
 
 
 
 

NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD 
Tuesday August 12, 2025 

7:00 p.m. 
 

Charles River Room 
Public Services Administration Building, 500 Dedham Avenue 

AND  
Virtual Meeting using Zoom 
Meeting ID: 880 4672 5264 

(Instructions for accessing below) 
  
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: 880 4672 5264 
 
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: 880 4672 5264 
 
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: 880 4672 5264 
 
Direct Link to meeting: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/88046725264  
 
 

1. Minor Modification: Major Project Site Plan Special Permit No. No. 98-6: Town of Needham, 1471 Highland 
Avenue, Needham, Massachusetts, Petitioner, (Property located at Existing Municipal Parking Lot on Chestnut 
and Lincoln Streets, Needham, Massachusetts). Regarding request to approve a new site plan accurately 
depicting the existing conditions of the parking lot.  
 

2. Discussion of Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) Zoning By-Law amendment. 
 

3. George Giunta Jr.: Determination of Proposed Use – Self Storage (Property located at 105 Cabot Street, 
Needham, MA). 
 

4. Board of Appeals – August 13, 2025. 
 

5. Minutes.  
 

6. Review of draft work plan for Planning Board Study of Needham Center and the Mixed Use 128 District.  
 

7. Report from Planning Director and Board members.  
 
8. Correspondence. 

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

 

http://www.zoom.us/
http://www.zoom.us/
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/88046725264




 

 

June 16, 2025 
 
BY EMAIL (lnewman@needhamma.gov)  
Planning Board 
Town of Needham  
Public Services Administration Building 
500 Dedham Avenue 
Needham, MA 02492 
 
Re: Request to Amend Major Project Site Plan Special Permit No. 98-6 
      Chestnut and Lincoln Street Town Parking Lot  
 
Dear Planning Board Members: 
 

I am pleased to submit this application for a minor modification of Major Project Site Plan 
Special Permit No. 98-6 on behalf of the Town of Needham Select Board (the “Applicant”) to 
approve an updated site plan depicting the existing conditions of the municipal Chestnut and 
Lincoln Street Parking Lot.  The current configuration of the parking lot and associated site 
improvements are shown on the new site plan entitled “Chestnut/Lincoln Street Municipal Space 
Designations”, dated June 6, 2025 and prepared by the Needham Department of Public Works 
Engineering Division, which is being submitted with this application.    

 
The original Major Project Site Plan Special Permit for this parking lot is dated June 16, 

1998 (the “Decision”), and it has previously been amended numerous times. The Amendments to 
the Decision are as follows:  (1) The Amendment to the Decision dated August 6, 2013 modified the 
previously approved parking lot layout; (2) the Amendment to Decision dated July 17, 2018 provided for 
conversion of a portion of the Chestnut and Lincoln Street Parking Lot to temporary construction staging 
and parking for new Police and Fire Station; (3) the Amendment to Decision dated March 19, 2019 
provided for conversion of fifteen 2-hour spaces in the Chestnut and Lincoln Street Parking Lot to permit 
parking spaces in order to account for the temporary loss of permit spaces during construction at the Police 
and Fire Station; (4) the Amendment to Decision dated June 4, 2019 reduced the total number of parking 
spaces at the Chestnut and Lincoln Street Parking Lot from 195 to 192 to accommodate installation of a 
consolidated dumpster; (5) the Insignificant Change dated July 12, 2021 provided for two EV parking 
spaces within parking lot; and (6) the Amendment to Decision dated February 1, 2022 provided for 
seasonal outdoor dining within the parking lot, with the attendant loss of some spaces.     
 

   Given the piecemeal series of permit amendments affecting the parking lot, and the 
simple passage of time, the Applicant has prepared its new site plan to accurately depict the existing 
conditions on the ground.  This application requests approval of this plan as the new site plan of 
record for the Chestnut and Lincoln Street Parking Lot.  This application does not propose any new 
building or construction, and it does not involve any changes to the number of parking spaces that 
currently exist on the ground, the layout of parking spaces that currently exist on the ground, to 
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infrastructure or landscaping within the parking lot, or to access, egress, or vehicular circulation 
within the parking lot. The purpose of this application is simply to obtain Planning Board approval 
of an updated control plan for the parking lot that accurately depicts current conditions.  
 

The new site plan shows a total of 189 parking spaces within the Chestnut and Lincoln 
Street Parking Lot.  The Amendment to Decision dated June 4, 2019 was the last to call for a 
specific number of parking spaces—192—within the parking lot. However, the Amendment to 
Decision dated February 1, 2022 then approved outdoor seasonal dining within the parking lot, and 
specifically noted that this would reduce the number of available parking spaces. See Finding 1.6 
(“The Petitioner notes that the total number of parking spaces available in the municipal parking lot 
will be reduced to accommodate such seasonal outdoor seating.”)  Therefore, the current total of 
189 spaces shown on the Applicant’s new site plan is consistent with the amendments issued to date 
for the Chestnut and Lincoln Street Parking Lot.  In addition, the Planning Board should note that 
the Zoning Bylaw itself does not require the Chestnut and Lincoln Street Parking Lot to contain any 
particular number of parking spaces.   

 
The new site plan shows how the parking spaces within the lot are currently assigned. This 

includes permit only spaces, 2-hour spaces, 30-minute spaces, EV charging spaces, handicapped 
spaces, and one undesignated parking space.  The assignment of these parking spots is not governed 
by the Zoning Bylaw—there is no zoning requirement for any particular number of permit only, 2-
hour, or 30-minute parking spaces—and this is properly within the jurisdiction of the Select Board 
and the Town Manager. The Applicant therefore requests that this new Amendment to MPSP 98-6 
leave flexibility to for the Select Board to adjust the mix of permit only, 2-hour and 30-minute 
parking spaces in the lot without a need to return for further review and/or permit modification 
from the Planning Board.  The new site plan shows the current designation of each parking space 
for reference, but the Applicant requests that the Amendment be issued in a manner that does not 
specifically tie these parking spaces to a particular use designation.   

 
Based on the foregoing, the proposed modification complies with all standards and criteria 

set forth in the provisions of the Zoning By-Law, and the requested amendment is in harmony with 
the purposes and intent of the By-Law and will have minimal adverse impacts on the surrounding 
area. The Applicant respectfully requests that the Decision be amended to reference the new site 
plan “Chestnut/Lincoln Street Municipal Space Designations” dated June 6, 2025 as the plan of 
record, and to specifically note that use of parking spaces may be assigned and re-assigned by vote 
of the Select Board without a need for further modification of the permit.   
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Thank you very much for your consideration of this application, and please let me know if I 

can provide any additional information prior to the Board’s meeting on this request for a minor 
modification of Major Project Site Plan Special Permit No. 98-6. 
 

 
       Sincerely, 
 

 
        

Christopher H. Heep 
 
 
 
cc: K. Fitzpatrick 

T. Ryder  
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ARTICLE __:   AMEND ZONING BY-LAW—ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS  

To see if the Town will vote to amend the Needham Zoning By-Law as follows:   

1.  By deleting the existing definition of Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) in Section 1.3.   

2. By amending the line for Accessory Dwelling Units in Section 3.2.1 (Uses in the Rural 
Residence-Conservation, Single Residence A, Single Residence B, General Residence, 
Apartment A-1, Apartment A-2, Apartment A-3, Institutional, Industrial and Industrial 1 
Districts) to read as stated in the bottom line below:   

USE RRC 
SRA 

SRB GR A-1, 2 & 
3 

I IND IND-1 

Protected 
Use 
Accessory 
Dwelling 
Unit 

Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 

 

3.  By amending the line for Accessory Dwelling Units in Section 3.2.2 (Uses in the 
Business, Chestnut Street Business, Center Business, Avery Square Business and Hillside 
Avenue Business Districts) to read as stated in the bottom line below:   

USE B CSB CB ASB HAB 
Protected 
Use 
Accessory 
Dwelling 
Unit 

Y N N Y Y 

   

4.  By inserting a new subsection (k) in Section 3.2.3.1 as stated below, to list Protected Use 
ADU as a use allowed by right in the Neighborhood Business District, and to re-letter the 
remaining subsections in alphabetical order to account for the new subsection:   

(k)  Protected Use ADU.    

5.  By deleting existing Subsection 3.2.3.2(c), which lists Accessory Dwelling Unit as a use 
allowed by special permit in the Neighborhood Business District, in its entirety, and re-lettering 
the remaining subsections in Section 3.2.3.2 in alphabetical order to account for this deletion.   

6. By inserting a new subsection b) in Section 3.12.3 as stated below, to list Protected Use 
ADU as a use allowed by right in the Elder Services Zoning District:  

b) Protected Use ADU.   

7. By deleting Section 3.16 (Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs)) in its entirety, and adding a 
new Section 3.18 (Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU)) to read as follows:   

3.18 Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) 



 

 2 

3.18.1  Definitions.  For the purpose of this Section 3.16, the following words and terms 
shall be defined as follows:    

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) – A self-contained housing unit, inclusive of sleeping, 
cooking and sanitary facilities on the same Lot as a Principal Dwelling, subject to 
otherwise applicable dimensional and parking requirements, that: 

(a)  maintains a separate entrance, either directly from the outside or through an entry 
hall or corridor shared with the Principal Dwelling sufficient to meet the 
requirements of the Building Code for safe egress; 

(b)  is not larger in Gross Floor Area than ½ the Gross Floor Area of the Principal 
Dwelling or 900 square feet, whichever is smaller; and 

(c)  is subject to such additional restrictions as may be imposed by the Town. 
 
Bus Station - A location serving as a point of embarkation for any bus operated by a 
Transit Authority. 

Commuter Rail Station - Any commuter rail station operated by a Transit Authority 
with year-round service with trains departing at regular time intervals, rather than 
intermittent, seasonal, or event-based service. 

Ferry Terminal - The location where passengers embark and disembark from a ferry 
service with year-round service with ferries departing at regular time intervals, rather 
than intermittent, seasonal, or event-based service. 

Principal Dwelling – A structure, regardless of whether it, or the Lot it is situated on, 
conforms to Zoning, including use requirements and dimensional requirements, such as 
setbacks, bulk, and height, that contains at least one Dwelling Unit and is, or will be, 
located on the same Lot as a Protected Use ADU. 

.  Protected Use ADU – An attached or detached ADU that is located, or is proposed to be 
located, on a Lot in a Single-family Residential Zoning District and is protected by 
M.G.L. c. 40A, § 3, provided that only one ADU on a lot may qualify as a Protected Use 
ADU. An ADU that is nonconforming to Zoning shall still qualify as a Protected Use 
ADU if it otherwise meets this definition. 

Single-family Residential Zoning District – Any Zoning District where Single-family 
Residential Dwellings are a permitted or an allowable use, including any Zoning District 
where Single-family Residential Dwellings are allowed as-of-right or by Special Permit. 

Subway Station -  Any of the stops along the Massachusetts Bay Transportation 
Authority Red Line, Green Line, Orange Line, Silver Line, or Blue Line, including any 
extensions or additions to such lines. 
 
Transit Station – A Subway Station, Commuter Rail Station, Ferry Terminal, or Bus 
Station. 

3.18.2  One (1) Protected Use ADU is allowed by right in any Single-family Residential 
Zoning District, subject to the requirements of this Section 3.18.  

3.18.3  ADUs may be attached to or detached from the Principal Dwelling.   
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3.18.4  ADUs shall be subject to the setback requirements, maximum story requirement, 
and maximum height requirement applicable to the Principal Dwelling, to the Single-family 
Dwelling, or to an accessory structure in the zoning district in which the lot is located, whichever 
results in the more permissive dimensional regulation.   

3.18.5  On a lot that is located in whole or in part within a 0.5 mile radius of a Transit 
Station, an ADU need not provide any off-street parking space.  On a lot that is located entirely 
outside a 0.5 mile radius of a Transit Station, there shall be one (1) off-street parking space 
provided for an ADU.   

3.18.6  ADUs may not be used as Short-Term Rentals, as such term is defined in M.G.L. 
c.64G, §1. 

3.18.7  ADUs shall remain accessory to a Principal Dwelling, and therefore both must be 
sited on a single lot and the ADU must remain in common ownership with the associated 
Principal Dwelling. 

Or take any other action relative thereto.     

 

 

 



760 CMR:   EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF HOUSING AND LIVABLE COMMUNITIES 

760 CMR 71.00:   PROTECTED USE ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS 

Section 

71.01:   Statement of Purpose 
71.02:   Definitions 
71.03:   Regulation of Protected Use ADUs in Single-family Residential Zoning Districts 
71.04:   Data Collection 

71.01:   Statement of Purpose 

(1) St. 2024, c. 150, § 8 amends M.G.L. c. 40A, § 3 to encourage the production of accessory 
dwelling units throughout the Commonwealth with the goal of increasing the production of 
housing to address statewide, local, and individual housing needs for households of all income 
levels and at all stages of life. 

The Executive Office of Housing and Livable Communities is the regulatory agency that is 
authorized by St. 2024, c. 150, § 8 to promulgate 760 CMR 71.00 that establish rules, standards 
and limitations that will assist Municipalities and landowners in the administration of St. 2024, 
c. 150, § 8. 

(2) St. 2024, c. 150, § 8 and 760 CMR 71.00 seek to balance municipal interests in regulating 
the use and construction of ADUs while empowering property owners to add much needed 
housing stock to address the Commonwealth’s housing needs.  St. 2024, c. 150, § 8 establishes 
that in certain circumstances the use of land or structures for ADUs are protected from zoning 
restrictions by providing that zoning shall not prohibit, unreasonably restrict or require a special 
permit or other discretionary zoning approval for the use of land or structures for a single ADU, 
or the rental thereof, in a single-family residential zoning district, and imposes protections on 
ADUs through M.G.L. c. 40A, § 3, the Dover Amendment.  St. 2024, c. 150, § 8 balances 
protection for these ADUs by authorizing municipalities to impose reasonable regulations on the 
creation and use of ADUs.  St. 2024, c. 150, § 8, however, explicitly prohibits municipalities 
from imposing requirements on protected accessory dwelling unitsthat require owner-occupancy 
of either the ADU or the principal dwelling and imposes limitations on Municipal parking 
requirements. 

(3) 760 CMR 71.00 establishes definitions, standards, and limitations to assist in the local 
administration of M.G.L. c. 40A, § 3, para. 11, pursuant to St. 2024, c. 150, § 8.  Nothing in 
760 CMR 71.00 is intended to supersede state health and safety laws and regulations, such as, 
but not limited to the Building Code, Fire Code, M.G.L. c. 111, § 189A:  Massachusetts Lead 
Law, or any federal laws. 

71.02:   Definitions 

Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU).  A self-contained housing unit, inclusive of sleeping, cooking 
and sanitary facilities on the same Lot as a Principal Dwelling, subject to otherwise applicable 
dimensional and parking requirements, that: 

(a) maintains a separate entrance, either directly from the outside or through an entry hall 
or corridor shared with the Principal Dwelling sufficient to meet the requirements of the 
Building Code for safe egress; 
(b) is not larger in Gross Floor Area than ½ the Gross Floor Area of the Principal Dwelling 
or 900 square feet, whichever is smaller; and 
(c) is subject to such additional restrictions as may be imposed by a municipality including, 
but not limited to, additional size restrictions, and restrictions or prohibitions on Short-term 
Rental as defined in M.G.L. c. 64G, § 1; provided, however, that no Municipality shall 
unreasonably restrict the creation or rental of an ADU that is not a Short-term Rental. 

Building Code.  The Massachusetts state building code, 780 CMR. 

Bus Station. A location serving as a point of embarkation for any bus operated by a Transit 
Authority. 

Commuter Rail Station. Any commuter rail station operated by a Transit Authority with 
year-round service with trains departing at regular time intervals, rather than intermittent, 
seasonal, or event-based service. 
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71.02:   continued 

Design Standards.   Clear, measurable and objective provisions of Zoning, or general ordinances 
or by-laws, which are made applicable to the exterior design of, and use of materials for an 
ADU. 

Dwelling Unit.  A single housing unit providing complete, independent living facilities for one 
or more persons, including permanent provisions for living, sleeping, eating, cooking and 
sanitation. 

EOHLC. The Executive Office of Housing and Livable Communities. 

Ferry Terminal.  The location where passengers embark and disembark from a ferry service with 
year-round service with ferries departing at regular time intervals, rather than intermittent, 
seasonal, or event-based service. 

Fire Code.  The Massachusetts state fire code, 527 CMR 1.00:  Massachusetts Comprehensive 
Fire Safety Code. 

Gross Floor Area (GFA).  The sum of the areas of all stories of the building of compliant ceiling 
height pursuant to the Building Code, including basements, lofts, and intermediate floored tiers, 
measured from the interior faces of exterior walls or from the centerline of walls separating 
buildings or dwelling units but excluding crawl spaces, garage parking areas, attics, enclosed 
porches and similar spaces.  Where there are multiple Principal Dwellings on the Lot, the GFA 
of the largest Principal Dwelling shall be used for determining the maximum size of a Protected 
Use ADU. 

Historic District.  A district in a Municipality established pursuant to M.G.L. c. 40C or other 
state law that is characterized by the historic or architectural significance of buildings, structures, 
and sites, and in which exterior changes to and the construction of buildings and structures are 
subject to regulations adopted by the Municipality pursuant to M.G.L. c. 40C or other state law. 

Lot.  An area of land with definite boundaries that is used, or available for use, as the site of a 
structure, or structures, regardless of whether the site conforms to requirements of Zoning. 

Modular Dwelling Unit.  A pre-designed Dwelling Unit assembled and equipped with internal 
plumbing, electrical or similar systems prior to movement to the site where such Dwelling Unit 
is affixed to a foundation and connected to external utilities; or any portable structure with walls, 
a floor, and a roof, designed or used as a Dwelling Unit, transportable in one or more sections 
and affixed to a foundation and connected to external utilities. 

Municipality. Any city or town subject to the provisions of M.G.L. c. 40A. 

Principal Dwelling.  A structure, regardless of whether it, or the Lot it is situated on, conforms 
to Zoning, including use requirements and dimensional requirements, such as setbacks, bulk, and 
height, that contains at least one Dwelling Unit and is, or will be, located on the same Lot as a 
Protected Use ADU. 

Prohibited Regulation.  Zoning or general ordinances or by-laws, or Municipal regulations that 
are prohibited pursuant to 760 CMR 71.03(2). 

Protected Use ADU.  An attached or detached ADU that is located, or is proposed to be located, 
on a Lot in a Single-family Residential Zoning District and is protected by M.G.L. c. 40A, § 3, 
provided that only one ADU on a lot may qualify as a Protected Use ADU. An ADU that is 
nonconforming to Zoning shall still qualify as a Protected Use ADU if it otherwise meets this 
definition. 

Short-term Rental.  Short-term rental, as defined in M.G.L. c. 64G, § 1. 

Single-family Residential Dwelling.  A structure on a Lot containing not more than one 
Dwelling Unit. 

Single-family Residential Zoning District.  Any Zoning District where Single-family Residential 
Dwellings are a permitted or an allowable use, including any Zoning District where Single-
family Residential Dwellings are allowed as-of-right or by Special Permit. 
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71.02:   continued 

Site Plan Review.  A process established by local ordinance or by-law by which a Municipal 
board or authority may review and impose terms and conditions on, the appearance and layout 
of a proposed use of land or structures prior to the issuance of a building permit. 

Special Permit. A permit issued by a Municipality’s special permit granting authority pursuant 
to M.G.L. c. 40A, § 9. 

Subway Station.  Any of the stops along the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority Red 
Line, Green Line, Orange Line, Silver Line, or Blue Line, including any extensions or additions 
to such lines. 

Transit Authority. The Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority established by 
M.G.L. c. 161A, § 2 or other local or regional transit authority established pursuant to 
M.G.L. c. 161B, § 3 or M.G.L. c. 161B, § 14. 

Transit Station.  A Subway Station, Commuter Rail Station, Ferry Terminal, or Bus Station. 

Unreasonable Regulation.  Zoning or general ordinances or by-laws, or Municipal regulations 
that are unreasonable pursuant to 760 CMR 71.03(3). 

Use and Occupancy Restrictions. A Zoning restriction, Municipal regulation, covenant, 
agreement, or a condition in a deed, zoning approval or other requirement imposed by the 
Municipality that limits the current, or future, use or occupancy of the Protected Use ADU to 
individuals or households based upon the characteristics of, or relations between, the occupants, 
such as but not limited to, income, age, familial relationship, enrollment in an educational 
institution, or that limits the number of occupants beyond what is required by applicable state 
code. 

Zoning.  Ordinances and by laws, including base, underlying, and overlay zoning, adopted by 
cities and towns to regulate the use of land, buildings and structures to the full extent of the 
independent constitutional powers of cities and towns to protect the health, safety and general 
welfare of their present and future inhabitants. 

Zoning District.  A geographic area within a Municipality which, pursuant to Zoning, is subject 
to use and structure requirements that are uniform within the area. 

71.03:   Regulation of Protected Use ADUs in Single-family Residential Zoning Districts 

(1) Municipalities shall not prohibit, impose a Prohibited Regulation or Unreasonable 
Regulation, or, except as provided under 760 CMR 71.03(5) and 760 CMR 71.03(6), require a 
special permit, waiver, variance or other zoning relief or discretionary zoning approval for the 
use of land or structures for a Protected Use ADU, including the rental thereof, in a 
Single-family Residential Zoning District; provided that Municipalities may reasonably regulate 
a Protected Use ADU, subject to the limitations under 760 CMR 71.00. 

(2) Prohibited Regulation.  A Municipality shall not subject the use of land or structures on a 
Lot for a Protected Use ADU to any of the following: 

(a) Owner-Occupancy Requirements.  A requirement that either the Protected Use ADU 
or the Principal Dwelling be owner-occupied. 
(b) Minimum Parking Requirements.  A requirement of, as applicable: 

1. More than one additional on-street or off-street parking space for a Protected Use 
ADU if all portions of its Lot are located outside a 0.5 mile radius of a Transit Station; 
or 
2. Any additional on-street or off-street parking space for a Protected Use ADU if any 
portion of its Lot is located within a 0.5 mile radius of a Transit Station. 

(c) Use and Occupancy Restrictions.  A requirement that a Protected Use ADU be subject 
to a Use and Occupancy Restriction. 
(d) Unit Caps & Density.  Any limit, quota or other restriction on the number of Protected 
Use ADUs that may be permitted, constructed, or leased within a Municipality or Zoning 
District.  Protected Use ADUs shall not be counted in any density calculations. 
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71.03:   continued 

(e) Relationship to Principal Dwelling. A requirement that a Protected Use ADU be 
attached to or detached from the Principal Dwelling. 

(3) Unreasonable Regulation. 
(a) A Municipality may reasonably regulate and restrict Protected Use ADUs provided that 
any restriction or regulation imposed by a Municipality shall be unreasonable if the 
regulation or restriction, when applicable to a Protected Use ADU: 

1. Does not serve a legitimate Municipal interest sought to be achieved by local Zoning; 
2. Serves a legitimate Municipal interest sought to be achieved by local Zoning but its 
application to a Protected Use ADU does not rationally relate to the legitimate Municipal 
interest; or 
3. Serves a legitimate Municipal interest sought to be achieved by local Zoning and its 
application to a Protected Use ADU rationally relates to the interest, but compliance with 
the regulation or restriction will: 

a. Result in complete nullification of the use or development of a Protected Use 
ADU; 
b. Impose excessive costs on the use or development of a Protected Use ADU 
without significantly advancing the Municipality’s legitimate interest; or 
c. Substantially diminish or interfere with the use or development of a Protected 
Use ADU without appreciably advancing the Municipality's legitimate interest. 

(b) Municipalities shall apply the analysis articulated in 760 CMR 71.03(3)(a) to establish 
and apply reasonable Zoning or general ordinances or by-laws, or Municipal regulations for 
Protected Use ADUs, but in no case shall a restriction or regulation be found reasonable 
where it exceeds the limitations, or is inconsistent with provisions, described below, as 
applicable: 

1. Design Standards.  Any Design Standard that: 
a. Would not be applied to a Single-family Residential Dwelling in the Single-
family Residential Zoning District in which the Protected Use ADU is located or 
b. Is so restrictive, excessive, burdensome, or arbitrary that it prohibits, renders 
infeasible, or unreasonably increases the costs of the use or construction of a 
Protected Use ADU. 

2. Dimensional Standards.  Any requirement concerning dimensional standards, such 
as dimensional setbacks, lot coverage, open space, bulk and height, and number of 
stories, that are more restrictive than is required for the Principal Dwelling, or a Single-
family Residential Dwelling or accessory structure in the Zoning District in which the 
Protected Use ADU is located, whichever results in more permissive regulation, 
provided that a Municipality may not require a minimum Lot size for a Protected Use 
ADU. 
3. Utilities, Safety, and Emergency Access.  Any requirement concerning utilities, 
safety and emergency access that is more restrictive than is permitted by state 
requirements, including under the Fire Code. A Municipality may not require a separate 
utility connection, such as water, sewer, electric, provided that a separate connection 
may be required by a Municipal or regional utility, investor-owned utility; by state law; 
by a local, regional, or state board or commission; or by court order. 
4. Environmental Regulation.  Any regulation for the protection of public health, safety, 
welfare and the environment pursuant to 310 CMR 15.000:  The State Environmental 
Code, Title 5:  Standard Requirements for the Siting, Construction, Inspection, Upgrade 
and Expansion of On site Sewage Treatment and Disposal Systems and for the Transport 
and Disposal of Septage, that is more restrictive than is required for a Single-family 
Residential Dwelling in the Zoning District in which the Protected Use ADU is located. 
5. Site Plan Review.  Site Plan Review concerning the Protected Use ADU that is not 
clear and objective or imposes terms and conditions that are unreasonable or inconsistent 
with an as-of-right process as defined in M.G.L. c. 40A, § 1A. 
6. Impact Analysis, Studies, and Fees.  Any requirement for any impact analysis, study, 
report, or impact fee that is not required for the development of a Single-family 
Residential Dwelling in the Single-family Residential Zoning District in which the 
Protected Use ADU is located. 
7. Modular Dwelling Units.  Any requirement that prohibits, regulates or restricts a 
Modular Dwelling Unit from being used as a Protected Use ADU that is more restrictive 
than the Building Code. 
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71.03:   continued 

8. Historic Districts.  Municipalities may establish Design Standards and Dimensional 
Standards for Protected Use ADUs located in an Historic District that are more 
restrictive or different from what is required for a Single-family Residential Dwelling, 
or Principal Dwelling, in the Single-family Residential Zoning District; provided, 
however, that such standards are not unreasonable pursuant to 760 CMR 71.03(3)(a). 
9. Pre-existing Nonconforming Structures.  A Municipality may not prohibit the 
development of a Protected Use ADU in an existing structure or Principal Dwelling, or 
Lot due to nonconformance, that could be used for, or converted into, a Protected Use 
ADU in conformance with the Building Code, 760 CMR 71.00, and state law. 

(c) Short-term Rentals.  Municipalities may establish restrictions and prohibitions on the 
Short-term Rental of Protected Use ADUs pursuant to M.G.L. c. 64G. 

(4) Enforceability of Restrictions and Regulations on Pre-existing ADUs.  A Municipality shall 
not enforce any Prohibited Regulation or Unreasonable Regulation that was imposed as a 
condition for the approval of the use of land or structures for a Protected Use ADU prior to the 
effective date of 760 CMR 71.00, regardless of whether such Protected Use ADU complies with 
the Municipality’s Zoning, including, but not limited to, use requirements and dimensional 
requirements, such as setbacks, bulk, and height. 

(5) Special Permits for Multiple ADUs on the Same Lot.  Notwithstanding 760 CMR 71.03(1), 
if a Municipality chooses to allow additional ADUs on the same Lot as a Protected use ADU in 
a Single-family Residential Zoning District, Zoning shall require a Special Permit for the use 
of land or structures for the additional ADUs. 

(6) Floodplain and Aquifer Protection Overlay Districts.  Municipalities may require a Special 
Permit for development of a Protected Use ADU in a floodplain or aquifer protection overlay 
if required for the Principal Dwelling, provided that the Special Permit is based on clear, 
objective, and non-discretionary criteria. 

(7) Nothing in 760 CMR 71.00 is intended to prevent a Municipality from adopting more 
permissive Zoning, or general ordinances or by-laws, or Municipal regulations than would be 
allowed under 760 CMR 71.03. 

(8) Address Assignment.  All ADUs shall be assigned an address consistent with the most 
current Address Standard published by MassGIS. ADU addresses shall be reported to MassGIS 
and EOHLC after assignment. 

71.04:   Data Collection 

To assist EOHLC in the administration of M.G.L c. 40A, § 3, para 11, Municipalities shall 
keep a record of each ADU permit applied for, approved, denied, and issued a certificate of 
occupancy, with information about the address, square footage, type (attached, detached, or 
internal), estimated value of construction, and whether the unit required any variances or a 
Special Permit.  Municipalities shall make this record available to EOHLC upon request. 

REGULATORY AUTHORITY 

760 CMR 71.00:   M.G.L. c. 40A, § 3, para. 11; St. 2024, c. 150, § 8. 
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                                               Town of Needham 
                                                Building Department 
                                                 500 Dedham Avenue 
                                                 Needham, MA 02492 

                                                          Tel: 781-455-7550 
 
      

Guidance for ADUs within or attached to single family homes where 
at least one or the other unit is a market rental: 
 
The new State regulation that allows one ADU to be constructed on 
any residential property affects only zoning bylaws. It does NOT 
affect the requirements of the State Building Code, Fire Code, 
Health Code or any other applicable code. 
 
 
The State Building Code will require these to be treated as 2-family 
homes and constructed as such. 
 
 The unit itself must be no greater than 900 square feet.  
 Two independent means of egress leading directly to the 

exterior of the building and separated from the other unit with 
fire-rated construction of 1-hour. 

 Any common wall or ceiling between the units must be built/ 
upgraded to fire rated construction of 1-hour from each side. 

 Any walls or columns that support required rated construction 
must also be rated for 1-hour.  

 An independent smoke alarm system is required for each unit. 
 If construction of the unit involves additional renovations 

within the main home and there are more than 1,000 square 
feet of total renovations, including the ADU, then a HERS 
energy rating may be required for each unit. 

 Any additions must meet the dimensional requirements of the 
Zoning Bylaw. 

 If the home is served by a septic system, an upgrade may be 
required. Contact our Health Department. 

 Detached/stand alone ADUs are treated as a single-family 
home. 
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*Guidance for ADUs within or attached to single family homes 
where at least one unit is owner occupied and the other unit is for 
in-laws or domestic help: 
 
The new State regulation that allows one ADU to be constructed on 
any residential property affects only zoning bylaws. It does NOT 
affect the requirements of the Sate Building Code, Health regulation 
or any other applicable code. 
 
These are treated as accessory to the single-family home and are 
constructed as such, under the State Building Code. 
 
 The unit itself must be no greater than 900 square feet.  
 Only one means of egress.  
 A single smoke alarm system for the entire home is required. 
 If construction of the unit involves additional renovations 

within the main home and there are more than 1,000 square 
feet of total renovations, including the ADU, then a HERS 
energy rating may be required for the entire home. 

 Any additions must meet the dimensional requirements of the 
Zoning Bylaw. 

 If the home is served by a septic system, an upgrade may be 
required. Contact our Health Department. 

 You must sign an affidavit and record it with the home’s deed, 
stating that the main home and the ADU will only be occupied 
by the owner, in-laws or domestic help. No rental to persons 
not in these categories is permitted. 

 *Detached/stand alone ADUs are treated as a single-family 
home. 

 
 
 
 

 



GEORGE GIUNTA, JR. 
ATTORNEY AT LAW* 

P. O. BOX 70 
SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MA 02190 

*Also admitted in Maryland 
TELEPHONE (781) 449-4520       FAX (781) 465-6059                
 

August 6, 2025 
 
 
Town of Needham  
Planning Board 
Needham, Massachusetts 02492 
 
Attn: Lee Newman, Planning Director 
 
Re: R.J. Kelly Co., Inc. 
 105 Cabot Street, Needham, MA 
 
Dear Lee,  
 
Please be advised that this office represents R. J. Kelly Co., Inc., 55 Cambridge Street, 
Burlington, MA 01803 (hereinafter “RJK”), relative to potential redevelopment and reuse of the 
commercial property known and identified as 105 Cabot Street, Needham, MA (hereinafter the 
“Premises”). The site is located in the New England Business Center and is shown on the site 
plan provided herewith for reference. RJK is a vertically integrated commercial real estate 
development, management and construction company that was founded in 1951. This local 
family real estate office has experience with acquisition, development/re-development, 
entitlement, construction, leasing, and property management,and its portfolio currently consists 
of over 6 million square feet of office, R&D/flex properties, industrial, retail, mixed-use, self-
storage and land holdings throughout New England and beyond. 
 
The Premises consists of approximately 96,889 square feet of land with over 466 feet of frontage 
on Cabot Road. It is currently occupied by a three-story commercial building and 45 off-street 
parking spaces. The building contains approximately 128,750 square feet of gross floor area and 
was constructed pursuant to Decision of the Planning Board, No. 2000-02 (Lot A), dated October 
18, 2011, as amended.  
 
Since its construction, the building has been used and occupied as a data storage center with 
associated accessory uses. However, for a variety of reasons, the current owner / operator intends 
to cease and terminate such use. As a result, starting with the first quarter of 2024, the Premises 
has been marketed for sale as a data center. Notwithstanding such efforts, there has been no 
interest in Premises for such use, necessitating consideration of other substitute uses. 
 
 
 



Unfortunately, due to the limited number of off-street parking spaces, as well as the size, 
configuration, type of construction and location of the building on the lot, such options are 
severely limited. As can be seen in the series of videos provided herewith, the building was 
constructed and configured as an external shell, with very large open areas, limited interior 
infrastructure, practically no windows, and a lack of facilities to support significant human 
occupancy. As a result, conversion to any human-centric use would require extensive retrofit, at 
prohibitive cost and effort. Moreover, the location of the building on the lot does not leave any 
room to expand the building or the parking area. 
 
But even if the building were to be converted or retrofitted, any use contemplating human 
occupancy would likely require a significant amount of off-street parking, well in excess of that 
available on site. By way of example, if the building were converted entirely to office use, it 
would require approximately 430 parking spaces.1 Even if only half the building were converted 
to office use and the remainder were to be utilized as warehouse, the required parking would be 
approximately 291 parking spaces.2 And if the building were utilized for manufacturing it would 
require a 322 total parking spaces.3 
 
As a result, after considerable evaluation RJK has reached the conclusion that the highest and 
best, most practical reuse of the Premises would be for self-storage purposes. The building is of a 
size, configuration and construction to easily support such use. Moreover, such use requires only 
limited amounts of parking, would not require any new windows, would only entail very minor 
exterior façade modifications,  site alterations, and limited to no new interior infrastructure. 
Further, it would keep the building functional, providing continued tax revenue, with a minimal 
impact on Town services and infrastructure, indeed, much less than the originally proposed use 
or other alternative uses. 
 
Whereas self-storage does not currently exist as an established use category in the Zoning By-
Law, RJK consulted with the Building Commissioner to ascertain whether any of the existing 
use categories in the New England Business Center might be applicable. Through those 
conversations, the Commissioner has indicated that he would support treating self-storage at this 
location as either being within the same general category or similar in kind to, and similar in 
impact to, a wholesale distribution facility in an enclosed structure, excluding the storage of 
flammable liquids, gas or explosives. Such use is allowed by right, as set forth at Section 
3.2.4.1(e) of the By-Law. 
 
Pursuant to Section 3.4 and other applicable provisions of the Decision, any change in use of the 
Premises requires review and approval by the Planning Board. Furthermore, pursuant to Section 
3.1 of the Zoning By-Law, the Planning Board has sole authority to determine whether a 
proposed use, not currently described in the By-Law, is within the same general category or 
similar in kind to, and similar in impact to a use that is described in the By-Law. As a result, 

 
1 With a gross area of 128,750, based on applicable parking standard of one space for every 300 square feet, total 
parking would be: 128,750 ÷ 300 = 429.16 = 430 spaces, rounded up. 
2 Calculated as follows: ½ x 128,750 = 64,375 ÷ 300 = 214.58 = 215 spaces for office (rounded up), plus 64,375 ÷ 
850 = 75.73 = 76 spaces for warehouse (rounded up) for a total of 291 spaces. 
3 Calculated as follows: 128,750 ÷ 400 = 321.87 = 322 spaces (rounded up). 



pursuant to both the By-Law and the express provisions of the Decision, the Board has the 
discretion to determine whether self-storage is a use that would be permissible at the Premises. 
 
A formal determination would necessitate a major project site plan amendment following an 
advertised, noticed hearing. However, given the time, cost, and effort involved in such an 
undertaking, and the uncertain nature of the use, prior to commencing that process, RJK would 
like to have an informal discussion with the Board to get an understanding of the Board’s 
thoughts, reactions and concerns. Therefore, please schedule a discussion with the Board at the 
next available meeting for such purpose. 
 
As always, your consideration and cooperation are appreciated.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
George Giunta, Jr. 
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Quick background 
 
The Planning Board had several discussions with a property owner at 77 Charles in 2018/2019. Self 
Storage is not currently allowed by the Zoning By-Law in the zoning district of the property. The property 
owner discussed with the Planning Board whether the Board would support a zoning change to allow the 
proposed use. Board members' feelings were mixed.  
 
In February of 2019, the property owner submitted a Citizen's Petition to change the zoning to allow Self 
Storage. The process for any proposal for a zoning change is that the Planning Board holds a public 
hearing and then makes a recommendation to Town Meeting. Town Meeting is the entity that takes the 
final vote on whether to pass any zoning change. Per the above noted process, the Planning Board held a 
public hearing on the proposal on April 2, 2019. On April 12, 2019, the Board received a request to 
withdraw the proposal.  
 
The property owner met with the Planning Board two more times after that to discuss. 
 
I have attached the minutes of these discussions, including the public hearing noted above. I have also 
attached the Citizen's Petition proposal for the zoning change and a presentation on it, as well as the 
withdrawal.  
 
Attached are the following: 
 

• Minutes from Planning Board meeting of February 18, 2020 – discussion with Property Owner at 
77 Charles again – “determination of proposed use”. This is the last discussion of the matter with 
these property owners. The exhibits noted below are referenced by the Chair in these minutes.  

 
• Documents referenced in the above noted minutes, provided as exhibits.  

o New England Business Cenetr (NEBC) subcommittee mtg minutes October 17, 2001 
o Council of Economic Advisors (CEA) Minutes of December 5, 2018 
o Council of Economic Advisors (CEA) Minutes of May 1, 2019 
o Email from Ronald Ruth, dated February 15, 2020 
o Email from Bill Curtis, dated February 18, 2018 

 
History of discussion with property owners of 77 Charles: 
 

• December 18, 2018 Planning Board minutes – first discussion with property owner at 77 Charles. 
 

• Citizens Petition, dated February 4, 2019 
 

• Presentation by Citizens Petition petitioner. 
 

• Minutes from Planning Board meeting of April 2, 2019, the public hearing on the Citizens 
petition 

 
• Citizens Petition withdrawal. 

 
• Minutes from Planning Board meeting of October 22, 2019, more discussion with property 

owners 
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NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 
 

February 18, 2020 
 

The regular meeting of the Planning Board held in the Charles River Room, Public Services Administration 

Building, was called to order by Martin Jacobs, Chairman, on Tuesday, February 18, 2020, at 7:00 p.m. with Messrs. 
Owens, Alpert and Eisenhut and Ms. McKnight, as well as Planning Director, Ms. Newman and Assistant Planner, 

Ms. Clee. 

 

Mr. Jacobs informed the public there is a request to continue or postpone the ANR Plan for 766 Chestnut Street 
until the 3/17/20 meeting.  If this agenda item is postponed, Mr. Jacobs will take an update on the Children’s 

Hospital Citizens Petition. 

 
Public Hearing: 

 

7:05 p.m. – 390 Grove Street Definitive Subdivision Amendment: Elisabeth Schmidt-Scheuber, 390 Grove 

Street, Needham, MA, Petitioner (Property located at 390 Grove Street, Needham, MA). Please note: this 

hearing has been continued from the February 4, 2020 meeting of the Planning Board. 

 

Mr. Jacobs noted the following additional materials for the record: a letter, dated 2/11/20, from Domenic Colasacco 
in opposition; a letter, dated 2/11/20, from James Curley in opposition; a letter, dated 2/11/20, from David Kelley, 

Senior Project Manager for Meridian Associates, attaching revised subdivision plans for the site and describing the 

vision; Planning Board comments from the last meeting; a 2/14/20 email from Domenic Colasacco and a letter 
dated today from Marsha Salett in opposition. 

 

George Giunta Jr., representative for the applicant, reviewed the changes made to the plans due to comments from 
Engineering and comments from the last meeting.  For the Engineering comments, the plan was revised to show the 

culvert under the driveway which changes are on Sheets 5 and 6.  Also, the subsurface filtration basin was redrawn 

to be the size in the drainage calculations.  A note was added at the Town Engineers’ request regarding overflow 

into the town system. 
 

Mr. Giunta Jr. noted the changes made due to the Planning Board comments included a change to Lot 2 to carve off 

a piece in the back (Parcel B), and regarding an existing tree on the property line, a note was added that the tree was 
to remain and be protected.  A note was also added that the FilterMitt is to be one foot off the property line.  Over 

2 acres are to be donated to the town for conservation land.  He clarified the list of waivers and the reasons for the 

requests.  He noted this project could be done as of right.  Sidewalks on both sides have been consistently waived 

and a waiver is requested, but there is room to put sidewalks all the way around.  The plans are showing a 40-foot 
wide road with 24 feet of pavement, a 4-foot sidewalk on one side and a planting grass strip on the other side.   

 

Mr. Giunta Jr. stated it was not logical to have 24 feet of pavement to one house.  The applicant has proposed a 
more attractive subdivision with a lot less pavement.  This could be done without waivers but it does not make 

sense.  The owner is giving away over 2 acres of land to the town to help preserve the environment.  He feels it is 

an appropriate design with minimal impact and he is asking the Board to approve the request.  Mr. Eisenhut noted 
an issue was raised that the way be moved over.  He asked if there was any consideration given to that.  Mr. Giunta 

Jr. stated the road is 11 feet off the property line.  The request was the road be moved an additional 10 feet.  The lot 

is being squeezed on the other side and it makes a significant negative impact.  The applicant would need to 

completely redesign the circle and push the swail more into the lot making it difficult to work in that lot.  Mr. 
Eisenhut asked if it would be manageable to move it 2 to 3 feet.  Mr. Giunta Jr. stated it may be able to be moved 2 

feet but he is not sure of the benefit. 
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Ms. McKnight noted the movement of the FilterMitt lacks a foot mark.  She asked if the dotted line near the rear of 
proposed Lot 2 is a utility easement right-of-way.  Mr. Giunta Jr. noted it is an easement.  It may be a drainage or 

sewer easement.  Ms. McKnight feels the plan should indicate what the easement is for and who holds it.  It seems 

incomplete and should be shown.  Mr. Giunta Jr. believes it may be an old private easement.  Mr. Alpert stated 

there needs to be clarification on that.  Ms. McKnight noted one condition is significant trees over a certain caliper 
need to be noted and saved to the extent possible.  There was a discussion of the feasibility of that with these 2 

houses.  Mr. Giunta Jr. stated typically that is not done due to the cost and it is not required.  It is a significant effort 

and takes days or weeks.  He would not recommend his client to do that.  The trees are all marked on Sheet 5 and 
it has the trees to be removed.  Ms. McKnight asked if any trees were marked for removal that could be saved.  

David Kelley, of Meridian Associates, noted there may be a couple that could be saved.  

 
Ms. McKnight noted the letter from Mr. Colasacco requesting as few trees as possible be removed and the Board 

consider fire access to the rear lot.  This has already been considered.  The Fire Department reviewed and approved.  

She asked if there are any fire hydrants.  Mr. Jacobs noted one fire hydrant is being proposed.  Mr. Alpert stated he 

is concerned with the comments made by Mr. Curley regarding trees and the property line.  He asked if a field 
survey was done and the property line delineated on the ground.  Mr. Giunta Jr. noted this was done recently.  Mr. 

Alpert asked Mr. Giunta Jr. if he would meet with Mr. Curley regarding the property line and the trees and he 

agreed.  Mr. Kelley stated the trees along the property line will be saved and are depicted on the plan. 
 

Mr. Alpert asked if there could be a condition that is agreeable to the abutter regarding a landscape plan that provides 

screening for the abutter.  Mr. Eisenhut stated there will be language in the decision.  Ms. Newman stated the Board 
will require landscaping along the property line and that the requested plan be received before the subdivision plan 

decision to create a dialogue that would be satisfactory to all.  It should be reflected in the decision.  Ms. McKnight 

does not want to see rows of arborvitae.  She would like some trees and plantings and some space for snow. 

 
Mr. Alpert asked if the applicant has spoke to the Conservation Commission as to what they would like with Parcel 

B.  Mr. Giunta Jr. noted either a deed or a restriction would be fine with the Conservation Commission.  Ms. 

Newman noted a deed would be best.  Mr. Owens stated there are benefits of all waivers.  Parcel B is not buildable 
so there is no value of that piece.  All the waivers are done to improve aesthetics and the environmental impact of 

the subdivision.  He asked if there is no benefit to the current property owner from the waivers.  Mr. Giunta Jr. 

noted there is some benefit.  The reduction of infrastructure costs is not significant but there is a benefit of reduced 

pavement. 
 

Mr. Owens feels there is an attempt to disguise a road as a driveway.  He is not swayed by the argument.  He 

asserted that Mr. Giunta Jr. has said the Board has made so many waivers that the subdivision rules have no meaning 
any longer.  He disagrees with that.  He would do away with 2 house lots. He does not think this is a good idea and 

would not vote in favor of the waivers.  This is not beneficial to the town and is not aesthetically attractive to the 

abutters.  Only 2 homeowners would benefit.  Ms. McKnight noted the letter from Ms. Salett describes the easement 
as a gas easement.   

 

Mr. Jacobs commented he heard what Mr. Owens said but he disagrees.  If Mr. Giunta Jr. is correct this could be 

done as of right with a wider drive and a larger circle at the end.  What is being shown is preferable.  He has concerns 
with the landscaping to the north and south borders of the property.  He would be in favor of moving the access 

drive 2 feet to the south with a slight jog to the right.  That could save a couple of trees.  He suggested the applicant 

think about that.  All are in favor of reducing impermeability.  He asked to what extent could the drive be made out 
of permeable material.  Mr. Giunta Jr. noted there are sections of the drive that are permeable around the circle but 

not the rest.  Engineering prefers not to see permeable pavers for the main drive.   

 
Ms. McKnight stated she likes the suggestion of moving the drive to the south.  She would like the drainage system 

explained.  Mr. Kelley stated the road is super elevated to the south with a vertical granite curb with the water 

flowing westerly to the gutter to a double catch basin to a drain manhole to the large subsurface system.  
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James Curley, of 380 Grove Street and a direct abutter, stated he measured the street.  If you take the proposed 8 

foot buffer and add 4.5 feet of sidewalk and 3 feet of grass buffer after that you are at 7.5 feet.  They have 4 feet of 

tree that would block the sidewalk and that tree cannot be touched.  He asked how the applicant could build the 

sidewalk.  Mr. Jacobs noted that Mr. Giunta Jr. conceded that, as shown, Mr. Curley is probably right but the 
applicant can show it.  Mr. Giunta Jr. stated essentially, and legally, because the Board has waived sidewalks so 

often to not do that now would be capricious. 

 
Mr. Curley stated he is concerned with the placement of the road.  The applicant has not shown an as of right plan.  

He does not want a road or driveway near his property line.  He does not want the roots of the old trees dug up and 

disturbed.  Mr. Jacobs noted the plan shows a single tree to be protected.  Are there other trees on his property?  Mr. 
Curley stated there were at least 3 or 4 with substantial root systems on his land.  Mr. Kelley stated the impact to 

roots is minimal to none.  Mr. Jacobs stated all efforts should be made to protect the trees.  Mr. Curley stated one 

lot is entirely in the woods and would be clear cut.  He is concerned with his privacy.  Domenic Colasacco, a direct 

abutter on the south side, agrees with Mr. Owens remarks.  He wants to reiterate the entire rear part of the property 
is tall mature trees.  A house cannot be built without taking down trees and they will want a yard also.  It would be 

an environmental detriment to the wetlands.  The land being given is entirely wetlands and protected.  He has been 

planting trees for 20 years on his property.  He would not like to see the property next door clear cut.  He feels the 
entire request is about money.  It is far less to build a driveway than a road.  This also increases the size of the lots 

and the value. 

 
Mr. Giunta Jr. stated the buffer zone is halfway into the rear lot.  There would be some cutting for the house and 

yard but there would be no clear cutting.  Mr. Kelley stated the 20-foot buffer around the house would not be cut.  

Mr. Alpert discussed the Conservation Commission rules and regulations.  He noted if this is mature growth the 

applicant would not be allowed to cut in the 50-foot buffer.  Mr. Giunta Jr. stated there is no plan to cut within the 
100-foot buffer.  There is plenty of room to stay outside the buffer.  There is a total 3,500 square foot footprint and 

yard outside with plenty of room.  Mr. Colasacco stated the 3,500 square foot footprint is the foundation.  He feels 

it would be cut.  He understands there would be certain restrictions but providing the waivers to make the road into 
a driveway would make all this possible. 

 

Ms. McKnight suggested there be a condition that no trees would be disturbed outside of the tree line shown on the 

plan.  Mr. Colasacco stated the Board may put in a condition but he is concerned trees on his property may be cut.  
If the Board allows waivers the second house will be built.  This should continue to be the single family lot it has 

been for 100 years.  Mr. Alpert stated there is nothing right now to prevent the owner of the lot from tearing down 

the house, putting in a 7,500 square foot house, cutting down all the trees and putting a driveway to the back.  This 
is always in the back of his mind.  He feels the waivers, and putting in conditions, is the better alternative.  It is 

basically a driveway as it is only going to one house.  He is concerned with what they could do as of right without 

coming to the Board. 
 

Mr. Colasacco stated the owner could not put 2 houses there.  He is concerned with his privacy.  He believes this is 

a good lot for one house in the front.  Nicholas Kourtis, representative for the Badavas’, agrees with all the 

comments.  Grove Street is a beautiful street.  The screening is a good concept but a low grade alternative.  Two 
story houses would change the nature of the area.  People deserve better than that and deserve some consideration 

in this single family area.  The Planning Board should protect the rights they pay for.  Mr. Jacobs reviewed the 

changes that had been talked about – moving the entrance “way” driveway paving 2 feet to the south; investigating 
a little jog in the road to the rear of the first house to save existing trees; landscape plan working with Mr. Curley 

and other abutters on the north and south; label the easement and saving trees outside the building envelope. 

 
Mr. Alpert asked what the Planning Board could do if the applicant violates the tree restriction.  Ms. Newman stated 

they would be called in and the Board would find a way to mitigate.  Mr. Eisenhut noted it could be recorded as 

noncompliance.  Mr. Alpert stated, subject to reasonability, the Board could hold up the decision if the discussion 
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with the abutters is not done.  Ms. McKnight commented the property line is labeled as the approximate property 
line.  Mr. Kelley stated it is a true survey, stamped by a surveyor.  He can remove the word “approximate.”  Ms. 

McKnight noted there is no tree line.  Mr. Kelley will add the tree line to the plan.  He could have that done in 2 

weeks.  Ms. Newman stated she would need to get the plans back so she could prepare the decision. 

 

Upon a motion made by Ms. McKnight, and seconded by Mr. Alpert, it was by the five members present 

unanimously: 

VOTED: to continue the hearing on 390 Grove Street to 3/17/20 at 8:30 p.m. 
 

ANR Plan – 766 Chestnut Street, LLC, Petitioner (Property located at 766 Chestnut Street, Needham, MA). 

 
Mr. Jacobs noted a letter from Attorney Robert Smart requesting to postpone until the 3/17/20 meeting and extend 

the action deadline to 3/24/20. 

 

Upon a motion made by Mr. Alpert, and seconded by Ms. McKnight, it was by the five members present 
unanimously: 

VOTED: to extend the action deadline to 3/24/20 and postpone the meeting until the 3/17/20 meeting. 

 
Report from Planning Director and Board members. 

 

Tim Sullivan, representative for Children’s Hospital, stated he has a Citizen’s Petition to allow pediatric medical 
facility use and has also proposed a parking standard.  The Board desired a special permit use.  The expectation is 

before the public hearing he would submit information on the parking standard, then it would be sent to a peer 

reviewer.  For traffic, he expects to submit a trip generation analysis to be reviewed by the Board.  Then he would 

come in to amend the special permit and will have the traffic study.  He wants to make sure all are on the same 
page. 

 

Mr. Jacobs stated Ms. Newman met last Friday with Board Chair and Vice Chair and Town Engineer Anthony 
DelGaizo, who has concerns regarding traffic at Third Avenue and Kendrick Street.  There would need to be a 

substantial upgrade.  They spoke about what the scope of work would be with Beta.  Ms. Newman asked Beta to 

do a scope of work for a parking peer review and traffic analysis with use and trip generation.  They are collecting 

new data as the other data is 5 years old.  They are looking at the impact of development, what improvements would 
need to be done and the cost of those improvements.  Mr. Jacobs stated Beta came up with a proposal.  The second 

part has a significant cost.  Children’s Hospital would prefer not to do that now.  What does the Board want to say 

at Town Meeting? 
 

Mr. Sullivan stated Beta cannot do a traffic study on information they do not have. He feels this is the right level of 

analysis.  Mr. Alpert is concerned where the Finance Committee will come down if they cannot get a traffic study.  
Mr. Eisenhut suggested it be explained at Town Meeting there is no special permit application but a zoning change 

and show the existing use and what the proposed would do.  It is at the applicant’s risk.  Mr. Alpert is confident the 

traffic could be mitigated at the special permit level. 

 
Ms. McKnight noted the concern was that questions would be asked about what traffic improvements would be 

needed.  Normandy said they would pay for the Kendrick Street improvements.  Mr. Jacobs noted that was an oral 

representation by someone that is no longer there.  Mr. Alpert stated the town needs to spend $1.5 million to $2 
million to fix the intersection.  Someone has to spend it.  He asked if it has anything to do with what Children’s 

Hospital needs to do.  It needs to be reconfigured.  It could be said to Town Meeting that they could pass the zoning 

but it would not force a reconfiguration at Third Street and Kendrick Street. 
 

Mr. Owens stated if Mr. Sullivan is willing to accept the risk that is fine.  He is willing to let Children’s Hospital 

accept the risk but he has no idea what will happen.  Mr. Sullivan stated he is submitting a trip analysis.  There is a 
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traffic study they are comparing this use to.  Mr. Alpert suggested Children’s Hospital address the issue when they 
are making their presentation.  Ms. Newman noted Task 3 needs to be modified a little.  One question was how 

much floor area was general office as opposed to medical office.  Mr. Jacobs stated, as guidance for the Planning 

Director, the parking evaluation is Task 1 and Task 3 needs to be reevaluated a little bit. 

 
Determination of Proposed Use – Self Storage (Property located at 77 Charles River Street, Needham, MA. 

 

Paul Ferreira, of Blue Hawk, stated he was here many months ago to see if they had an acceptable use.  He came 
across a use application and came to get some guidance if the use is acceptable.  He prepared an analysis and 

submitted it recently.  He noted the project has not changed.  He got an inquiry by a telecommunication carrier 

recently and configured it to be identical to the self storage because the use is similar but there is no parking 
definition.  He would like a determination that the portion of the project that is self storage would be a use allowed 

by special permit in this district.  Self storage has not been a use enumerated in the By-Law.   

 

Mr. Jacobs noted he was looking at (e), the last paragraph in Section 3.1 in the By-Law.  The Planning Board could 
determine similar in kind and similar in use.  What use allowed by special permit, in this use, are you comparing 

to?  Greg Sampson, of Brown Rudnick LLP, noted (e), which is equipment rental services, and he would also 

compare it with the telecommunication use which is a passive use.  The traffic impacts are benign.  A parking garage 
is allowed by special permit and consumer services establishment is acceptable.  Also, (i) wholesale distribution 

facilities. 

 
Mr. Alpert stated the word “storage” was purposely removed in the Mixed Use 128 District.  People said they did 

not want to see facilities like Gentle Giant.  Mr. Sampson stated Watertown just approved storage use.  The 

opponents were about aesthetics.  When you look at uses, traffic needs to be looked at closely.  In Watertown the 

design and low passivity of the use was what passed it.  He feels a self storage facility is similar in kind to other 
listed uses.  Mr. Jacobs noted the following correspondence for the record: the minutes of 10/22/19; a memo from 

Ronald Ruth dated 2/15/19 and 10/17/01 minutes from the New England Business Center Sub Committee meeting.  

Mr. Alpert stated those are the minutes where the word “storage” was taken out.  Mr. Jacobs also noted the Council 
of Economic Advisors (CEA) minutes of 12/5/18, CEA minutes from 5/1/19 and a letter received today from 

William Curtis from Cresett Group. 

 

Mr. Eisenhut stated he appreciates the aesthetics of design but there are many reasons storage is not intended in this 
district.  Mr. Sampson stated Mr. Curtis does not own any property in the Mixed Use 128 District.  He has spoken 

with the abutters and received support.  There are only 4 landowners in Block A.  He has reached out to 40% of the 

landowners and all owners in Block A and could not make a deal.  He is not sure why this use is not acceptable and 
similar.  Mr. Ferreira stated he is not looking to get it approved as an as of right use. 

 

Mr. Jacobs noted, speaking for himself, he likes this and thinks it would work but they need to find a way to make 
it fit in the By-Law.  After a discussion Mr. Ferreira asked, in the Board’s view, if they scrap storage and come 

forward with telecommunication would that be ok.  Mr. Alpert stated that was an allowed use.  Mr. Eisenhut stated 

storage use is not called out and he could not get past that.  Mr. Ferreira commented he is relying more on similar 

in impact.  He feels it is hard to believe anyone would say telecommunication is similar in impact to self-storage.  
Mr. Alpert noted storage was deliberately taken out and it is hard to get past that.  He likes the design and wishes it 

could work. 

 
Mr. Ferreira asked if going to Town Meeting with a Citizen’s Petition is a potential option and was informed it was.  

He asked if the Board would support a zoning change.  Mr. Jacobs stated if the details are there the Board could 

support it.  What would the zoning change be? Would they be adding storage or specifically self-storage?  He stated 
there would have to be meetings and the applicant would have to make a request to the Board in some form that 

they adopt as the Planning Board Article at the next Town Meeting.  That would start the process.  He feels there 

should be discussion about retail on the first floor. 
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Ms. McKnight stated, in her view, she does not feel any of the uses mentioned are similar in kind to self-storage.  

The argument is that storage was purposely taken out because no one intended that use.  She does not feel anyone 

felt this use is appropriate.  That is a use allowed by right in many areas of town but not this area.  Mr. Jacobs stated 

the applicant should submit the proposed zoning amendment language, then something in writing that convinces 
the Board it is a good idea and the aesthetic standards.  This will be continued to the April 7 meeting. 

 

Discussion of Highland Commercial 1 Zoning initiative. 

 

Ms. Newman stated she wanted to have Mr. Owens in on this conversation.  There was a discussion last week on 

next steps.  The discussion regarded taking the current foundation, making the change that had been discussed and 
going with the traffic and fiscal impacts.  She feels it would be important to have more conversation.  Mr. Owens 

noted it was decided not to go forward in the Spring or Fall.  He wants to make sure the Board keeps working on it 

and not put it aside.  The Finance Committee was updated on the Planning Board’s decision and emphasized they 

want a timely and complete traffic study.   
 

Ms. McKnight asked if the Board knew what the state will be doing as to Highland Avenue and, if so, will there be 

a presentation on it.  Ms. Newman noted the Planning Board has the plans for that.  She can have Town Engineer 
Anthony DelGaizo come in and inform the Board.  Adam Block, of the Needham Heights Business Association, 

stated the Association has organized a community meeting with Town Manager Kate Fitzpatrick and the Mass 

Department of Transportation to update.  They are on schedule to begin later this year.  The community meeting 
will be Monday, March 23 at 7:00 p.m. at Powers Hall.  Ms. McKnight noted there should be a presentation to tell 

what the state is going to do.  Mr. Block will discuss with the Town Manager what materials are needed and what 

the presentation will be.  Mr. Owens stated he would like to hear the state tell the Board what they are doing.  Mr. 

Jacobs commented the state installed cameras on the town lights without approval. 
 

Update on Economic Development Director. 

 
Mr. Jacobs noted this was discussed at the last meeting.  The position description needs to be finalized.  Town 

Manager Fitzpatrick does not want this to be supervisory and wants to put it under her own purview.  Mr. Alpert 

thinks it is the Town Managers’ decision.  The Economic Development Director does not work for the Planning 

Board but reports to the Council of Economic Advisors (CEA) and the CEA reports to the Select Board.  Ms. 
Newman stated towns have both structures and she is fine either way.  Ms. McKnight agrees.  Her view is she feels 

it belongs in the Planning Department but if Ms. Newman is ok with it that is fine.  Mr. Jacobs stated he has no 

strong objection for the Planning Board. 
 

Appointment to Emery Grover Working Group. 

 

Ms. Newman stated this is almost done but the working group wants Planning Board input.  It is not a large time 

commitment.  Mr. Alpert stated he cannot be the representative but would like to see the draft report.  Ms. McKnight 

asked why not have the whole Board involved?  She will be available if they want to follow up.   

 
Minutes 

 

Upon a motion made by Ms. McKnight, and seconded by Mr. Alpert, it was by the five members present 
unanimously: 

VOTED: to accept the minutes of 10/28/19 and 12/3/19. 

 

Ms. McKnight noted a change on the 10/22 minutes, 4th page under the 7:40 p.m. discussion, it should say “He 

asked if a special permit process is what they should embrace.”  On the 2nd page, under the 7:20 p.m. discussion, 

remove the sentence that says “He has about 6,000 square feet of retail in the area.”  On the 3rd page, 2nd paragraph, 



 

Planning Board Minutes February 18, 2020     7 

 

 

3rd line, add “has” before “very few employees.”  On the 4th page, 2nd paragraph, it should say “a pilot agreement 
would be a condition of that,” and 3rd paragraph, last line, it should say “7 spaces per thousand square feet.” 

 

Upon a motion made by Ms. McKnight, and seconded by Mr. Alpert, it was by the five members present 

unanimously: 
VOTED: to accept the minutes of 10/22/19 with the changes discussed. 

 

Upon a motion made by Mr. Alpert, and seconded by Ms. McKnight, it was by the five members present 
unanimously: 

VOTED: to adjourn the meeting at 10:30 p.m. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

Donna J. Kalinowski, Notetaker 

 

 
 

_____________________________________ 

Jeanne S. McKnight, Vice-Chairman and Clerk 
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New England Business Center Subcommittee Meeting 

 

October 17, 2001 

 

 

The sixth meeting of the New England Business Center Subcommittee, held in the Planning Board 

meeting room at Town Hall, was called to order by Chairman Robert T. Smart, Jr., at 8:00 a.m. with 

Messrs. Paul Killeen, Jack Cogswell, Roy Cramer, Richard Epstein, Mark Gluesing, and Leigh Doukas 

present, as well as Planning Director Ms. Newman. 

 

Review of Schedule of Use Table as Contained in the 2001 Annual Town Meeting Warrant and 

Outstanding Issues Regarding Such Schedule as Expressed by Meeting Participants. 

 

Ms. Newman noted that she had revised the use table to reflect what she understood to be the consensus 

of the committee to date.  Ms. Newman proceeded to take the committee members through the revisions 

she had made.  What follows is the committee’s discussion regarding those items in the revised tables 

with which a member of the subcommittee had an issue.  The items discussed are listed below as 

proposed in the current draft article with the outcome of the discussion noted.  

 

New England Business Center and MixedUse-128 District 

 

Item: Craft, consumer, professional or commercial service established dealing directly with the general 

public and not enumerated elsewhere in this section – No (NEBC) and Yes (MU-128) 

 

Mr. Killeen stated that this use category should be expanded into the New England Business Center 

district pursuant to the limitations contained within footnote 2 for the district relative to size and location.  

It was agreed to allow this use by right in the New England Business Center subject to the size and 

location limitations contained within footnote 2. 

 

Item: Theaters, indoor moving picture shows, bowling alleys, skating rinks, billiard rooms, and similar 

commercial amusement or entertainment places - No (NEBC) and Yes (MU-128)  

 

Jack Cogswell stated that he felt this use was not appropriate in the MU-128 district. Richard Epstein 

concurred.  It was agreed to change this use from a yes to a no in the Mixed-Use 128 district. 

 

Item: Veterinary office and/or treatment facility – No (NEBC) and SP (MU-128)  

  

Jack Cogswell questioned whether we wished to allow for this use as stated including the boarding of 

animals within the MU-128 district.  Following discussion it was agreed to permit a veterinary office 

and/or treatment facility that included convalescent stays but which did not include the boarding of 

animals in the MU-128 district.  The use was to be allowed by Special Permit. 

 

Item: Wholesale distribution facilities or storage in an enclosed structure, excluding the storage of 

flammable liquids, gas or explosives  - Yes (NEBC) and Yes (MU-128)  

 

Jack Cogswell questioned whether we wanted to permit this use by right as it would permit a recycling 

plant similar to that located at Second and Fourth Avenue and a self-storage type use similar to a Gentle 

Giant.  Paul Killeen noted that the problem with the definition was the inclusion of the term “storage”.  It 

was agreed to revise the definition to exclude the reference to a storage facility so that the use category 

would read “Wholesale distribution facilities in an enclosed structure, excluding the storage of flammable 
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liquids, gas or explosives”. The use would be permitted by right in both the NEBC district and the MU-

128 district. 

 

Item: Laboratory engaged in scientific research, experimental and testing activities including, but not 

limited to, the fields of biology, genetics, chemistry, electronics, engineering, geology, medicine and 

physics, which may include the development of mock-ups and prototypes but not the manufacture of 

finished products - Yes (NEBC) and Yes (MU-128)  

 

Item: Light non-nuisance manufacturing, including but not limited to the manufacture of pharmaceutical, 

bio-pharmaceutical, robotic, and micro-biotic products, provided that all resulting cinders, dust, flashing, 

fumes, gases, odors, smoke, noise, vibration, refuse matter, vapor, and heat are effectively confined in a 

building or are disposed of in a manner so as not to create a nuisance or hazard to safety or health – Yes 

(NEBC) and Yes (MU-128) 

 

Bob Smart noted that the laboratory use category should be combined with the light non-nuisance 

manufacturing category so that the combined use would be permitted by right rather than by special 

permit.  As presently drafted the special permit provision for more than one non-residential use on a lot 

would require a special permit for this combination of uses.  It was agreed that the two uses should be 

permitted in the same building by right in both the MU-128 and NEBC districts and that the final use 

table should reflect that intent.  

 

Item: Off-street outdoor parking for vehicles associated with a principal use, located on a separate lot 

owned or leased by the owner of the land on which the principal use is located, within a zoning district in 

which the principal use is permitted – SP (NEBC) and SP (MU-128) 

 

Item: Parking garages and/or parking structures for more than three (3) vehicles, including both enclosed 

and open garages and structures, above and below ground, associated with a principal use, located on a 

separate lot owned or leased by the owner of the land on which the principal use is located, within a 

zoning district in which the principal use is permitted - SP (NEBC) and SP (MU-128) 

 

Roy Cramer noted that the definition as presently written would preclude the placement of a parking lot in 

a zoning district where the use was not authorized.  He noted that this would be a problem where a lot 

crossed a zone line and where a use was disallowed in one of the affected districts. He questioned whether 

that was a good end result.  

 

Mr. Killeen indicated that he had no concern with it being written so as to give the Special Permit 

Granting Authority the discretion to issue a special permit for the placement of a parking lot on a lot 

encompassing two zoning districts where the principal use was not permitted.   

 

Jack Cogswell expressed concern that the definition was written so as to require that the owner of the 

principal use would need to either own the land or lease the land upon which the parking was provided 

rather than to just lease the spaces themselves.   

 

Mr. Smart stated that he felt we should be allowing for the construction of a parking garage as a primary 

use in the NEBC district with the spaces leased to businesses in the general vicinity.  

 

Ms. Doukas stated that we needed to consider the height, lot coverage, FAR and design of the parking 

garage itself in the proposed zoning. 

 

Jack Cogswell noted that we could not address those issues within the context of the use table.  
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Paul Killeen suggested that the provision relative to parking garages could be pulled from the use table 

and made a separate freestanding paragraph. It could state: Notwithstanding the dimensional requirements 

of the by-law and notwithstanding the use table the Planning Board is authorized to issue a special permit 

for a parking garage that serves uses located in the NEBC, MU-128 and HC-128 districts, where the 

parking garage and/or parking structure is located in the immediate vicinity of and on the same side of 

Highland Avenue as the use it serves, subject to such setback requirements as the Board may impose. 

 

As relates outdoor parking Mr. Killeen further noted that if we are making the decision that parking for 

one use in one district is allowable in the adjoining district then the language of the outdoor parking 

provision will need to be changed as the present language is suggestive that it is on a separate lot. He 

suggested that it might read: Off-street outdoor parking for vehicles associated with a principal use 

located on a lot that covers two or more districts where the use is not otherwise allowed in the district in 

which the parking is to be located. 

 

It was agreed to make the revisions noted above as suggested by Mr. Killeen for both the NEBC and MU-

128 districts. 

 

Restaurants, business service centers, coffee shops, recreation/health facilities, day care uses, and laundry 

and dry cleaning pick up stations where processing is done elsewhere in all buildings if said uses do not 

occupy more than 20% of the total ground floor area of said building or 10,000 sq. ft. per building, 

whichever is less.  In instances where there are multiple buildings on one lot, e.g. a corporate campus, the 

total allowable area for the uses noted above shall be permitted in up to two freestanding structures or 

combined into one of the principle buildings. 

 

Jack Cogswell noted that the size limitation within the proposed category would not allow for a 

destination restaurant in the New England Business Center.  He suggested that the item should be written 

so as to permit a restaurant of up to 10,000 square feet on the ground floor of a principle building in the 

NEBC district by special permit. 

 

Leigh Doukas stated that a destination restaurant was permitted within the HC-128 district and MU-128 

district and that those needing that service could walk or drive to those facilities.  

 

Mr. Killeen stated that he had no problem permitting a restaurant of up to 10,000 square feet in the NEBC 

provided the use was in a principal building and not in a free standing structure.  

 

In the NEBC district it was agreed to allow by special permit a restaurant use of up to 10,000 square feet 

of ground floor building area where such restaurant use was accessory to the principal use permitted in 

the building.  It was further agreed that this provision was not be additive to the other uses permitted on 

the ground floor but was to serve as a substitution use by special permit.   

 

Highland Commercial-128 District 

 

Retail Uses in the HC-128 district 

 

Mr. Killeen noted that this section of the by-law needed to be reworked so as to allow retail 

establishments of a certain size by right and all other retail establishments by special permit.  Mr. Killeen 

noted that the Planning Board would need to make a determination as to where that threshold should be 

set.  

 

Laboratory engaged in scientific research, experimental and testing activities including, but not limited to, 

the fields of biology, genetics, chemistry, electronics, engineering, geology, medicine and physics, which 
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may include the development of mock-ups and prototypes but not the manufacture of finished products – 

Yes (HC-128) 

 

Leigh Doukas questioned whether it was appropriate to include this use along the corridor given the goals 

we have established for that district and the fact that it would tend to disrupt the retail focus.   

 

Mark Gluesing concurred.  He felt that if the use were permitted it should be restricted to the second or 

third floor space.  

 

It was agreed to revise the use so as to allow it on the second and third floors but not on the ground floor.  

 

Light non-nuisance manufacturing providing that all resulting cinders, dust, flashing, fumes, gases, odors, 

smoke, noise, vibration, refuse matter, vapor, and heat are effectively confined in a building or are 

disposed in a manner so as not to create a nuisance or hazard to safety or health – No (HC-128) 

 

As drafted this use is not presently allowed in the HC-128 district.  Consensus was not reached as to 

whether or not the section should be revised to permit this use on the second and third floors.  The 

Planning Board will make a determination as to how this issue will be handled. 

 

Off-street outdoor parking for vehicles associated with a principal use, located on a separate lot owned or 

leased by the owner of the land on which the principal use is located, within a zoning district in which the 

principal use is permitted – SP (HC-128) 

 

Parking garages and/or parking structures for more than three (3) vehicles, including both enclosed and 

open garages and structures, above and below ground, associated with a principal use, located on a 

separate lot owned or leased by the owner of the land on which the principal use is located, within a 

zoning district in which the principal use is permitted – SP (HC-128) 

 

It was agreed to revise these sections of the table to reflect the changes agreed to for the NEBC district 

and the Mixed Use-128 district. 

 

Upcoming meeting. 

 

It was agreed that the next meeting of the subcommittee would take place on Friday, October 26, 2001, at 

8:00 a.m. in the Planning Board meeting room of the Town Hall.  On the agenda for that meeting would 

be a review of the density and dimensional requirements contained in the by-law as currently proposed for 

each of the three zoning districts.   
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TOWN of NEEDHAM 
MASSACHUSETTS 

 

 
 

PLANNING & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
Economic Development      

 781-455-7550 x213 

 

MEETING OF THE COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISORS 

WEDNESDAY, December 5, 2018 7:30 AM 

Charles River Room 

Public Services Administration Building 

500 Dedham Avenue 

 
 

Present: Adam Block, Chair; Adam Meixner; Rick Putprush; Moe Handel; Bob Hentschel; Glen  

Cammarano; Stuart Agler; Virginia Fleisher; Michael Wilcox; Tina Burgos; Anne Marie Dowd;  

and Devra Bailin. 

Not Present: Matt Talcoff; Ted Owens; Peter Atallah; and Bill Day. 

Also Present: Greg Reibman; Robert Smart; Paul Ferreira; Eric Vogel; Josy Pan; and David Gordon.  

           

I. Approval of Minutes 
 

 The Minutes of November 7, 2018 were unanimously approved.   

 

II.  Reminder of Next Meeting Dates 
 

Our next meeting is scheduled for January 2
nd

, 2019 in the Charles River Room.  Future 

meetings will be scheduled for the first Wednesday of the month (unless a holiday) in the Charles River 

Room at PSAB.  Devra sent out next year’s calendar invites to members.   

 

III. Discussion of Self-Storage Uses  

 

   Members were reminded that Belmont Landscaping at 540 Hillside Avenue recently sold to a 

self-storage business, which obtained a special permit from the Planning Board for the use in that 

industrial district as a specially permitted “any lawful purpose or special use not enumerated elsewhere 

in this By-Law”.  Robert Smart is the attorney representing Blue Hawk Investments which is seeking a 

zoning change to allow the use in the Mixed Use-128 area to allow another self-storage facility at 77 

Charles Street.  Robert Smart and Paul Ferreira were before the members leave to make a presentation 

about their proposal.  Adam B. explained that the role of the Council is not in assessing individual 

applicants for particular uses; the CEA’s role is to look at macro-economic elements as to uses and their 

potential economic impact on surrounding properties and potential to incent maximum development of 
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the area.  In other words, the members are not here to discuss to the merits of a particular proposal or 

application—that belongs, in this case, to the Planning Board.   

 

 Bob Smart explained that they were before the CEA to enlist business support for their proposal 

to add self-storage to the listed special permit uses in Mixed Use-128.  He noted that the members 

supported a citizen petition to amend the By-Law which allowed boarding of animals at an animal hotel 

in the district. He noted the use was not listed in the Zoning By-Law at all.  It is also undefined.   He 

pointed out that it behooves the Town to be clearer on uses in the use tables, as it makes it difficult for 

new businesses to open in Needham.  (In response to a question by a member, Devra explained that 

some flexibility was inserted into the By-Law by the adoption of the Determination of Use By-Law, 

which permits the Planning Board to determine if a use is similar in kind and impact to a use allowed by 

right or special permit.) Bob Smart argued that the use is appropriate to the Mixed Use-128 district 

because it is low impact, replaces the structures with a new attractive building, including a landscaped 

buffer and public access community room, and increases tax revenues.  The use in this zoning district 

requires a zoning amendment, which he said he has drafted.  The CEA has not seen nor reviewed such 

amendment.      

 

 The structure proposed is a multilevel self-storage facility.  Renderings were shared with the 

members.  Paul stated that it represents the highest and best use for the property and a good use for the 

neighborhood.  Although not determined yet, it is proposed to have retail, restaurant and/or community 

space in a portion of the first floor, especially on the frontage of Wexford/Charles.  The proposal is not 

yet in front of the Planning Board.  They have looked at the economic need to an additional self-storage 

facility and believe that the market can support this facility along with the Hillside Avenue and 

Needham Street facilities.       

 

 Moe noted that this is a matter for the Planning Board; that the CEA can offer advice to the 

Planning Board if asked to do so but to date we haven’t been asked; and that we cannot make 

recommendations on particular applications pending before other boards for decision.   

 

 Adam M. commented that there is a growing need for self-storage and he feels it is needed, 

especially in the commercial market.  Landlords have been converting basement storage into usable 

office space and/or amenity centers, forcing tenants to find alternative storage space.  Paul explained 

that about 2/3 of the current use of self-storage is for residential customers; 1/3 for businesses.  He 

doesn’t think business would be distributing out of the building.   

 

 Rick asked about what was proposed for the street frontage, as that is important for assessing 

whether it meets the goals set out in the zoning. The Town wanted and passed the new zoning to activate 

certain uses, which hasn’t happened yet.  Members asked how this building/use will move toward those 

goals.  Paul said no decision has been made for those non-self-storage areas.   

 

 Stu asked about the number of units being proposed.  Paul said they are looking at an FAR of 

2.0, which is the allowed density for low traffic uses.  He noted that the Hillside Avenue facility is about 

123,000 sq. ft., which was determined to have a 14 space parking requirement.  Their facility would be 

93,000 sq. ft. and the building would triple the real estate tax revenue. Moe noted that most commercial 

uses, like offices, bring with them tax revenue from personal property tax, which they should look into. 



T:\Planning & Development\Econ Development\Council of Econ Advisors\MINUTES-CEA\CEA 

2018\Minutes 12-5-18 CEA Meeting.docx 

Rick and Bob noted that they did not believe the personal property tax would apply to stored items 

(unless taxable to their owners).   

 

 Devra noted that she had discussed this use with Bob Smart and expressed concern about the use 

not meeting the goals of an active interconnected urban environment.  But she added that the uses 

proposed on the street frontages may be important to the evaluation of the building’s contribution to 

those goals in the Planning Board’s evaluation of the project.   A zoning amendment would not have to 

require active streetscape uses, such as retail, restaurants, consumer services, etc.; but it might be more 

consistent with district goals to tie any special permit for self-storage to active streetscape uses open to 

the general public.   

 

 Bob commented that he is in favor of the approach of clarifying uses in the By-Law and defining 

terms.  Glen agreed that we should expand uses allowed by right and commented that the uses in the By-

Law are too restrictive.  Way too much process is required for businesses to open in Needham.   

 

 It was noted that the issue of uses allowed by right and by special permit is a bigger issue to be 

discussed with the Planning Board at Chair/Vice Chair meetings.   

 

IV. Discussion of Gordon Liquor License 

 

 David Gordon of Gordon Liquor’s explained that they had sought an all alcohol retail license 

which the Select Board denied, along with Volante Farm’s request for same.  They are reapplying for 

just a beer and wine license.  Adam B. reiterated his explanation, previously given on the self-storage 

issue, to David so that he understood the limitations of our role.  Moe reiterated that, since Gordon’s will 

be applying to the Select Board for its license, the CEA cannot make recommendations on a specific 

pending application. Adam B. explained that this advisory council is focused on broader economic 

impacts and benefits of certain types of businesses and land uses in specific commercial districts.   

 

David explained that they are in a niche market and trying to build on it at a new location at 79 

Wexford Street—it is experiential retail, focusing on high end consumers, as well as online purchasers.  

They offer essentially a personal shopping service for unique and/or more expensive product. Given the 

“white papers” prepared by the Wine Shop Subcommittee of the CEA in 2012 before retail sales of 

alcohol were allowed, Virginia suggested that we should try to understand the impact on the existing 

Needham market.  David indicated that their concept has very minimal impact on other vendors in the 

Needham market; he doesn’t see it as competition to existing vendors.  Adam B. mentioned that the 

CEA does not have the capacity at this time to conduct an economic impact analysis of the retail alcohol 

market.   

 

Adam M. indicated that he has known David for 35 years and is very familiar with Gordon 

Liquor’s other sites.  They are very high end.  He views the use as one which could energize the area, 

which has seen very little turnover.  David described his business concept as a low impact business use, 

having what he believes will be roughly two customers per hour, small outbound van deliveries, and 

small vehicle deliveries of inventory and other business supplies to the store.    

 

One issue, which the CEA has been unable to study given the time frame of the request for input, 

is whether the Needham market is saturated or whether it can support another vendor.  It was suggested 
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and agreed that Devra should start the process of contacting those individuals in the industry who 

provided information to the Wine Shop Subcommittee back in 2012 and update our information.  Glen, 

Stu, and Rick agreed to serve on the group to restudy this.   

 

Moe explained that the number of liquor licenses is limited by statute; the amount that Needham 

got approved through Home Rule was less than the statutory maximum.  At the present time the Select 

Board has one all alcohol license left and two more wine and beer.  (The Board has approved four all 

alcohol and one wine and beer.)  Adam B. explained that the Select Board is not looking for a vote from 

us on this.   

 

Stu felt that doing something in that area to spur on development is important.  He thinks this 

kind of high end business would encourage that trend.  Bob felt that this particular use would be less 

likely to impact competitors already in the market than another package store.  Greg thought this use 

would enliven the area by bringing in something upscale and a new use.  Tina commented on the need to 

support experiential retail—that is the way true retail can survive and prosper in our local economy.  

Other comments included: (1) whether this type of low impact use is really a plus to the area in that this 

low impact use will not create a vibrant street presence and (2) concern that  incremental changes which 

are not consistent with an engaging streetscape presence may undercut future changes more likely to 

obtain the goals.   

 

Adam B. indicated that we should report to the Select Board our conversation about this.  Even 

though we have been unable to conduct any research, we should create an initial memorandum to the 

Select Board and offer our thoughts as discussed at this meeting. 

 

V.   Update from Downtown Subcommittee 

 

 Devra noted that the Needham Lights event on Saturday was highly successful.  She reminded 

members that the Needham Winter Arts Festival will be in Town Hall on Saturday December 8
th

 from 

10-3.  She hopes that members will support local artists as well as the downtown businesses for their 

holiday shopping. 

 

Tina commented that the Needham Lights event did not assist her business in anyway.  She will 

come to our meeting next time with suggestions about how to improve business, including her 

suggestion that the holiday stroll be separated from Needham Lights and held on Small Business 

Saturday instead.   

 

Due to time constraints, this topic was not discussed further.    

 

VI. Update on Industrial Zoning 

 

 Due to time constraints, this topic was not discussed.   

 

VII. Update on Chestnut Street Zoning 

 

  Due to time constraints, this topic was not discussed.     
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VIII. Discussion of Needham Crossing Branding 

 

 Due to time constraints, this topic was not discussed.   

 

IX. Discussion of CEA priorities/future goals 
 

 Due to time constraints, this topic was not discussed. 

   

X. Update on Needham Crossing/N
2
 Innovation District  

 

 As noted previously, Coca Cola is shutting down its processing plant and turning the location 

into a distribution center only.  Mike noted that he and Normandy had met with Coca Cola of Northern 

New England’s representative, Shayne Durant, to talk about screening, truck queuing on Third Avenue, 

and noise (particularly impacting Residence Inn).  Since the decision to change the purpose of the 

facility, Mike has reconnected and advises that Shayne would be willing to meet with the CEA. It is not 

clear what the impacts of the change of use will be on traffic (although trucks will likely be smaller).   

 

  Due to time constraints, this topic was not discussed further. 

 

XI Update on Infrastructure Improvements in Needham Crossing  
 

  Due to time constraints, this topic was not discussed. 

 

XII. Other Business 
  

  Adam B. reminded members that he is looking to set up Chair/Vice Chair meetings with both 

the Select Board and the Planning Board.  There is a real need to fill the Vice Chair position, whereupon 

Anne Marie volunteered.   

  

XIII. Adjourn  
 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 9:50 a.m.       
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TOWN of NEEDHAM 
MASSACHUSETTS 

 

 
 

PLANNING & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
Economic Development      

 781-455-7550 x213 

 

MEETING OF THE COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISORS 

WEDNESDAY, May 1, 2019 7:30 AM 

Charles River Room 

Public Services Administration Building 

500 Dedham Avenue 

 
 

Present: Adam Block, Chair; Virginia Fleisher; Rick Putprush; Moe Handel; Glen Cammarano; Michael  

Wilcox; Bob Hentschel; Adam Meixner; Ted Owens; Stuart Agler; David Montgomery and  

Devra Bailin. 

Not Present: Anne Marie Dowd; Matt Talcoff; Bill Day; and Tina Burgos. 

           

I. Approval of Minutes 
 

 The Minutes of April 3, 2019, with an amendment of Rick’s comments on page two revised to 

read “Rick was curious as to why the owner purchased the property when the use being proposed for it 

was not a use allowed by the zoning.”, were unanimously approved.   

 

II.  Reminder of Next Meeting Dates 
 

Our next meeting is scheduled for June 5, 2019 in the Charles River Room.  There was 

discussion of whether we should try starting at 8:00 instead.  Several members expressed concern about 

going past 9:00.  It was decided to try a later start date. Members expressed support in trying to keep the 

meetings to an hour or so.  Items of critical importance will be put at the beginning of the Agenda to 

allow those who have to leave to participate as fully as possible.  Future meetings will be scheduled for 

the first Wednesday of the month (unless a holiday) in the Charles River Room at PSAB.   

 

III. Update on Citizens’ Petition for Self-Storage Proposed Zoning Change in Mixed Use-128 

 

 The Citizens’ Petition has been withdrawn due to lack of support from the Planning Board and 

other parties.  Devra noted that the comments from the members where helpful to both the Select and 

Planning Boards.  A key concern was the fact that a special permit could not be denied solely because of 

the use—there had to be a reason like traffic, access, parking, etc. to deny a permit where the use was 

allowed.  This could have resulted in multiple storage facilities in the area.   
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IV. Discussion of CEA Priorities/Future Goals  

 

 Members were provided with copies of Adam B.’s and Anne Marie’s draft CEA 2019 Priorities, 

Devra’s How to effectuate streamlining changes (with numbers relating to Topics of Discussion) dated 

February 23, 2017, and Topics of Discussion with Lee Newman’s comments dated November 2, 2016.   

 

 Adam B. noted that our discussion of priorities and goals is bleeding too far into the year to 

formalize goals for 2019.  He proposes we restart the process in September in order to finalize 2020 

goals and priorities.   

 

1. Study, investigate and appraise town-wide economic conditions and trends.  Under new 

initiatives, we included creating a balanced scorecard of Needham’s economic performance.  It 

was reported that the Babson MCFE students did not choose our economic scorecard project 

application.  Adam B. will reach out to see if the MBA students might be interested.  Devra 

noted that it might be a reasonable project to give to the Babson club.  There was considerable 

discussion about what questions we would be asking.  Ted commented on the frequency (or lack 

thereof) with which available data changes.  Devra agreed, noting that much available data is 

from the last census (2010) and is regional rather than Needham specific.  An exception would 

be information provided by Mary Burke, a senior economist with the Federal Reserve Bank of 

Boston, who provides more local data during her yearly presentations to the Chamber on the 

economy and commercial economic development overview.   

 

Stu asked what information are we collecting that is valuable/useful in determining and directing 

policy?  What exactly are the questions?  Rick noted that the Economic Scorecard Devra 

circulated from Charleston is regional and isn’t terribly helpful in figuring out questions specific 

to Needham.  Aren’t we back to questions like: how do we increase foot traffic and improve the 

vitality of the downtown?  Moe asked how we quantify the economic health of our local 

businesses, which should be one focus.  Devra noted that a more general question relates to the 

percentage of real estate tax revenues which come from the commercial base.  Do we have a 

priority or goal to increase those revenues and to what percentage? Back to 20+%?    

 

2. Promote, assist and encourage the preservation, development, and location of new and 

existing businesses.  With respect to the downtown, we have received the Select Board’s support 

in installing parking signage, a pilot program for snow removal in the downtown (if Town 

Meeting approves the purchase of a special vehicle), and possible solutions to improve traffic 

before the train signal on Great Plain.  New initiatives are reflected in Goals document.  Adam 

B., Anne Marie and Devra will work to get on site selection lists.   

  

It was noted that one of the limitations on Needham is the very small floor plates in our 

downtown.  Although we have destination restaurants, we have not been able to leverage that to 

increase the success of locally owned independent retailers and other businesses.  Parking 

remains a critical problem, especially because of the loss of spaces occasioned by the 

construction of the Police/Fire station.  The signage to designate parking areas from the main 

streets has been approved but not yet installed.  Adam M. commented that Rockville Center NY 

is known for its restaurants—the stores around them are open and night life is active.  How do 

we recreate that here? Outdoor seating? Stores open at night? Streetscape amenities?  

http://www.bostonfed.org/economic/econbios/burke.htm
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 In terms of getting the word out, NAIOP is providing a great opportunity to show off.   

N2/Needham Crossing will be featured on the Tour on June 5
th

.  The tour will include N2 sites in  

Needham Crossing (e.g.,SharkNinja) and Newton (e.g.Wells Office and Northland’s proposed  

Needham Street development).   

 

3. Assist the town in attracting the preferred mix of goods, services, housing, recreation and 

entertainment in the appropriate districts.  A list of new initiatives is in the Goals document.  

Devra, Adam B. and Anne Marie will work with Mass Development to try to get a grant to study 

Chestnut Street and/or Wexford.  Getting ideas on how to proceed in both areas will be very 

helpful.  

 

4. Make recommendations on improving permitting and licensing functions in the town. 
Ted noted that the Planning Board consists of five individual members, and that it would be a 

mistake to think of the Planning Board as a monolithic entity.  The demands on the Planning 

Board’s time generally mean that more time is spent on permitting issues than actual planning.  
It is suggested that Devra, Rick, Bob and Ted work together to move beyond the items currently 

on the streamlining list.  Devra noted that Town projects tend to get fast-tracked and that Town 

departments do not always make private projects a priority.  There are certain structural issues in 

the public sector than impede progress.  Mike noted that Wellesley just went to an online 

application process and suggests that perhaps we can learn something from it.  To make changes, 

there needs to be direction from the Select Board and the Planning Board.   

 

5. Evaluate and advise the Town on ideas for zoning changes that will improve the economic 

vitality of the town.  As noted in the Goals, we were successful in promoting a private proposal 

to allow multifamily housing above commercial uses in the Neighborhood Business District 

along Central Avenue.  We are still working to achieve the changes to Highway Commercial 1.  

We need to continue our work on Highway Commercial 2 and 3.  Ted welcomes our assistance 

in studying the rest of Chestnut Street to remove zoning impediments to development.  It is a 

sufficient challenge to deal with the multitude of small owners but without changes to the zoning 

there’s no incentive to invest.  We will look to see if Mass Development TAP grants could help 

us with either Wexford or Chestnut. 

 

6. Advise and make recommendations to appropriate officials, agencies, boards and town 

departments on issues of economic development.  See above.  Devra noted that she and Anne 

Marie, at the request of Public Facilities, will be looking into the possibility of the Town 

purchasing the Army land on East Militia Road with the assistance of Mass Development.    

 

V.   Update on Industrial Zoning (HC1)  

 

  A workshop between the Select Board and the Planning Board is being arranged to discuss the 

zoning.  Devra will also be present.  It is anticipated that the workshop will be facilitated by the 

consultant hired by the Planning Department to provide three dimensional drawings.  The plan is to get 

this zoning on the fall Town Meeting Warrant.        

 

VI. Update on Chestnut Street Zoning  
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 This matter is on the Warrant for Town Meeting.       

 

VII. Update on Needham Crossing/N
2
 Innovation District 

  

  The N2/Needham Crossing Corporation paid for Graffito to do a report on placemaking, 

signage, encouraging shared services (e.g. food trucks), access to natural amenities, and the like in 

Needham Crossing.  Several members, including Mike, Bob, Virginia, and Adam M., attended the 

Needham Crossing Owners’ Meeting on Monday, where Gustavo Quiroga of Graffito made a 

presentation.  Members reported that the presentation was very exciting and created a lot of enthusiasm 

for the program.  Coca Cola expressed a desire to make sure their improvements comport with the vision 

of the streetscape (including even brick and wrought iron fencing as they did in East Hartford).  The 

Town expressed a willingness to do its share—we are trying to obtain streetscape design funds.  If we 

cannot obtain any from MAPC, it is probable it will be a warrant item in the fall.  Boston Properties, the 

owner of the PTC site, was present.  Normandy was not in attendance but Devra will ask if she can get a 

copy of the Graffito report.   

 

Devra and Mike are continuing their work on new N2 signage.  Devra sent a request to Boston 

Properties to use their Kendrick lawn for a sign and is working with them to develop a gateway sign 

they can approve.  The Town Manager is asking DCR for use of their property to put another gateway 

sign on the property on the right as you come over the bridge from Nahanton Street.  We will also be 

refacing the existing five Needham Crossing signs with the new logo.  Devra will begin the permitting 

soon.   

   

VIII.  Update on Infrastructure Improvements in Needham Crossing  

 

 Devra noted that the intersection of Oak, Christina and Needham Street, Newton’s MassWork’s 

grant, has begun.  There is still no word on the actual start date on the Corridor Project but the bid 

documents are not expected to go out until the fall (originally it was summer).   

 

IX. Update from Downtown Subcommittee  

  

  Devra noted that she prepared and submitted to the local papers a shop local letter.  Because 

spring is a time when retail purchases increase, one of the local businesses asked her to do so. 

Hometown Weekly will publish it as a letter to the editor and the Town will post it.  No word from 

Needham Times.  There were no other updates at this time. 

 

X. Other Business 
    

 Due to time constraints, this item was not discussed.  

  

XI. Adjourn  
 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 9:00 a.m.       























What is the Vision for the MU-128 district?

The district was renamed Mixed Use 128 (MU-128) in 

2001 as part of a Land Use and Zoning Study for the 

Needham Business Center, Highland Avenue Corridor 

and Wexford/Charles Street Industrial District completed 

by Goody Clancy Architects. This study envisioned the 

transformation of this area to:

• Develop a lively and walkable district with a mix of 

uses.

• Create a pedestrian character with buildings that 

line the sidewalks and include active ground floors

• Encourage uses that serve the community

• Improve access and views to the Charles River

• Create linked open spaces

• Improve traffic circulation patterns

• Create a unified streetscape

What Uses are allowed in the MU-128 

district?

To support the planning vision for the MU-128 district, 

the following 15 uses are permitted As of Right:

• Public parks and playgrounds

• Municipal buildings

• Retail establishments (less than 10,000 sf)

• Manufacturing accessory to a retail use

• Craft, consumer or commercial service establishment

• Laundry or dry cleaning pickup station

• Professional office

• Bank or credit union

• Wholesale distribution facilities

• Medical laboratory

• Radio or television studio

• Light non-nuisance manufacturing

• Telecommunications facility

• More then one building on a lot

• More than one use on a lot

The following 12 uses are permitted by Special Permit:

• Public light rail train station

• Adult day care facility

• Private school, nursery or kindergarten

• Retail establishment (from 10,000 sf to 25,000 sf)

• Equipment rental service

• Hotel

• Eat-in or take-out eating establishment

• Veterinary office

• Indoor athletic facility

• Medical marijuana treatment center

• External automatic teller machine

• Parking structure or lot

What is the Goal of this Citizens Petition?

To request that the Town of Needham vote to include 

“Self Storage” as a use allowed by Special Permit within 

the Mixed-Use128 (MU-128) district.

Why is this request being made?

The proponent would like to incorporate this use into the 

redevelopment of a parcel located within the MU-128 

district. This project will be one of the first to follow the 

mandates and vision of the Master Plan for the MU-128 

district.

Where is the MU-128 district located?

The MU-128 district, formerly known as the 

Wexford/Charles Street Industrial District, is located in the 

northeast edge of the Town of Needham. It is bounded by 

the Charles River to the east, Highland Avenue to the 

south, Interstate 95 to the west and an the elevated rail 

line to the north.

What is in the MU-128 district now?

The district still contains many of the industrial uses 

allowed when the area was the Wexford/Charles Street 

Industrial District. These include:

Big Box Retail Consumer Electronics

Fitness & Training Centers Offices (various)

Printing Services Day Spa

Home Design Centers Music Academy

Warehousing Glass Fabricator

Internet & Cable Provider Landscaping Services

Specialty Door Hardware Metal Fabricator

Automobile Rental Agency HVAC Contractor

Stone Supplier and Fabricator Dental Offices

Spring Water Supplier Cannabis Dispensary

Automotive Services Radio Station

Specialty Chemicals Environmental Services

Fuel Depot Mobile Tire Shop

What is the condition of the MU-128 district 

today?

The district has not yet transformed as envisioned 

because little redevelopment has occurred. The 

neighborhood is still industrial in feel, with little contributing 

to the public realm. The pedestrian experience is 

challenged, due to a lack of curbing and sidewalks along 

the majority of the streets in the district; industrial uses are 

still the predominant use. Open space and connectivity 

along the Charles River has not been created. 

Plan of the MU-128 district as it exists today

Aerial view, looking southwest, of the MU-128 district.

- project location

- project location

Aerial view, looking southwest, of the MU-128 district. 

Note the Charles River in the background

- project location

Plan of the MU-128 district as proposed in the 

Zoning Study

- project location

Rendering showing the MU-128 district as a 

walkable, mixed use center

Rendering showing the interconnected open 

space planned along the Charles River



The Existing Condition

The property is located at 77 Charles Street/19 Wexford  

Street

The property is currently comprised of:

• A large single story building that houses several 

commercial tenants.

• The building is surrounded by asphalt parking areas 

that serve the property.

• No landscaped open space is available on site

• Both Charles Street and Wexford Street lack the 

definition of curbs, sidewalks and landscaping to define 

the Public Realm, thereby hindering the pedestrian 

experience.

Proposed Planning Steps
In keeping with the design vision for this district the 

following steps shall be evaluated:

Active Retail Uses: a range of retail uses are being 

considered along both Charles Street and Wexford Street 

including but not limited to:

• take-out food establishment

• laundry or dry cleaning pick-up station

• craft, consumer or commercial service establishment

Parking to serve these uses will:

• Be situated away from the street edges to enhance the 

pedestrian experience.

• Serve both Charles Street and Wexford Street Uses

• Provide a cross connection between Charles Street and 

Wexford Street

An evaluation of appropriate uses for the site was 

performed, based on the following criteria:

• community benefit now and in the future

• impacts on parking and traffic

• economic viability

• passive in nature: not requiring a large street presence.

• opportunity to create a building massing appropriate to 

the planning vision for the district 

This evaluation led to the selection of Self Storage as a 

use that:

• Can infill a site without significantly increasing the 

requirements for parking.

• Can be built adjacent to and over the top of the active 

street uses.

Additional parking can be added to accommodate the two 

uses. Due to the low traffic generated by the Self Storage 

use, the excess parking can be used by visitors to the 

active retail uses

New curbs, sidewalks and landscaped buffers can be 

created along the property frontages to develop the public 

realm envisioned in the master plan and set the example 

for future developments.   

A

B

A

A

B

D

C

D

E

C

E

F

F F

Conceptual Plan

The conceptual plan applies the master plan design 

principles for the district to create a mixed use 

development.

The conceptual plan:

• has space for active public uses along both 

Charles and Wexford Streets. The uses planned for 

these spaces, such as a take-out eatery or small 

retail opportunity would be the first in this 

neighborhood and can provide vitally needed 

amenities.

• conceals the proposed self-storage use that is 

requested in this Citizens Petition behind the active 

uses.

• provides adequate parking for both the self storage

and active uses and would be located off-street as 

envisioned in the master plan

• Implements the streetscape design vision for 

Charles and Wexford Street within the project site.

Why Self Storage?

Yesterday’s Self Storage 

The term “self-storage” conjures up visions of acres of 

asphalt paving holding one-story metal buildings with 

garage doors.

Today’s Self Storage

The new generation of self storage facility breaks with 

this perception and offers the following benefits:

• Multi-level structure creates a smaller, more 

efficient footprint that can be used to create a more 

proportional street facade

• Strict rules, regulations and monitoring assures that 

unsafe materials are not stored within the facility.

• Due to its low user population the facility will have 

minimal impact on existing utilities and municipal 

services

• Low traffic and parking demand for this use 

minimizes both traffic impact and parking 

requirements.

• a self-storage facility generates tax revenues 

similar to an office use without the associated 

burdens

• the exterior facades of the building are designed to 

be contextual and appealing.

• self-storage is in high demand as families 

downsize, renters need storage space and local 

businesses adapt to the changing environment.

Conceptual Plan

Conceptual Rendering along Charles Street.

Conceptual Rendering along Wexford Street.







































































 

 

Next ZBA Meeting –  September 18, 2025 

 

 

NEEDHAM 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

AGENDA   

          Wednesday August 13, 2025 - 7:30PM 

  

Charles River Room 

Public Service Administration Building  

500 Dedham Avenue 

Needham, MA 02492 

Also livestreamed on Zoom 

Meeting ID:820-9352-8479 

To join the meeting click this link: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/82093528479 

 

Minutes     Review and approve Minutes from July 17, 2025 meeting.  

 

7:30 PM 62 Kimball Street – Douglas Sherman, Applicant, applied for a Special Permit 

under Section 6.1.2 and any other section of the Zoning By-Law to allow for an 

additional third garage. The property is located at 62 Kimball Street, Needham, 

MA in the Single Residence B (SRB) zoning district. 

 7:30PM* 136-140 Hillside Avenue – Greg Keshishyan, applicant, applied for a Special 

Permit pursuant to Sections 1.4.7.4, 3.52, 4.2.3 and any other applicable section of 

the Zoning By-Law to permit the demolition and reconstruction of a non-

conforming two-family dwelling to be replaced by a new two-family structure.  

The property is located in the Single-Residence B (SRB) zoning district.  

7:30 PM* 10 Riverside Street –Arthur and Anna Deych, applicants, seek a Special Permit 

pursuant to Sections 3.2.1 of the Needham Zoning By-Law for a private school, as 

well as a Special Permit pursuant to Section 5.1.1.5 waiving strict adherence with 

the off-street parking requirements of Section 5.1.2 (Required Parking) and 5.1.3 

(Parking Plan and Design Requirements) and any other applicable section of the 

Zoning By-Law to permit art instruction at the residential property.  The property 

is located in the General Residence (GR) zoning district.   

*Prior cases may delay the precise start time. 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/82093528479


 
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  

Douglas Sherman

8 skylark Ave Plymouth Ma 02360

7817067153

doug@dscarpentry.net


Douglas Sherman

8 Skylark Ave Plymouth Ma 02360

7817067153

doug@dscarpentry.net

x

x

62 Kimball St. 

119-24

SRB

x

x

x

x

6/23/25

contractor

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 

 

2 car garage 

want to add a 3rd garage 10 x 8 as part of a 26x15'5 2 story addition

single res

single res

1

1

14414

14414

25.7

25.7

58.9

43.4

24.8

24.8

26.8

18.8

111.42

111.42

14.69%

19.4%

0.224

0.313

6.1.2




 
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 

about:blank
about:blank
2003 original construction presently building addition

x

x

x

4/8/25

6/23/25









 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  

 

 July 11, 2025 

 

Mr. Jonathan Tamkin, Chair, and Members 

Zoning Board of Appeals 

Public Services Administration Building 

500 Dedham Avenue 

Needham, MA 02492         

 

Re: 62 Kimball Street 

 

Dear Mr. Tamkin and Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals: 

 

The Planning Board did not meet before the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) meeting scheduled for July 

17, 2025. Therefore, the Planning Board has not reviewed the application on 62 Kimball Street (more 

information on the application below) to be reviewed by the ZBA that evening. If this matter is continued 

to a date after the next Planning Board meeting of July 22, 2025, the Board will review said application 

and submit comments.  

  

 62 Kimball Street – Douglas Sherman, Applicant, applied for a Special Permit 

under Section 6.1.2 and any other section of the Zoning By-Law to allow for an 

additional third garage. The property is located at 62 Kimball Street, Needham, MA 

in the Single Residence B (SRB) zoning district.  

 

NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD 

 Lee Newman 
Lee Newman 

Director of Planning and Community Development  

PLANNING & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
PLANNING DIVISION 

 



GEORGE GIUNTA, JR. 
ATTORNEY AT LAW* 

P. O. BOX 70 
SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MA 02190 

*Also admitted in Maryland 
TELEPHONE (781) 449-4520       FAX (781) 465-6059                
 

July 14, 2025 
 
 
Town of Needham  
Zoning Board of Appeals 
Needham, Massachusetts 02492 
 
Attn: Daphne M. Collins, Zoning Specialist 
 
Re: Greg Keshishyan 
 136-140 Hillside Avenue, Needham, MA 
 
Dear Mrs. Collins,  
 
Please be advised this office represents Greg Keshishyan of 58 Fay Lane, Needham, MA 02492 
(hereinafter, the “Applicant”), prospective purchaser, with respect to the property known and 
numbered 136-140 Hillside Avenue, Needham, MA 02494 (hereinafter the “Premises”). In 
connection therewith, submitted herewith please find: 
 
1. Seven copies of a completed Application for Hearing  
 
2.  Seven copies of Memorandum in Support of Application of Greg Keshishyan, 136-140 
Hillside Avenue, Needham, MA; 
 
3. Seven copies of architectural plans, prepared by RAV & Assoc., Inc., 21 Highland Avenue, 
Needham, MA 02494; 
 
4. Seven copies of “Zoning Plan, Needham, Massachusetts”, prepared by VTP Associates, Inc., 
Land Surveyors – Civil Engineers, 132 Adams Street, 2nd Floor, Suite 3, Newton, MA 02458; 
 
5. Authorization letter of Brian R. Rothschild, Trustee, The John E. Rothschild – 136-140 
Hillside Avenue Irrevocable Trust, current owner of the Premises; and 
 
6. Check in the amount of $500 for the applicable filing fee. 
 
 
 
 
 



The Premises is currently occupied by a two-family house, built prior to the adoption of zoning. 
The house was modified and expanded in 1942 through the construction of an addition. It was 
further modified and expanded in 1989 pursuant to Decision of the Zoning Board of Appeals, 
dated October 17, 1989, issued to John Rothschild, grating a special permit pursuant to Section 
1.4.6 to alter and enlarge an existing, non-conforming building. As part of that Decision, the 
Board found that the building had been “used as a two-family house since prior to the enactment 
of any zoning by-law provision prohibiting such use” and the Board authorized the enclosure of 
an existing open porch to provide additional living space. 
 
The Applicant now desires to demolish the existing two-family dwelling, given its age and 
condition, and replace it with a new two-family house, conforming in all respects to dimensional 
and density requirements. In addition, the Applicant desires to construct two detached one-car 
garages to serve the new two-family house. Whereas the use of the Premises for two-family 
purposes constitutes a lawful, pre-existing, non-conforming use, a special permit pursuant to 
Section 1.4.7.4 is required for the proposed work.  
 
Please schedule this matter for the next available hearing of the Board, If you have any 
questions, comments or concerns relative to the foregoing, please do not hesitate to contact me 
so that I may be of assistance. 
 
Your courtesy and attention are appreciated. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
George Giunta, Jr. 
 



 
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  

Greg Keshishyan 

58 Fay Lane, Needham, MA 02492 

617-799-9001 EdgeBuildersCorp@gmail.com

George Giunta, Jr., Esq.

P.O. Box 70, South Weymouth, MA 02190

781-449-4520 george.giuntajr@needhamlaw.net

136-140 Hillside Avenue, Needham, MA 02494

Map 95 / Parcel 69 Single Residence B
(SRB)

7/14/25



 
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 

 

Lawful, pre-existing, non-confirming two-family dwelling, expanded and enlarged

pursuant to Decision of ZBA d. October 17, 1989, issued to John Rothschild, which

is non-conforming as to side-yard setback.

Special Permit pursuant to Section 1.4.7.4 of the Needham Zoning By-Law and a finding

pursuant to Section 6 of M.G.L. c.40A, to permit the demolition, extension, alteration, enlargement

and reconstruction of the lawful, pre-existing, non-conforming, two-family dwelling, as shown on the plans

submitted herewith and all other relief as may be n ecessary and appropriate in connection therewith.

1.4.7.4, 3.5.2, 4.2.3, 7.5.2 and any other applicable section or by-law

2 units 2 units

12.1' 20.1'



 
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 

Originally built 1860, enlarged 1948 and 1989. 1942

July 14, 2025

George Giunta, Jr., Esq.

Greg Keshishyan
by his attorney,

prior to filing this application.

about:blank
about:blank


 
TO: THE MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF APPEALS 
 TOWN OF NEEDHAM, MA      July 14, 2025 
 

 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF 

APPLICATION OF 
GREG KESHISHYAN 

136-140 Hillside Avenue, Needham, MA 
 
 

 The applicant, Greg Keshishyan (hereinafter, the “Applicant”), seeks a Special Permit 

pursuant to Section 1.4.7.4 of the Needham Zoning By-Law and a finding pursuant to Section 6 

of M.G.L. Chapter 40A, to permit the demolition and reconstruction of the lawful, pre-existing, 

non-conforming two family dwelling known and numbered 136-140 Hillside Avenue, as shown 

on the submitted plans, and all other relief as may be necessary and appropriate therefor. 

 

PRESENT USE / HISTORY 

 

 The Premises is shown as parcel 69 on sheet 95 of the Assessor’s Map for the Town of 

Needham and consists of approximately 10,027 square feet of land with 95.5 feet of frontage on 

Hillside Avenue.  The Premises is currently occupied by a two story, two-family residential 

dwelling which is nonconforming as to use and side yard setback.1 According to the records of 

the Assessor’s Department, the existing dwelling was originally constructed in 1860, well prior 

to the adoption of zoning in the Town of Needham. It is built on a stone foundation and consists 

of approximately 2,166 square feet of interior finished living area and an additional 1,121 square 

feet of basement space.  There are 9 total rooms, with 4 bedrooms and 2 full baths. 

 The original Assessor’s Department “Field Card” describes the property as a “2 fam 

house” on the back. On the front, the category “duplex” is marked with the number “2”; and for 

the categories hot water heating, fireplace and bath, the number “2” is written in, indicating two 

 
1 The side yard setback from the left, northerly side-line is approximately 12.1 feet to the left rear corner of the 
existing house, as opposed to 14 feet as currently required. 



such of those items.2  Subsequent Assessing Department Record Cards also describes the 

property as a two-family residence, and the Premises is currently listed and taxed as such.3   

 Like most other pre-existing two-family dwellings, and certainly those built prior to the 

adoption of zoning, there is no record of the initial construction on file with the Building 

Department. However, there are a couple of permits that indicate the use of the property for two-

family purposes. The oldest such permit is no. 7370, dated June 11, 1948, for an “addition to 2 

family dwelling”.4 Then there is permit no. 14582, and the related application dated August 28, 

1989, both of which indicate that the property consisted of two dwelling units.5 Finally, there is 

also electrical permit no. 5566, dated August 28, 1989, which indicates that the purposes of the 

building was a “2 family apartment”6 Moreover, the Building Department field card indicates 

that the property is a “2 family dwelling”.7 

 Taken together, all the above evidence should be more than sufficient to establish that the 

use of the Premises for two-family purposes constitutes a lawful, pre-existing use. Which may be 

why, the Board itself has already made such a finding, as set forth in Decision dated October 17, 

1989, issued to John Rothschild, grating a special permit to enclose an existing open porch to 

provide additional living space.8 

PROPOSED ALTERATION 

 As indicated above, the Applicant seeks to demolish the existing two-family house and 

replace it with a new two-family dwelling and two one-car detached garages, as shown on the 

plans submitted herewith.  Each unit will feature four bedrooms (three on the second floor and 

one in the basement) two full baths on the second floor, one full bath in the basement and one 

half-bath on the first floor. In addition, two detached, one-car garages are proposed with space 

for two total cars, one per unit, in compliance with the requirements of Section 1.4.7.4. 

 The proposed new, replacement two-family complies with all applicable dimensional and 

density requirements.  The house occupies a total of approximately 1,932 square feet of 

footprint, with a lot coverage of 17.9% pursuant to Section 1.4.7, and 23.6% pursuant to Section 

 
2 See Exhibit A provided herewith. 
3 See Exhibit B provided herewith. 
4 See Exhibit C provided herewith. 
5 See Exhibit D provided herewith. 
6 See Exhibit E provided herewith. 
7 See Exhibit F provided herewith. 
8 See Exhibit G provided herewith. 



4.2. As a result, the proposed new house is consistent with both the maximum footprint and 

maximum lot coverage allowed pursuant to of Section 1.4.7.4 (2,500 square feet and 18%, 

respectively), as well as the maximum 25% lot coverage allowed pursuant to Section 4.2.3 of the 

By-Law.9 The proposed replacement house is set back from Hillside Avenue by 20.5 feet at the 

closest point, and the house, as well as the proposed detached garages, all comply with all other 

setback requirements. Finally, the FAR for the proposed house is .359, less than the .38 

maximum allowed pursuant to Section 4.2.3 of the By-Law. 

LAW 

 Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 40A, Section 9 states as follows: “Special Permits 

may be issued only for uses that are in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the 

ordinances of the by-law, and shall be subject to general or specific provisions set forth therein; 

and that such permits may also impose conditions, safeguards, and limitations on time and use.”  

 Section 1.4.7.4 of the Zoning By-Law authorizes the Board of Appeals to issue special 

permits for the reconstruction of lawful, pre-existing, non-conforming two-family dwellings, 

provided the Board finds that the reconstructed building is “appropriate in scale and mass for the 

neighborhood, with particular consideration of abutting properties”, and “that the proposed 

reconstruction will not be substantially more detrimental than the existing non-conforming 

building to the neighborhood” (emphasis added). 

ANALYSIS / ARGUMENT 

 The Applicant asserts that the proposed replacement two-family structure is not 

substantially more detrimental to the neighborhood than the existing two-family structure. The 

new structure complies with all applicable dimensional and density regulations and is consistent 

with or below the applicable maximum lot coverage and FAR requirements. The Applicant feels 

that the design is attractive and is in keeping with other homes in the general area, especially 

recent reconstruction, such as the two-family dwelling located immediately to the rear, the 

multifamily development immediately adjacent to the Premises to the southeast, as well as the 

numerous other two-family dwellings in the general vicinity. Moreover, the replacement  

 

 
9 Section 1.4.7.4(b) limits reconstruction of a pre-existing, non-conforming two-family dwelling on a conforming lot 
to a footprint not greater than 2,500 square feet and lot coverage not greater than 18%. The method for calculating 
lot coverage and footprint are different, as is the method for calculating lot coverage under Section 1.4.7.4 and 
Section 4.2.3. 



 

structure eliminates the side-yard setback violation for the existing house.  Furthermore, whereas 

there are no significant existing natural features of the site, and given the nature of the 

neighborhood, the Applicant asserts that the proposed replacement structure is in harmony with 

the site and the surrounding area. 

 Therefore, the Applicant asserts that the issuance of a Special Permit under Section 

1.4.7.4 of the By-Law and a finding under Section 6 of M.G.L. Chapter 40A, to allow for the 

reconstruction of the lawful, pre-existing, nonconforming two-family dwelling at 136-140 

Hillside Avenue, are both appropriate and proper, and should be granted. 

 
      Respectfully submitted, 
      Greg Keshishyan 
      by his attorney, 

       
      ____________________________________ 
      George Giunta, Jr., Esq. 
      P.O. Box 70 
      South Weymouth, MA 02190 
      781-449-4520 
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Brian R. Rothschild, Trustee 

The John E. Rothschild – 136-140 Hillside Avenue Irrevocable Trust 
2116 W. Sunnyside Ave #1 

Chicago, IL 60625 
Town of Needham  
Zoning Board of Appeals 
Needham, Massachusetts 02492 
 
Attn: Daphne M. Collins, Zoning Specialist 
 
Re: 136-140 Hillside Avenue, Needham, MA 
 Application for Zoning Relief 
 
Dear Mrs. Collins, 
 
Please accept this letter as confirmation that I, Brian R. Rothschild, Trustee of The John E. 
Rothschild – 136-140 Hillside Avenue Irrevocable Trust, owner of the two-family residential 
property known and numbered 136-140 Hillside Avenue, Needham, MA (the “Premises”), have 
authorized Greg Keshishyan, whether individually or through a nominee entity, directly or 
through his attorney, George Giunta, Jr., Esquire, to make application for special permits and any 
and all other zoning, planning, general by-law and other relief that may be required or 
appropriate in connection with the demolition and reconstruction of the existing two-family 
residential dwelling and continued use of the Premises for two-family purposes.  In connection 
therewith, Attorney Giunta is specifically authorized to execute, sign, deliver and receive any 
and all necessary documentation related thereto, including, without limitation, Application for 
Hearing. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
Brian R. Rothschild, Trustee 
The John E. Rothschild – 136-140 Hillside Avenue Irrevocable Trust 

Docusign Envelope ID: 1755C202-F60F-49C2-8C50-76CB4448F0D8

7/10/2025
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GEORGE GIUNTA, JR. 
ATTORNEY AT LAW* 

P. O. BOX 70 
SOUTH WEYMOUTH, MA 02190 

*Also admitted in Maryland 
TELEPHONE (781) 449-4520       FAX (781) 465-6059                
 

July 14, 2025 
 
 
Town of Needham  
Zoning Board of Appeals 
Needham, Massachusetts 02492 
 
Attn: Daphne M. Collins, Zoning Specialist 
 
Re: Arthur Deych and Anna Deych 
 10 Riverside Street, Needham, MA 
 
Dear Mrs. Collins,  
 
Please be advised this office represents Arthur Deych and Anna Deych of 10 Riverside Street, 
Needham, MA 02494 (hereinafter, jointly, “Deych” and the “Applicant”) with respect to their 
property known and numbered 10 Riverside Street, Needham, MA 02494 (hereinafter the 
“Premises”). In connection therewith, submitted herewith please find: 
 
1. Seven copies of a completed Application for Hearing;  
 
2.  Seven copies of Memorandum in Support of Application of Arthur Deych and Anna Deych, 
10 Riverside Street, Needham, MA; 
 
3.  Seven copies of Plot Plan prepared by Chritopher C. Charlton; and 
 
5. Check in the amount of $500 for the applicable filing fee. 
 
The Premises is currently occupied by a single-family house, which is non-conforming relative 
to the applicable front yard setback, and two off-street parking spaces. Anna Deych, who is also 
known as Anna Starkova, is an award-winning artist, who desires to provide limited art 
instruction to children at the Premises. After consultation with the Building Commissioner, it is 
his opinion that such activity does not fit within either the professional studio or \ customary 
home occupation categories of Section 3.2.1., instead falling within the “other private school” 
category. As a result, such activity requires a special permit. 
 
In addition, such use triggers the need for compliance with the off-street parking requirements of 
Section 5.1.2 and 5.1.3. Given the arrangement of the Premises and the limited parking available, 
a special permit waiving strict adherence with some or all of such requirements is also required. 



Please schedule this matter for the next available hearing of the Board, If you have any 
questions, comments or concerns relative to the foregoing, please do not hesitate to contact me 
so that I may be of assistance. 
 
Your courtesy and attention are appreciated. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
George Giunta, Jr. 
 



 
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  

Arthur and Anna Deych 7/14/25

10 Riverside Street, Needham, MA 02494

617-276-6450 arthurdeych@gmail.com

George Giunta, Jr., Esq.

P.O. Box 70, South Weymouth, MA 02190

781-449-4520 george.giuntajr@needhamlaw.net

General Residence
(GR)Map 73 / Parcel 44

10 Riverside Street, Needham, MA 02494



 
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 dwelling which is non-conforming as to front yard setback and two

associated off-street parking spaces.

Special Permit pursuant to Section 5.1.1.5 waiving the requirements of Section 5.1.2 (Required Parking) and
Section 5.1.3 (Parking Plan and Design Requirements)

Special Permit pursuant to Section 3.2.1 for a private school

Any and all other relief as may be necessary for the use of a portion of the Premises for art instruction.

3.2.1, 5.1.1.5, 5.1.2, 5.1.3, 7.5.2 and any other applicable section or by-law.



 
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 

prior to filing this application.

July 14, 2025

Arthur and Anna Deych
by their attorney,

George Giunta, Jr., Esq.

about:blank
about:blank


 
TO: THE MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF APPEALS 
 TOWN OF NEEDHAM, MA      July 14, 2025 
 

 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF 

APPLICATION OF 
ARTHUR DEYCH and ANNA DEYCH  

10 Riverside Street, Needham, MA 
 
 

 The applicants, Arthur Deych and Anna Deych (hereinafter, jointly, both “Deych” and, 

the “Applicant”), seek a Special Permit pursuant to Section 3.2.1 of the Needham Zoning By-

Law for a private school as well as a Special Permit pursuant to Section 5.1.15 waiving strict 

adherence with the off-street parking requirements of Section 5.1.2 (Required Parking), as 

applicable, and Section 5.1.3 (Parking Plan and Design Requirements), to permit art instruction 

at the residential property known and numbered 10 Riverside Street, as described in the materials 

submitted herewith, and all other relief as may be necessary and appropriate therefor. 

 

PRESENT USE / HISTORY 

 

 The Premises is shown as parcel 44 on sheet 73 of the Assessor’s Map for the Town of 

Needham and consists of approximately 2,955 square feet of land with 50 feet of frontage on 

Riverside Street.  It is situated immediately adjacent to the Highland Commercial – 128 Zoning 

District, directly behind the Cookies by Design business at 54 Highland Avenue and across the 

Street from the Frank Webb Home store at 68 Highland Avenue.1 

 The Premises is currently occupied by a two and one-half story, single-family residential 

dwelling, together with two associated off-street parking spaces.2 The house is lawful, pre-

existing, non-conforming as to the applicable front yard setback 3 The house was originally built 

in 1925 and then expanded in 2018 pursuant to Decision of the Zoning Board of Appeals, dated  

 
1 See Exhibit A provided herewith – portion of Assessor’s Map No. 73. 
2 See Exhibit B – photos. 
3 The existing house is setback only 1.3 feet from Riverside Street, as opposed to 20 feet as currently required. 



February 15, 2018, issued to Anna & Arthur Deych. That Decision authorized construction of an 

addition to the rear and above, expanding the house and converting it form a one and one-half 

story house to a two and one-half story house. 

 

PROPOSED USE / ACTIVITY 

 

 Anna Deych, also known as Anna Starkova, is an award winning, self-educated fine artist 

who has been selected to participate in many juried art exhibitions throughout New England and 

New York City. She works with a variety of techniques such as oils, acrylics, watercolors, and 

graphite, and her work can be found in private collections all around the world. As a mother of 

two, Anna has a natural appreciation for the value of art in the lives of children. She has 

previously offered art instruction online and at her home. Recently, it has come to her attention 

that in order to continue with instruction in her home, zoning relief is required. As a result, she is 

now seeking the special permits necessary to formalize and continue with such instruction. 

  Anna intends to offer classes to children generally ranging in age from 6 to 15. Given the 

age range, no students would drive themselves; all would be dropped off and picked up. Starting 

in the fall and running through the school year, classes are anticipated to be offered primarily in 

the late afternoon evening and weekend, with the bulk of classes offered during the day on 

Saturday. At present, class times are expected to be as follows:  
Day of the Week Hours of Instruction 

Wednesday Between 6:30 PM and 7:30 PM 

Thursday Between 4:00 PM and 6:15 PM 

Friday Between 4:00 PM and 6:15 PM 

Saturday Between 10 AM and 4:15 PM 

 

Classes will run approximately 45 minutes to one hour long, with a minimum 15-minute gap 

between classes to facilitate drop-off and pick-up. During the summer, over the course of three 

weeks, Anna would expect to run three, separate sessions of “camp” style classes. Each session 

would last five days and would run Monday through Friday, 9:30 AM through 12 Noon for a 

half-day program, or 9:30 AM through 4 PM for a full day program. For these summer camp 

sessions, drop-off would be between 9 AM and 9:30 AM. 



 Anna is the only teacher with no other staff. Her priority with respect to her art is being 

an artist. The classes are simply a way for her to spread the love she has for art to others, 

especially children. She started teaching when her kids' friends/parents wanted to learn how to 

draw. Those parents then wanted more classes because Anna is such an amazing artist and that 

led to instruction of the children. Many of Anna’s students either started as or became family 

friends. Then she began to teach friends of family and then friends and siblings from her network 

of family and friends. It has been a truly “home grown” activity. Anna says she is not trying to 

become the next Michael's with continual parties and classes, but rather wants to spread her love 

and joy of Art to children. Classes are taught in the lower level of the house, with a separate 

entrance on the left side of the structure next to the Cookies by Design detached garage.4 

 The number of students in each in-person class will vary, with some classes featuring 

individualized instruction and some classes with as many as five students. The maximum class 

size for all in-person instruction will be five students, including the summer camp sessions. 

Currently, at least six families that receive instruction have siblings that attend together, reducing 

the number of separate vehicles that arrive and depart, and it is expected that two to three of the 

students in the summer camp sessions would also be siblings. 

 Parents and caretakers are not allowed to either attend class or wait on premises. There is 

a strict drop-off / pick-up policy with signs posted inside and information provided to parents / 

caretakers. In addition, parents and caretakers are told to utilize the two off-street parking spaces 

to the right of the house or the on-street space directly in front of the house for drop-off and pick-

up.  

 

PARKING 

 There is no category in Section 5.1.3 (Required Parking) of the By-Law that is clearly 

applicable to the proposed use. Therefore, given the nature of the use and the age of the students, 

the Applicant asserts that it would be logical and make sense to apply the same parking demand 

standard as has been applied to numerous after school, child care and dance instruction purposes; 

namely, for known enrollment less than 45 students, 1 space for each member of staff and 1 

 
4 See Exhibit C – photos. 



space for every 5 students.5 Using this standard, the total parking demand for the proposed use 

will be 2 spaces, calculated as follows: 5 students @ 1 space / 5 students = 1 spaces + maximum 

1 staff @ 1 space / 1 staff = 2 total spaces.  

 Whereas there are two parking spaces available on site, there are sufficient spaces 

available. However, the two existing spaces, which are tandem spaces, are consistent with 

residential construction and do not meet the design criteria set forth at Section 5.1.3. As a result, 

at a minimum a waiver from the design criteria pursuant to Section 5.1.1.5 is required.  

Furthermore, given the nature of the spaces as tandem spaces, it is not entirely clear that a waiver 

of the number spaces is not required, and so same has been requested as well, as a precautionary 

measure. 

LAW 

 Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 40A, Section 9 states that: “Special Permits may 

be issued only for uses that are in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the ordinances 

of the by-law, and shall be subject to general or specific provisions set forth therein; and that 

such permits may also impose conditions, safeguards, and limitations on time and use.” 

 Pursuant to Section 3.2.1 of the By-Law, the request for a special permit for a private 

school is to be evaluated pursuant to the standards of Section 7.5.2 of the By-law.  That Section 

requires that all use related aspects: 
(a)  comply with such criteria or standards as may be set forth in the section of the By-Law which refers to 
the granting of the requested special permit; 
 
(b)  are consistent with: 1) the general purposes of the By-Law as set forth in subparagraph 1.1, and 2) the 
more specific objectives and purposes applicable to the requested special permit which may be set forth 
elsewhere in the By-Law, such as, but not limited to, those at the beginning of the various sections; and 
 
(c)  are designed in a manner that is compatible with the existing natural features of the site and is 
compatible with the characteristics of the surrounding area 
 

 Section 5.1.1.5 authorizes and empowers the Board to waive strict adherence with the 

requirements of Sections 5.1.2 and 5.1.3 where a particular use, structure, or lot, owing to special 

circumstances, does not warrant the application of the parking requirements of Section 5.1.2 or 

the design requirements contained in Section 5.1.3.  In addition, pursuant to Section 5.1.1.5 the  

 
5 This standard has been applied to Arrais Ballet, Total Eclipse Dance Studio, Needham ACE afterschool program, 
the afterschool program upstairs at 315 Chestnut Street, Code Wiz and many others. 



Board is directed to consider whether the issuance of the special permit would be detrimental to 

the Town or to the general character and visual appearance of the surrounding neighborhood and 

abutting uses and is further consistent with the intent of the Zoning By-Law. 

 

ANALYSIS / ARGUMENT 

I. USE 

 The proposed use of a portion of the existing house at the Premises for a private school is 

consistent with both the general and specific purposes of the By-Law. Provision of art instruction   

will promote the welfare and interests of the residents of the Town of Needham by providing and 

equipping young students with tools to develop their creativity, enhance their appreciation of art 

and expand their vision.  

 While the Premises is in General Residence zoning district, it is immediately adjacent to a 

busy commercial district and an existing commercial use and is across the street from another 

existing commercial use. The use of a portion of the existing house for art instruction does not 

contemplate any changes to the house, and certainly no alterations to the exterior. The existing 

side door, located on the same side of the house as the commercial district and the existing 

commercial use will remain the primary entry / exit for the use. As a result, the house will retain 

its appearance and character as a single-family residential dwelling. Therefore, the Applicant 

asserts that the proposed use of a portion of the existing house for a small private school use as 

described complies with the applicable provisions of both Chapter 40A and the By-Law and 

should be allowed. 

 

II.  PARKING 

 There are currently two on-site parking spaces available for use, as well as one on-street 

space directly in front of the house. As set forth above, the proposed use requires a total of two 

parking spaces. Therefore, there are sufficient spaces on site to accommodate the proposed use. 

However, because the spaces are laid out consistent with customary tandem residential spaces, 

they do not comply with the criteria applicable to commercial parking spaces. As a result, a 

special permit waiving strict adherence with the design criteria is required. 

 



 Due to the age of the students, all parking will be strictly drop-off and pick-up. Parents 

and caretakers are directed to use the two available on-site spaces, together with the one space in 

front of the house for this purpose. They are also prohibited from attending lessons or waiting on 

site. As a result, parking will only be very short term, for the duration of drop-off and pick-up. 

And because classes are timed with a 15 minute break in between, there is sufficient time to 

ensure that the spaces are available for each class. 

 Therefore, Deych asserts that, owing to the special circumstances applicable to the 

proposed use, a parking waiver from the applicable design requirements contained in Section 

5.1.3 is appropriate. Due to the small size of the lot and the location and layout of the existing  

building and parking, it is not practical or possible to comply with the design criteria. Moreover, 

compliance with the criteria, if possible, would make the Premises appear more commercial in 

nature, as opposed to its current residential appearance. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 Educational services that function outside of regular classroom instruction provide 

numerous benefits to students, and therefore the community. Art instruction in particular, fosters 

creativity, helps with the development of fine motor skills, enhances self-expression, and boosts 

confidence. It also promotes problem-solving abilities, critical thinking, and emotional 

intelligence. Furthermore, art can be a powerful tool for self-discovery and communication, 

allowing children to explore and understand their emotions and perspectives. Therefore, there are 

good and sufficient reasons for granting the requested use special permit.  

 Furthermore, as there will be no alteration to the existing structure, and the entrance to the 

art studio is on the same side of the house as the adjacent commercial zone and an existing 

commercial use, the activity will not fundamentally change the nature of the Premises or its 

relationship to the neighborhood. 

 While the existing on-site parking spaces do not comply with applicable design criteria, 

part of the reason for that is the nature of the spaces as consistent with customary residential 

design. Moreover, there are sufficient spaces available on site, as well as one additional space 

directly in front of the house. Therefore, the parking is sufficient to support the use and there are 

good and sufficient reasons for granting the requested waivers. As a result, Deych asserts that the 

requested zoning relief is both proper and appropriate and should be granted. 



 

      Respectfully submitted, 
      Arthur and Anna Deych 
      by their attorney, 

       
      ____________________________________ 
      George Giunta, Jr., Esq. 
      P.O. Box 70 
      South Weymouth, MA 02190 

Tel: 781-449-4520



Exhibit A 
Portion of Assessor’s Map 

Sheet 73 
 

 
 



Exhibit B 
Photos of Premises 

 

 
 

 
 



Exhibit C 
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Photos of Studio  
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 



Exhibit C 
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Photo of Studio Entrance 
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TOWN OF NEEDHAM, MASSACHUSETTS
Building Inspection Department

                                    Assessor's Map & Parcel No. ________________________
        Building Permit No. ______________ At No. ____________________________________________________
        Lot Area ________________________Zoning District _____________________________________________
        Owner __________________________________ Builder __________________________________________

Note:  Plot Plans shall be drawn in accordance with Sections 7.2.1 and 7.2.2 of the Zoning By-Laws for the town of Needham.  All plot plans shall show existing structures 
and public utilities, including water mains, sewers, drains, gaslines, etc.; driveways, Flood Plain and Wetland Areas, lot dimensions, dimensions of proposed structures, sideline 
offsets and setback distances, (allowing for overhangs) and elevation of top of foundations and garage floor.  For new construction, elevation of lot corners at streetline and 
existing and approved street grades shall be shown for grading along lot line bordering streetline.  For pool permits, plot plans shall also show fence surrounding pool with 
a gate, proposed pool and any accessory structures*, offsets from all structures and property lines, existing elevations at nearest house corners and pool corners, nearest storm 
drain catch basin (if any) and, sewage disposal system location in unsewered area.
(*Accessory structures may require a separate building permit ¾  See Building Code)

I hereby certify that the information provided on this plan is accurately shown and correct as indicated.
The above is subscribed to and executed by me this _____________________ day of _______________ 20 _____.
Name ____________________________________________ Registered Land Surveyor  No. _________________
Address__________________________ City _____________ State _____ Zip _______Tel. No. ______________
Approved _______________________________________ Director of Public Works               Date ____________
Approved _______________________________________ Building Inspector                          Date ____________

PROPOSED RENOVATIONS & ADDITION PLOT PLAN
40' Scale



Task Schedule
Review districts maps, uses (by right and special permit), dimensional 
regulations Sept 2 pb mtg
Meeting invite: district landlords, tenants, brokers Sept 16 pb mtg
Discuss of interview results, maps, uses and dimensional regulations, consider 
regulatory changes Oct 7 pb mtg
Discussion of regulatory changes Oct 21 pb mtg
Public meeting: noticed, post cards, info officer, website - present updated 
regulatory proposal, public feedback Nov 4 - special mtg
Discussion of public feedback and regulatory changes; send proposed changes 
to CEA for discussion and feedback Nov 18 pb mtg
Review draft bylaw change; send to bid fiscal impact analysis and traffic impact 
analysis Dec 2 pb mtg
Review fiscal impact and traffic impact, project leads meet with SB and FC; 
legal notice to paper Jan 27 - pb mtg
SB discussion and refers back to PB Feb 3 - SB mtg
legal notice to clerk; 1st run in newspaper 10-Feb
2nd run in newspaper 17-Feb
Public hearing 1 24-Feb
Public hearing 2
PB finalize bylaw language
Warrant
Town Meeting



Task Schedule
Review districts maps, uses (by right and special permit), dimensional 
regulations Sept 2 pb mtg
Meeting invite: district landlords, tenants, brokers Sept 16 pb mtg
Meeting invite: district landlords, tenants, brokers Oct 7 pb mtg
Discuss of interview results, maps, uses and dimensional regulations, consider 
regulatory changes Oct 21 pb mtg
Discussion of regulatory changes Nov 4 - special mtg
Public meeting: noticed, post cards, info officer, website - present updated 
regulatory proposal, public feedback Nov 18 pb mtg
Discussion of public feedback and regulatory changes; send proposed changes 
to CEA for discussion and feedback
Review draft bylaw change; send to bid fiscal impact analysis and traffic impact 
analysis 
Review fiscal impact and traffic impact, project leads meet with SB and FC; 
legal notice to paper
SB discussion and refers back to PB
legal notice to clerk; 1st run in newspaper
2nd run in newspaper
Public hearing 1 
Public hearing 2
PB finalize bylaw language
Warrant
Town Meeting



From: Glenn Mulno
To: Planning
Cc: Lee Newman
Subject: Re: 100 West
Date: Monday, July 28, 2025 10:46:23 AM

For clarity - This would be the Highland Ave exit, across from Morton Street, so the cross
walk is on the south side of Morton. 

And reading my earlier note - I meant a "blinking" light, not a blocking light. Same style cross
light that is on the Webster street High School side. 

Glenn

On Mon, Jul 28, 2025 at 10:40 AM Planning <planning@needhamma.gov> wrote:

I will share this with both the Petitioner and the Planning Board.

 

Thanks, alex.

 

 

Alexandra Clee

Assistant Town Planner

Needham, MA

781-455-7550 ext. 72271

www.needhamma.gov

 

From: Glenn Mulno <glennmulno@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, July 25, 2025 2:38 PM
To: Planning <planning@needhamma.gov>
Subject: 100 West

 

Hi,

 

mailto:glennmulno@gmail.com
mailto:planning@needhamma.gov
mailto:LNewman@needhamma.gov
mailto:planning@needhamma.gov
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=http%3a%2f%2fwww.needhamma.gov%2f&c=E,1,tliVkyClLZjmMi1KaOhA3-vm88svB0KzJcgi_bQShbfFZj4DAQkEpCG3aybP-1_fRdiEs5FwORVXv0vGvIcjwDws5ifovgEWkqZmtd0UYU9dS0UfroNH&typo=1
mailto:glennmulno@gmail.com
mailto:planning@needhamma.gov


Request for when permits are issues for 100 West. 

 

Can you require the developer to install a cross walk, with one of those push button
blocking lights, at the exit from 100 West to across Highland?

 

With the MBTA bus stop right across the street in this area, I would anticipate, and hope,
that residents living at 100 West would take advantage of the bus. We should make sure they
have a good safe way to cross there. The cross walk should be at the end of the property so it
comes out closer to the bus. 

 

Thanks for your consideration. 

 

Glenn Mulno
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Alexandra Clee

From: Tyler Gabrielski
Sent: Monday, July 28, 2025 4:17 PM
To: Planning; Thomas Ryder; Carys Lustig
Cc: Lee Newman
Subject: Re: 100 West

Hello, 

I agree with the general idea that there should be access to the bus stop. If the new building still has its primary 
egress from the parking lot opposite Morton St then a crosswalk near there makes some sense. 

However, there are often misconceptions about what is required to install an RRFB (the push button blinking 
signs). You cannot just put them in and paint crosswalks, there is prerequisite construction that has to be done 
to make it safe and accessible.  



 



3

1. There need to be ADA compliant curb ramps installed. The areas circled in yellow would need to be 
reconstructed to allow the crosswalk to line up properly. On the building side, a new curb cut would 
need to be made with a new ramp installed. On the Morton St side, the existing ramp is an "apex" 
design that points out from the corner. If the crosswalk was aligned with this ramp, the crosswalk would 
be longer than the width of Highland Ave (not great from a safety standpoint). We would want the 
corner to be modified with the ramp shifted over to allow a shorter crossing with a new ramp that 
actually faces the other side of the street. This would potentially involve moving the curb out a bit to 
make more room on the corner. 

 

2. There are two potential sight line obstructions that would conflict with the flashing signs on either side of 
the street, circled in red. Depending on the positioning of the signs, northbound traffic would not be able 
to see them until they are too close to stop. This may also require curb line changes to get the signs 
further into the roadway via "bumpouts." 

 
I hope that helps. Let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Thanks, 
 
 

 

Tyler Gabrielski 
Director of Streets & Transportation 
Town of Needham 
Public Services Admin Building 
500 Dedham Ave 
Needham, MA 02492 
Office:  (781) 455-7550 ext 72345 
Mobile: (781) 760-8530 
www.needhamma.gov 

 
  

From: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov> on behalf of Planning <planning@needhamma.gov> 
Sent: Monday, July 28, 2025 12:23 PM 
To: Thomas Ryder <tryder@needhamma.gov>; Carys Lustig <clustig@needhamma.gov>; Tyler Gabrielski 
<tgabrielski@needhamma.gov> 
Cc: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov> 
Subject: Fw: 100 West  
  
We are sharing this with the Petitioner and Planning Board. But also wanted your feedback on this.   
 
Thank you.  
 
 
Alexandra Clee 
Assistant Town Planner 
Needham, MA 
781-455-7550 ext. 271 
www.needhamma.gov/planning 

From: Glenn Mulno <glennmulno@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, July 28, 2025 10:45:35 AM 



4

To: Planning <planning@needhamma.gov> 
Cc: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov> 
Subject: Re: 100 West  
  
For clarity - This would be the Highland Ave exit, across from Morton Street, so the cross walk is on the 
south side of Morton.   
 
And reading my earlier note - I meant a "blinking" light, not a blocking light. Same style cross light that is 
on the Webster street High School side.  
 
Glenn 
 
 
 
 
On Mon, Jul 28, 2025 at 10:40 AM Planning <planning@needhamma.gov> wrote: 
I will share this with both the Petitioner and the Planning Board.  
  
Thanks, alex.  
  
  
Alexandra Clee 
Assistant Town Planner 
Needham, MA 
781-455-7550 ext. 72271 
www.needhamma.gov  
  
From: Glenn Mulno <glennmulno@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, July 25, 2025 2:38 PM 
To: Planning <planning@needhamma.gov> 
Subject: 100 West 
  
Hi, 
  
Request for when permits are issues for 100 West.  
  
Can you require the developer to install a cross walk, with one of those push button blocking lights, at 
the exit from 100 West to across Highland? 
  
With the MBTA bus stop right across the street in this area, I would anticipate, and hope, that residents 
living at 100 West would take advantage of the bus. We should make sure they have a good safe way to 
cross there. The cross walk should be at the end of the property so it comes out closer to the bus.  
  
Thanks for your consideration.  
  
Glenn Mulno 
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