














Exhibit A 
 
Based on a review of the tape recording of the Planning Board meeting of December 7, 
2010 below sets forth the exchange wherein the speaker was identified or identified 
himself as Paul Iantosca. 
  
 
Minute 18.15 of audio recording 
 
Paul Iantosca: My name is Paul Iantosca, I’m a developer in Boston. And standards and 
requirements are set up for a reason. You have 1.5 parking spaces per unit set as a 
standard for a reason, because that’s proven to work in cases. This particular parcel, I 
won’t go into too much of a juxtapose right now, but they haven’t been very good to the 
town. They’ve closed our theater and said they were going to reopen it and they didn’t. I 
think you should’ve taken the property by eminent domain and put the senior center 
there, that would have been perfect for everybody, but that’s beside the point. The 
requirement required 1.5 spaces per apartment, you should stand to it. You have no 
reason to give them a waiver on this, they have plenty of land to have enough parking, 
what they’re doing is maximizing the amount of units there, they’ll maximize their profit, 
they’ve factored in giving you $45,000 in lieu of, it’s less expensive and more profitable 
for them to build more living units. They haven’t even addressed going underground to 
put a garage underneath the building, because it’s expensive. They should be forced to 
adhere to the Town’s standards, because that’s why you have them. The waivers were set 
up when a property owner doesn’t have an option. Many of the buildings in Needham 
have no parking, and yet you require them to have parking; well obviously we wouldn’t 
have a lot of the restaurants that we have in Needham if you didn’t give them a waiver. 
But this is the reserve situation. They have a very large parcel of land and there’s no 
reason why they can not adhere to all the requirements the Town has set. And for you to 
give into them and give them a waiver and let them have their way, you’re selling 
yourselves short, you’re selling the Town of Needham out short, and other business 
people who have been here for years who are struggling with parking shouldn’t have to 
bare the burden so these out of town developers can walk out with suitcases full of money 
and we’re left with the problems. That’s just on the parking issue.  
 
Ron Ruth: Right, and if I may, I want to clarify, that going forward this is a testimony 
about the parking fee not about the cinema parcel. 
 
PI: I understand. 
 
RR: The cinema parcel has been continued to January 4th, and so as we go forward with 
testimony, please make your remarks generally about the parking regulations because 
we’re frankly not focused at this moment about that parcel.  
 
PI: But you understand what I’m saying about the parking.  
 
RR: I think we heard you.  



 
PI: Thank you. I’ll be back on the 4th.  
 
Minute 39.28 of audio recording 
 
RR: Others? Mr. Iantosca. 
 
PI: yes, have you identified any sites in Needham for parking? (pause) none available 
really, right?  
 
RR: No, actually, much to the contrary. There are a number of sites that have been 
identified where consolidation, reorganization, better management of sites could generate 
substantial sites and that’s something that our consultant did identify and has identified 
substantial potential without building a ramp.  
 
PI: okay, well, I think this site would make a great parking lot. Mackin’s site, it’s 
centrally located… 
 
RR: If you remember, we’re not talking about the cinema site please.  
 
PI: No, but we’re talking about parking in lieu. I’m just referring to this. 
 
RR: Let’s keep focused on that. 
 
PI: I’d like to ask the Board members opinion of granting in lieu of in this particular 
project, because we are talking about in lieu of.  
 
RR: I’m ruling that out of order. Sir. We are talking not about the cinema.  
 
PI: You rule that out of order? If you grant in lieu of parking to them, you’ll be in court. 
I’ll guarantee it.  
 
1 hour 7.55 minute of audio recording 
 
RR: Yes, Mr. Iantosca. 
 
PI: Lastly, I would just like to say that waivered parking is wonderful to allow businesses 
to do what they have to do, however when any applicant has the capacity to provide the 
required parking on his development site, you shouldn’t even be talking about waivers. 
It’s not necessary for him. The purpose of waivers was to help people with a preexisting 
building stay in business and rent their space. An applicant that can build their own 
parking as required by the Town, why would you even give them a waiver? There’s no 
need to. Those waivers should be saved for people who need them, who don’t have an 
option. Take that for thought, please. Thank you.  
 
RR: Understood, thank you.  
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