other buildings.  He stated the traffic projections are 
unfounded.  There is a constant shifting of the applicant’s information, which is concerning.  He showed a chart with Central 
Avenue statistics with peak times and pre-pandemic town counts.  The applicant counted on one day.  His figures are 40% 
less than the town numbers.  Why is there such a difference in numbers?  This needs to be a concern.  He asked the Board 
to not take the projections as fact.  He spoke of the actual legal capacity of the building.  He looked at the proposal and they 
are actually allowed, in a building of this size, 199 children or 219 if there is a half day program. 
 
Mr. Block stated conditions of the Planning Board would prohibit anything over the number approved.  Mr. Abruzese stated 
conditions change.  We have seen that with the Cogswell Building recently.  He showed multiple unremediated issues.  He 
asks that the applicant show an appropriately reasonable design that addresses the issues.  He also asks that the applicant be 
required to submit a comprehensive plan and design and not work out the issues later.  He stated he will submit his slides 
to the Planning Board for their information. 
 
Holly Clarke, of 1652 Central Avenue, noted the proponent needs to share what he wants with the barn.  The Section 3 
protection does not erase Section 4.  Every project must meet each and every By-Law.  This has 2 buildings on one site.  
The proponent can pick to make the barn part of the building but cannot have 2 buildings on a residential lot.  The proposal 
until September was the daycare center was in one building.  Mr. Jacobs commented Ms. Clarke is making a legal argument.  
He would like to get all the evidentiary evidence possible and make the legal arguments at the end.  Mr. Alpert stated all 
these arguments have been made in writing.  He does not want to take the time now. 
 
Ms. Clarke stated, the proposal as put forth, has not passed the standards of By-Law Section 7.  Every building is 109 plus 
feet back except for the Heideman’s house.  This building is closer.  The drop off plan brings the operation right to the 
property edge. Needham has a number of By-Laws for protections for residents when institutional comes in.  This would 
require the daycare to be in harmony with the neighborhood.  There is room to push it back.  Why have the constant requests 
to push it back not been acknowledged?  She hopes this board will protect the neighborhood.  All submissions are based on 
a 3.3 acre lot but all is pushed forward.  The issue of lighting is very important.  The Temple has tall lights.  The lights will 
have an immediate impact on the neighborhood.  Having appropriately sized and appropriate lighting is important.  The 
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DRB talked about the color of the fence. A white fence will stick out and the DRB said 3 times it should be changed.  The 
plan still has a white vinyl fence on it.  She noted the landscape plan is not in compliance with the By-Laws. 
 
Ms. Clarke stated the By-Law states trees should be 3-inch caliper but the plan still has 1 to 2 inch caliper trees.  This 
neighborhood lives with the Temple.  It is set back and all the cars are set back so they are not seen.  Pushing the building 
back is a critical issue to the neighborhood.  It is completely uniform across the street at 109 feet and set back.  Pushing the 
building back would allow the use of topography and would not have a 6-foot grade up.  If pushed back the beautiful tree 
in front would be able to be kept.  The trees that have been cut down were 36 inches in diameter.  The side of the Temple 
can now be seen.  She can see the lights at Central and Charles River since they have taken all the trees down.  All the 
screening is gone.  The proponent should be screening them from the neighborhood. There is so much that is doable and 
they just need to do it.  She stated November 3, the day Mr. Diaz said he went down the street and could easily get down, 
was an early release day.  There were no buses or regular traffic.  She noted this project really calls for a turning lane.  The 
Town elected not to put the DPW building on Central Avenue due to the traffic and put the Jack Cogswell Building with no 
employees instead. 
 
Ms. Clarke stated the ITE standard is to have 37 or 38 parking spaces. That should be required.  The Planning Board are the 
town elected Planning Board.  It is important that everything be transparent.  She urges them to have all the reports up front.  
It is clear one way to resolve most issues is to reduce the size of the building.  This Board has the authority to do that or to 
deny it and they should.  Mr. Block thanked Ms. Clarke for all her diligence.  Gregg Darrish deferred his time to Patrick 
Moore who represents his interests.  Patrick Moore, attorney for Hemingway and Barnes, represents Mr. Darrish of 34 
Country Way.  He understands he is coming in after a long time.  He is a land use litigator with particular Dover Amendment 
issues.  His legal arguments will be brief and he will submit documents after.  A daycare use is a protected use under the 
Dover Amendment but is not a magic wand.  The Board retains the power of reasonable regulations.  It begins with the 
towns existing By-Laws.  The burden is on the proponent to say why the By-Law should not apply to this.  He quoted from 
the Superior Judicial Court 1993 case of Tufts College.  Other issues mentioned were the 2 structures and there would be a 
special permit due to the size and parking requirements.  It is up to the proponent to show why they would unreasonably 
impede the daycare.   
 
Mr. Moore noted there is no agreement with the program operator.  There is no guarantee the daycare owner would actually 
come onto this property.  The barn was not going to be used by the daycare and now it will be used for storage for the 
daycare.  The By-Law prohibits new construction and the barn on the same property.  Can the Board say why the barn is 
needed for storage and is not included in the new building?  The proponent needs to establish this is necessary.  The Board 
should retain authority to review any updates in a public hearing.  He will provide the citations he cited to the Board. 
 
Robin Bevilaqua, an office manager for the First Baptist Church, supports and manages 3 churches.  She commented NCC 
is the best tenant.  Safety and children are their first priority.  Ms. Day is always thinking of the children.  All concerns 
would be of the utmost importance of NCC.  Rob Dimase, of 1681 Central Avenue, lives directly across the street and agrees 
with all his neighbors.  He noted the developer is amendable to the sidewalk.  He would like to see him address the traffic 
situation particularly at the lights.  He noted the 6 foot lifting of the property and 65 feet from the road would create a storm 
water issue.  He has not heard any mitigation issues regarding that. 
 
Matthew Goldwasser, of 34 Carlton Drive, lives close to the project site. He is deeply concerned with traffic with regards 
to quality of life and safety.  He has little choice but to take Central Avenue multiple times a day.  The road cannot handle 
any added stress.  They do not need to compound the existing traffic concerns.  He stated Mr. Jacobs opined that Ms. Day 
may be a great proprietor when there is no defined business agreement between her and the developer.  What assurances 
are there she will be the only tenant?  No one has heard from the developer.  He feels the lack of direct and personal 
involvement is confounding.  The optics of the proponent not being here is not good.  He should chime in and introduce 
himself and address some of the issues.  This is a lack of civility on his part and he is disappointed.  The proponent needs 
to personally acknowledge the issues to the abutters.  He is very skeptical of the true intent of this project. 
 
Jeffrey Turk, of 312 Country Way, is a 30-year resident, a former day care user and a former daycare owner.  He thanked 
the Board for their hard work.  He has an issue with the process being followed.  All the transparency has been removed 
and others cannot see who is at the meeting.  How many people are here?  He does not see it as an open meeting.  Not all in 
Needham have access to computers and technology.  He feels the Board should consider having a live meeting at this point.  
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He stated looking at Central Avenue is missing the point.  Look at Waze and see what really happens.  Cars are sent down 
Country Way to avoid Central Avenue, which is a neighborhood with no sidewalks.  Turning southbound to get into the 
daycare will back up traffic.  He asked why use Ms. Day’s data when she is not the tenant here.  He noted a 60 second drop 
off will not happen.  He suggested the Board look at data from other daycares.  Ms. Day is looking for families from the 
Dover and Natick areas.  It will not be the same use.  He asked what happens if NCC fails?  What would happen to the 
space?  There is no community support here.  He questioned where the sidewalk was going to as you cannot walk off this 
property. There should be a restriction that no children go off this site.  The Board needs to look at setback, limit this to 75 
children and do not allow children to walk off the site.   
 
Ms. Falcao noted she sees 54 participants.  She would like an open meeting.  It is important for the process of this meeting.  
Mr. Jacobs stated he could not attend an open meeting.  That would be a major problem.  Mr. Huber stated it is being 
inferred the public hearing is closing tonight.  Mr. Block stated the Board will discuss that after his remarks.  The meeting 
may be held open for further information.  Mr. Huber stated if the Board agrees it is their burden of proof he would like 
time to go over all.  He would like to submit, in writing, his responses to the various issues and not keep the hearing open.  
Mr. Jacobs stated it is within his rights to submit any legal memorandum.  It is different if he wants to submit additional 
evidence.  Mr. Huber stated they have proposed a testing plan and submitted it to the Board of Health.  Mr. Jacobs noted he 
wants to close the hearing but leave open for Mr. Huber to submit a memorandum with evidence.  Mr. Alpert stated he is 
leaning toward continuing the hearing.  If it is closed, and Mr. Huber wants to submit evidence, it opens the Board to issues 
from abutters.  Mr. Huber would have the ability to submit responses to all issues raised tonight.  The neighbors would need 
time to respond to his responses and submittals.  Mr. Huber commented the Board needs to find a mechanism to close this 
hearing. 
 
Ms. McKnight stated she made notes on things that needed further input.  Her thought is to close the hearing but keep it 
open for input on specific points and not further testimony.  Mr. Jacobs stated if Mr. Huber wants to respond to factual 
issues already in the record he is fine with that and feels the hearing should be closed.  Dave Lazarus, of 115 Oxbow Road, 
stated there is a fundamental flaw in the process.  The applicant has not submitted a complete plan and what the other issues 
are.  There is no information on lead testing.  If that is scheduled, the public deserves to know and participate in that.  There 
is nothing gained by leaving it open and potential harm to abutters if it is closed.  Mr. Alpert stated environmental testing is 
a Board of Health issue.  He is willing to accept what the Board of Health recommends should be done.  They will be having 
a meeting on 12/14/22.  Mr. Lazarus does not know if the Board of Health would send a directive to the Planning Board.  
Lighting is another issue. The DRB had feedback and it has not been responded to.  The turning pattern, snow removal, 
color of fence and calipers of trees are all factual questions that have been raised that he assumed Mr. Huber would respond 
to.  He commented it does not feel right to close the hearing.  He implored the Board to leave it open. 
 
Mr. Alpert stated he was confused and asked where they were with the DRB.  He thought they received information from 
the DRB and gave the results from their 3 hearings.  Mr. Huber stated that was correct.  The Board can make a determination 
from that information.  Ms. McKnight noted the DRB did say there was inadequacy with the plan.  Then the DRB got 
revised plans that did show the lighting.  The hearing could be left open to make sure the lighting has been resolved.  Ms. 
McKnight noted there are 5 issues: lighting, the Board of Health issue, snow storage, Mr. Abruzese’s slides with traffic data 
to review and be reviewed by John Diaz and the issue of the fence not adequately addressed.  Mr. Block added Ms. 
Abruzese’s information submission.  Ms. Abruzese stated on 8/9/21 the DRB had plans and asked about lighting as there 
was no lighting on the plans then.  The lighting plan in the packet is dated 11/8/21 and has not been back to the DRB.  
 
Cynthia Landau, of 57 Pine Street, stated she has lived here for over 25 years.  She encourages the Board to keep the 
meetings open.  There is a question of process.  She has no sense from the Planning Board as there has not been feedback 
on anything.  She asked when the public will know what the process is to get feedback from the Board.  Mr. Block stated if 
the hearing is closed tonight the Board will move into the deliberation process.  They will discuss each item before them 
and determine if conditions should be put in place.  The Board will resolve each item.  Mr. Jacobs added the deliberation 
process is open but there is no opportunity for public input. 
 
Mr. Huber stated an argument was made the setback should be comparable with the temple.  The temple has a 213-foot 
footprint, which is more than twice the size of this project.  The height is considerably higher and the bulk of the temple is 
4 times the size.  The elevation is also higher than this.  The temple has a large parking area in front.  This project has been 
designed to have the parking in the back.  Mr. Jacobs stated that is an argument.  It may be true but there is no evidence of 
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that in the record.  Mr. Huber stated the setback of the temple and the footprint are already in the record.  Ms. McKnight 
noted the square footage of the temple and the setback were submitted tonight.  Mr. Huber’s point is the temple is a much 
bulkier building. 
 
A motion was made to close the hearing subject to receipt of information regarding data items 1) a Board of Health report 
on what conditions should be put in the permit regarding inspections and remediation; 2) provisions for snow storage; 3) 
have the DRB concerns regarding lighting been addressed and, if not, is there a concern about lighting; 4) to get Ms. 
Abruzese’s slides; 5) to get Mr. Abruzese’s slides; 6) to get a response from Mr. Diaz on Mr. Abrusese’s traffic information; 
7) the fence could be a condition and 8) the claim made by Mr. Dimase the sewer connection is inadequate and seek advice 
on that from the Town Engineer.  Mr. Block asked if there were other outstanding items from the DRB.  Mr. Alpert noted 
they have all the information from the DRB and he is ready to take their information.  He is satisfied.  He had proposed at 
the beginning to give the proponent a chance to present information if the Board decides the barn must go, the applicant 
may submit information to argue as to why it should stay.  The Board should leave that open for why it would be 
unreasonable to force them to remove the barn if that is what is decided.   
 
Ms. Newman noted Mr. Moore wanted to provide a legal memo also.  The motion was amended to include Mr. Huber’s 
information on the barn and the setback issue and Mr. Moore’s information.  Mr. Jacobs stated it is a long list to keep the 
hearing open for.  He is not against it but reminds the members it would be subject to reopening the hearing to receive 
further evidence.  It is a little precarious. 
 
Upon a motion made by Ms. McKnight, and seconded by Mr. Alpert, it was by a roll call vote of the four members present 
unanimously: 
VOTED: to close the hearing subject to receipt of information regarding data items 1) a Board of Health report on 

what conditions should be put in the permit regarding inspections and remediation; 2) provisions for snow 
storage; 3) have the DRB concerns regarding lighting been addressed and, if not, is there a concern about 
lighting; 4) to get Ms. Abruzese’s slides; 5) to get Mr. Abruzese’s slides; 6) to get a response from Mr. Diaz 
on Mr. Abrusese’s traffic information; 7) the fence could be a condition; 8) the claim made by Mr. Dimase 
the sewer connection is inadequate and seek advice on that from the Town Engineer; 9) Mr. Huber’s 
information on the barn and setback and 10) Mr. Moore’s information. 

 
Mr. Jacobs stated the Board was going to give Mr. Huber 15 minutes for closing arguments.  He is not sure that was done.  
Mr. Huber thanked Mr. Jacobs for offering that. He will be submitting a legal memo and will use that as a substitute. 
 
Board of Appeals – December 16, 2021. 
 
883 Greendale Avenue – Nicholas Tan, applicant. 
 
Ms. McKnight noted this 3-car garage is more than 1/3 the width of the frontage of the building.  She would hate to see 
something this big being built.  Two thirds of the front is garage doors.  It is hard to evaluate.  If garages were really at 
basement level that is one thing but the garages seem to be elevated and the 3 doors would be seen. 
 
Upon a motion made by Mr. Jacobs, and seconded by Mr. Block, it was by a roll call vote of the four members present 
unanimously:  
VOTED: to comment the perspectives shown do not give enough information for the Planning Board to comment. 
 
Ms. Newman stated Nelson Hammer, the landscape architect on the DRB, has resigned.  She stated he will be a big loss.  
She will post the Planning Board appointment for the DRB and will advertise for the position.  Mr. Alpert noted there was 
a joint meeting with the Select Board and a zoning change for a brewery with a pub was discussed.  Mr. Jacobs does not 
think a zoning change is needed but the Board needs to look at this.  He took a look at the By-Laws and does not feel zoning 
changes are needed.  Ms. Newman stated Building Inspector David Roche disagrees with that.  Mr. Block feels the Board 
should take it up for discussion and analysis.  Mr. Alpert is not convinced this needs a zoning change.  He stated he received 
an email from Dan Matthews who is not running for re-election. 
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Mr. Block noted the following correspondence for the record for 888 Great Plain Avenue: an email from Amy Snelling, 
dated 11/17/21, opposing the project; a letter from Richard and Katharine Heidlage, of 92 Dedham Avenue, in opposition; 
an email from Kimberly Bartlett-McCollum, dated 11/17/21, in opposition and a letter from Marlene and Jerome Schultz, 
of 94 Dedham Avenue, in opposition. 
 
Minutes 
 
Upon a motion made by Mr. Jacobs, and seconded by Ms. McKnight, it was by a roll call vote of the four members present 
unanimously: 
VOTED: to approve the minutes of 9/15/21. 
 
Upon a motion made by Mr. Block, and seconded by Mr. Jacobs, it was by a roll call vote of the four members present 
unanimously: 
VOTED: to adjourn the meeting at 12:00 a.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Donna J. Kalinowski, Notetaker 
 
 
 
________________________________ 
Adam Block, Vice-Chairman and Clerk 
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