


 

 

 

 

LEGAL NOTICE 

Planning Board 

TOWN OF NEEDHAM 

NOTICE OF HEARING 

 

Under the provisions of M.G.L., Ch. 41, S. 81-T, the Needham Planning Board will hold a public 

hearing on Tuesday, February 4, 2020 at 7:05 p.m. in the Charles River Room, Public Services 

Administration Building, 500 Dedham Avenue, Needham, Massachusetts, regarding the 

application of Elisabeth Schmidt-Scheuber, 390 Grove Street, Needham, MA, for approval of a 

Definitive Subdivision Plan. Said Plan consists of nine (9) sheets and was submitted along with 

accompanying material on January 3, 2020.  If approved, the Plan would create two (2) individual 

house lots that conform to current zoning, both lots would have frontage and be accessed from the 

new proposed roadway. The existing house currently located at 390 Grove Street would be 

demolished.  

  

The land proposed to be subdivided is located at 390 Grove Street, Needham, Norfolk County, 

Massachusetts, and is shown on Assessors Plan No. 221 as Parcel 9, and is bounded and 

described as follows:  

 

Westerly by Grove Street, 170.83 feet; 

Northerly  by land now or formerly of Joan K. Aldean, on two courses measuring  

   410.29 feet and 278.24 feet, respectively; 

Westerly  again by land of Joan K. Aldean,100.00 feet; 

Northwesterly  again by land of Joan K. Aldean, 401.04 feet; 

Northeasterly  by land now or formerly of Corbin Petro & Jessica Gelman, 170.97 feet; 

Easterly  by land now or formerly of the Town of Needham Conservation,  

   131.31feet; 

Southeasterly  again by land of the Town of Needham Conservation, 459.38 feet; 

Easterly  again by land of the Town of Needham Conservation, on four courses,  

   measuring 52.83 feet, 75.69 feet, 13.14 feet, and 49.07 feet; again 

Easterly  by land now or formerly of the Town of Needham, 25.00 feet; 

Southerly  by land now or formerly of Robert P. & Kalliope D. Badvas, on two  

   courses measuring 426,54 feet, and 410.16 feet, respectively. 

 

Being Lot B shown on plan entitled “Plan of Land in Needham, Mass. Owned by Edward H. 

Wiswall et al”, dated October 14, 1952, by Gleason Engineering Company, recorded with 

Norfolk County Registry of Deeds in Book 3141, Page 297 as Plan No. 6 of 1953 and also Lot 15 

on plan drawn by Allen & Demurjian, Inc., Surveyors, dated November 24, 1980, as approved by 

the Land Court, filed in the Land registration Office as No. 8450I, a copy of a portion of which is 

filed with the Norfolk County Registry District of the Land Court with Certificate of Title No. 

112001 in Book 561. 

 

For title see Deed dated March 16, 1994 recorded with Norfolk County Registry of Deeds, Book 

10671, Page 51 and Certificate of Title No. 143177 filed with the Norfolk County Registry 

District of the Land Court in Book 716, Page 177.  

 



Copies of the Definitive Plan and other application materials are on file in the offices of the 

Planning Board and may be inspected upon request during regular business hours. Interested 

persons are encouraged to attend the public hearing and make their views known to the Planning 

Board. This legal notice is also posted on the Massachusetts Newspaper Publishers Association’s 

(MNPA) website at (http://masspublicnotices.org/).      

 

       NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Needham Times: January 16, 2020 and January 23, 2020. 

http://masspublicnotices.org/
http://masspublicnotices.org/


GEORGE GIUNTA, JR. 
ATTORNEY AT LAW* 

281 CHESTNUT STREET 

NEEDHAM, MASSACHUSETTS 02492 
*Also admitted in Maryland 

TELEPHONE (781) 449-4520       FAX (781) 465-6095                

 

January 3, 2020 

Lee Newman 

Planning Director 

Town of Needham 

1471 Highland Avenue 

Needham, MA 02492 

 

Re: 390 Grove Street - Definitive Subdivision Application 

 Elisabeth Schmidt-Scheuber 

 

Dear Lee, 

 

Submitted herewith please find the following with respect to the proposed subdivision of the 

property at 390 Grove Street, Needham, MA (hereinafter, the “Premises”): 

 

1.  One original and 14 copies of Completed Application for Approval of a Definitive 

Subdivision Plan; 

 

2.  15 copies of Exhibit A – List of Waivers; 

 

3. 15 copies of an authorization Letter;  

 

4. 15 copies of a description of the area to be subdivided; and 

 

5.  8 full size and 6 reduced size copies of Plan Set entitled “390 Grove Street (Assessor’s Map 

221 – Lot 9, Preliminary Subdivision Plan”, consisting of seven sheets as follows:  

 

(a) sheet 1 of 9, Cover Sheet and Context Map, dated July 20, 2019, revised November 2, 

2018, March 29, 2019, July 12, 2019, August 22, 2019, and October 4, 2019;  

 

(b) sheet 2 of 9, “Record Conditions Plan”, dated July 20, 2019, revised November 2, 

2018, March 29, 2019, August 22, 2019, and September 4, 2019;  

 

(c) sheet 3 of 9, “By Right Subdivision Plan”, dated July 20, 2019, revised November 2, 

2018, July 12, 2019, August 22, 2019, and September 4, 2019;  

 

(d) sheet 4 of 9, “Lotting Plan”, dated July 20, 2019, revised November 2, 2018, July 12, 

2019, August 22, 2019, September 4, 2019 and October 21, 2019;  

 



(e) sheet 5 of 9, “Proposed Site & Grading Plan” dated July 20, 2019, revised November 

2, 2018, July 12, 2019, August 22, 2019, and September 4, 2019;  

 

(f) sheet 6 of 9, “Proposed Utilities & Profile”, dated July 20, 2019, revised November 2, 

2018, July 12, 2019, August 22, 2019, and September 4, 2019;  

 

(g) sheet 7 of 9, “Proposed Landscape Plan”, dated July 20, 2019, revised November 2, 

2018, July 12, 2019, August 22, 2019, and September 4, 2019; 

 

(h) sheet 8 of 9, “Site Details 1”, dated July 20, 2019, revised November 2, 2018, July 12, 

2019, August 22, 2019, and September 4, 2019; and 

 

(i) sheet 9 of 9, “Site Details 2”, dated July 20, 2019, revised November 2, 2018, July 12, 

2019, August 22, 2019, and September 4, 2019 

 

6.  4 copies of “Stormwater Analysis and Calculations Report for 390 Grove Street, Needham, 

Massachusetts”, dated October 4, 2019; and 

 

7.Check No. 5125 in the amount of $1,000 for the applicable filing fee. 

 

The Premises is located in the Single Residence A Zoning District and the Aquifer Protection 

Overlay District, and is currently shown and identified as Parcel 9 on Assessor’s Map No. 221.  

It is currently occupied by a single family dwelling, which is proposed to be razed to make way 

for the proposed new development. 

 

As shown on the Plan, the applicant is proposing to subdivide the Premises into a total of two 

building lots, to be served by a new road off of Grove Street.  Both of the new lots will have 

frontage on and will be accessed from the proposed new roadway.   

 

As depicted on sheet 3 of the Plan Set, referenced above, the proposed new roadway can be built 

with a 60 foot radius circle and 50 foot width road (with sidewalks on both sides).  However, 

whereas the proposed road will only serve two lots and will end in a turn-around, the applicant is 

requesting a number of waivers to reduce the size of the roadway and the extent of construction. 

In connection therewith, given the nature of the development, the location and past practice of 

the Board, he Applicant believes that such waivers are appropriate for this development. 

 

Kindly schedule this matter for consideration at the next available meeting of the Planning 

Board.  Please also let me know if you require any further information or materials. 

 

As always, your anticipated courtesy and cooperation and appreciated. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

George Giunta, Jr. 











 M E R I D I A N 

69 MILK STREET, SUITE 302
WESTBOROUGH, MASSACHUSETTS 01581

TELEPHONE: (508) 871-7030

A S S O C I A T E S
500 CUMMINGS CENTER SUITE 5950
BEVERLY, MASSACHUSETTS 01915

TELEPHONE:  (978)  299-0447
WWW.MERIDIANASSOC.COM

Copyright © by Meridian Associates, Inc.  All rights reserved.
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21-PV
28-IG

3-QR

6-CC
5-JV

3-PG

4-BY

9-AF

130-HM

3-CA

3-CA

3-CA

4-VC

3-VC
3-BY 7-AF

LAWN

PROPOSED LEGEND

SHRUBS, PERENNIALS & GROUNDCOVERS

EVERGREEN, SHADE & ORNAMENTAL TREES

PLANT SCHEDULE
QTY SYM LATIN NAME COMMON NAME SIZE NOTES
TREES

6 CC Cercis canadensis Eastern Redbud 8'-10' Ht. Clump | B&BDR | N | Pink | Butterflies | Showy | Fall Color | April
5 JV Juniperus virginiana Eastern Red Cedar 10'-12' Ht. | B&B DR | DT | N | ST | Blueish/Black Fruit | Wildlife | Evergreen
3 PG Picea glauca White Spruce 7'-8' Ht. | B&B DR | N | Birds/Small Mammals | Evergreen | Winter Interest
3 QR Quercus rubra Red Oak 3"-3.5" Cal. | B&B DR | DT | N | ST | Yellowish/Green | Fall interest | May

SHRUBS
9 CA Clethra alnifolia Summersweet 24"-30" Ht. | #3 PotN | ST | 48" OC | White | Butterflies | Showy | Fragrant | Heavy Shade | July-August
7 BY Cornus sericea 'Bud's Yellow' Bud's Yellow Redosier Dogwood24"-30" Ht. | #3 PotDR | N | ST | 48" OC | Yellow/White | Birds/Butterflies | Fall/Winter Interest | May-June

16 AF Cornus sericea 'Farrow Artic Fire'Artic Fire Redosier Dogwood24"-30" Ht. | #3 PotDT | N | ST | 36" OC | White | Birds/Butterflies | Fall/Winter Interest | May-June
28 IG Ilex glabra 'Shamrock' Shamrock inkberry 24"-30" Ht. | B&B DR | DT | N | ST | 36" OC | Greenish-White | Birds | Evergreen | May-June
7 VC Vaccinium corymbosum 'Bluecrop'Bluecrop Blueberry 24"-30" Ht. | #5 PotDT | N | 48" OC | White | Showy | Edible Fruit | Wildlife | Fall Color | May

ORNAMENTAL GRASSES
21 PV Panicum virgatum 'Heavy Metal'Heavy Metal Switchgrass #3 Pot DR | DT  | N | ST | 24" OC | Pink-Tinged |Winter Interest | July-February

PERENNIALS & GROUNDCOVER
130 HM Hemerocallis 'Apricot Sparkles'Apricot Sparkles Daylily #1 Pot DR | DT | ST | 24" OC | Apricot | Butterflies | Showy | May-October

ABBREVIATIONS:
B&B: BALL AND BURLAP
CAL: CALIPER
DR: DEER RESISTANT
DT: DROUGHT TOLERANT
N: NATIVE
OC: ON CENTER
ST: SALT TOLERANT LA
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SCALE:  1" = 20'

60'40'20'20' 010'

LANDSCAPE NOTES:
1. ALL PLANT MATERIAL SHALL CONFORM TO THE MINIMUM GUIDELINES ESTABLISHED BY THE "AMERICAN STANDARD

FOR NURSERY STOCK" PUBLISHED BY AmericanHort 2014 AND AS AMENDED.

2. ALL PLANT MATERIALS SHALL BE GUARANTEED FOR ONE YEAR FOLLOWING DATE OF FINAL ACCEPTANCE.

3. VERIFY LOCATIONS OF ALL EXISTING UTILITY LINES PRIOR TO PLANTING AND REPORT ANY CONFLICTS TO THE
OWNER OR OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE.

4. PROVIDE TREES, SHRUBS, AND GROUNDCOVERS AS SHOWN AND SPECIFIED.  THE WORK INCLUDES: SOIL
PREPARATION, INSTALLATION OF TREES, SHRUBS AND GROUNDCOVERS, PLANTING MIXES, MULCH AND PLANTING
ACCESSORIES, WARRANTY, WATERING AND MAINTENANCE DURING CONSTRUCTION AND WARRANTY PERIODS.

5. BALLED AND BURLAPPED PLANTS MAY BE PLANTED IN THE SPRING FROM APRIL 1ST UNTIL JUNE 15TH AND IN THE
FALL FROM AUGUST 15TH TO NOVEMBER 1ST.

6. PLANTING PLAN IS DIAGRAMMATIC IN NATURE.  FINAL PLACEMENT 0F PLANTS TO BE APPROVED BY THE LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT IN THE FIELD.

7. ALL SHADE TREES ALONG SIDEWALKS SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM SIX (6) FOOT BRANCHING HEIGHT.

8. PLANT MATERIALS DEPICTED IN ROWS SHALL CONTAIN MATCHING PLANT SPECIMENS SPACED EQUALLY ALONG
INDICATED AREA.

9. ALL PLANT MATERIALS AND LAWN AREAS TO BE MAINTAINED BY LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR UNTIL FINAL WRITTEN
ACCEPTANCE PROVIDED TO CONTRACTOR BY OWNER OR OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE.

10. ALL PLANT MATERIALS TO REMAIN ALIVE AND BE IN HEALTHY, VIGOROUS CONDITION AND SHALL BE GUARANTEED
FOR ONE YEAR FOLLOWING DATE OF FINAL WRITTEN ACCEPTANCE FROM THE OWNER OR OWNER'S
REPRESENTATIVE.

11. ALL PLANT MATERIALS ARE INTENDED TO BE DROUGHT TOLERANT ONCE ESTABLISHED.  NO IRRIGATION SYSTEM IS
PROPOSED.

12. LOAM AND SEED ALL DISTURBED AREAS UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED ON PLAN. LOAM WITH TOPSOIL SPREAD TO
A MINIMUM DEPTH OF (6) SIX INCHES.

13. SEED OR PROVIDE SOD FOR ALL TURFGRASS LAWN AREAS WITH A DROUGHT TOLERANT TURFGRASS SEED MIX (80%
TALL FESCUE, 10% PERENNIAL RYEGRASS, 10% KENTUCKY BLUEGRASS).

14. PERENNIALS, BULBS AND ANNUALS ARE TO BE PLANTED IN A WELL PREPARED BED WHICH SHALL INCLUDE PEAT
AND SLOW RELEASE FERTILIZER.  BEDS SHALL BE SKIMMED WITH ONE AND ONE-HALF (1-1/2) INCH TO TWO (2) INCH
MULCH (INCLUDING GROUNDCOVERS).

GROUNDCOVER PLANTING

NOTE:

SPACE PLANTS EQUALLY TO PROVIDE CONSISTANT COVER OVER
INDICATED PLANTING BED.

(NOT TO SCALE) 

PREPARE ENTIRE PLANT BED.  TILL EXISTING
TOPSOIL TO 12" AND AMEND AS NECESSARY.

2" LAYER OF MULCH.

SET BASE OF STEM AT FINISHED
GRADE.

NOTES:

BACKFILL PLANTING HOLE WITH EXISTING SOIL AMENDED AS NECESSARY.

BACKFILL HALF THE SOIL AND WATER TO SETTLE OUT AIR POCKETS, COMPLETE BACKFILLING
AND REPEAT WATERING.

IF ROOTS ARE CIRCLING THE ROOTBALL EXTERIOR, CUT ROOTS VERTICALLY IN SEVERAL
PLACES PRIOR TO PLANTING.

SHRUB PLANTING
(NOT TO SCALE)

4" LAYER OF MULCH.  KEEP MULCH 2" BACK
FROM TRUNK.  TRUNK FLARE TO REMAIN 2"
ABOVE FINISH GRADE.

EXCAVATE PLANTING HOLE TO A WIDTH THREE
TIMES THE DIAMETER OF THE ROOTBALL AND A
DEPTH EQUAL TO THE HEIGHT.

CUT AND REMOVE AS MUCH BURLAP AS POSSIBLE,
IF NON BIODEGRADABLE REMOVE ENTIRELY. WIRE
BASKETS TO BE REMOVED ENTIRELY.

NOTES:

BACKFILL PLANTING HOLE WITH EXISTING SOIL AMENDED AS NECESSARY.

BACKFILL HALF THE SOIL AND WATER TO SETTLE OUT AIR POCKETS, COMPLETE BACKFILLING
AND REPEAT WATERING.

IF ROOTS ARE CIRCLING THE ROOTBALL EXTERIOR, CUT ROOTS VERTICALLY IN SEVERAL
PLACES PRIOR TO PLANTING.

ONLY STAKE TREES SITUATED ON WINDY SITES OR EXPOSED TO SUBSTANTIAL PEDESTRIAN
TRAFFIC.

TREE PLANTING
NOT TO SCALE

PRUNE ONLY INJURED OR BROKEN BRANCHES.  RETAIN
NATURAL FORM OF TREE.  DO NOT TRIM LEADER, WHEN
ADJACENT TO A SIDEWALK PRUNE BRANCHES TO SIX FEET.

4" LAYER OF MULCH.  KEEP MULCH 2" BACK FROM TRUNK.
TRUNK FLARE TO REMAIN 2" ABOVE FINISH GRADE.

EXCAVATE PLANTING HOLE TO A WIDTH THREE TIMES THE
DIAMETER OF THE ROOTBALL AND A DEPTH EQUAL TO THE
HEIGHT.

CUT AND REMOVE AS MUCH BURLAP AS POSSIBLE, IF NON
BIODEGRADABLE REMOVE ENTIRELY. WIRE BASKETS TO BE
REMOVED ENTIRELY.

LIME-SEED-FERTILIZER-STRAW

4"
VA

RI
ES

TYPICAL LOAM & SEED CROSS - SECTION
NOT TO SCALE

SCREENED LOAM

EXISTING
SOILS/CLEAN FILL
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To: Paula Quan, VP of Capital  
Planning and Design 

Date: January 24, 2020 

 Boston Children’s Hospital 
300 Longwood Avenue 
Boston, MA 02115 
 

Project #: 14631.00  
 

From: Sean Manning, PE 
Ryan White, PE 
 

Re: BCH Founders Park Estimated/ 
Comparative Parking Demand Analysis 
 

Overview 

Boston Children’s Hospital (BCH) is proposing to construct, in one or more buildings, a Pediatric Medical Facility at 
Founders Park in Needham, Massachusetts.  As currently contemplated, the Project will be constructed in phases over 
time with only a single building in the first phase. A key element needed to support a premier arrival experience is 
ensuring that adequate parking is provided to accommodate expected patient and employee demands.  This 
assessment outlines the approach utilized to help conservatively estimate the parking needs for the proposed BCH 
Pediatric Medical Facility.  Included herein is an operational parking needs assessment based on national 
benchmarked ratios and the proposed building program and a comparable facility parking assessment based on a 
review of similar BCH satellite campuses in eastern Massachusetts.  The Project is required to accommodate all parking 
on-site and the goal of the study is to ensure the recommended parking ratio is appropriate to accommodate 
expected demands and limit any unintended parking and traffic impacts. 

This memorandum refers to the Founder’s Park development as described in the Supplement Draft Environmental 
Impact Report (SDEIR) submitted to the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act on August 31, 2015. As illustrated in 
Figure 1, the Founder’s Park site was separated into three components for filing/permitting purposes: Center 128 
West, Center 128 East and the 2nd Avenue Residences. As shown in Figure 2, four development sites within the total 
Founder’s Park development are still undeveloped. Three sites (all permitted as office buildings) are located in Center 
128 West and one site (permitted as hotel with retail) is located in Center 128 East. BCH is looking to develop the 
three sites (380 1st Avenue, 37 A Street, and 2 B Street) in Center 128 West and modify the approved land use to a 
combination of pediatric medical facility and general office.  

Overall, this assessment recommends a proposed parking ratio for a Pediatric Medical Facility land use of one parking 
space per 290 SF of floor area (or 3.45 spaces per 1,000 SF).   
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Figure 1: Founder’s Park Site 

 

Figure 2: Undeveloped Sites within Founder’s Park 
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Program 

BCH Founders Park will contain approximately 452,000 SF of building program across three sites.  Table 1 outlines the 
program and land use for each site as currently proposed.   

Table 1 BCH Proposed Development Program 

Location Land Use Program Size (KSF) 
380 1st Ave Pediatric Ambulatory Center 215 
 Office 20 
   
37 A St Pediatric Ambulatory Center 36 
 Office 54 
   
2 B St Office 127 
Total  452 
Note: 2 B Street size and program based on DSEIR 2 B St building program, dated August 31, 2019 

Operational Parking Assessment 

Multiple methods were utilized to help quantify the estimated parking demand needed to support the Proposed 
Project.  The first method involved the use of benchmarked ratios developed for various programmatic elements and 
applied them to the proposed BCH building program.  These benchmarked ratios are based on a review conducted by 
VHB of peer healthcare institution’s program and parking needs to support the demand.  This includes institutions 
from around the country but focuses on local peer facilities.  

Unlike a typical office space, not every area of the pediatric medical facility will generate a parking demand at the 
same ratio.  For example, areas for patient care will generate a higher parking demand than employee support area 
within the same building.  Some building areas will have no real parking need.  Space generator types and their 
associated parking metric used for this study are listed below: 

• Patient Care Area: 5.0 spaces/KSF 

• Office Area: 3.0 spaces/KSF 

• Employee Support Area: 2.0 spaces/KSF 

• Building Support Area: 0.0 spaces/KSF 

A detailed review of each building’s program was conducted, and spaces were classified into one of these four spaces 
types.  A summary of the estimated parking need for the Proposed Project, based on this methodology, is presented 
in Table 2.   
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Table 2 Operational Parking Assessment Summary 

Space Type 
Size  
(KSF) 

Parking Metric 
(spaces/KSF) 

Parking  
Demand 

Patient Care Area 191 5.0 955 
Office Area 127 3.0 381 
Employee Support Area 74 2.0 148 
Building Support Area 60 0.0 0 
Total 452  1,484 

The operation parking assessment method estimates that the Proposed Project will require a parking demand of 
approximately 1,484 spaces. This equates to an equivalent parking ratio of 3.28 spaces/KSF.   

Comparable Facility Parking Assessment 

The second method utilized to estimate the BCH parking need was based on a review of comparable satellite pediatric 
facilities that BCH operates at other eastern Massachusetts locations, including Brookline, Waltham and Peabody.  
These campuses offer similar types of pediatric medical services, currently operate similar to expected operations at 
the Proposed Project and provide on-site parking to accommodate the associated demand.  Table 3 outlines the 
facilities characteristics and parking ratio.    

Table 3 Estimated Demand based on Comparable Facility Assessment  

Location 
On-Site Parking 

(spaces) 
Building Size 

(KSF) 
Parking Ratio 
(spaces/KSF) 

Brookline 674 228 2.96 
Waltham 1,132 390 2.90 
Peabody 1,079 389 2.77 

Note: Peabody is shared facility.  Values are inclusive of all building uses, both BCH and non-BCH (office use).  

Based on the parking ratios presented in Table 3, the average parking ratio of other BCH pediatric medical facilities 
was determined to be 2.87 spaces/KSF.  By applying this metric to the 452,000 SF Proposed Project, the comparable 
facility method yields a parking need of approximately 1,298 spaces.   

Recommendation 

As mentioned previously, providing adequate on-site parking needed to accommodate the expected patient and 
employee demand is a key element of the Proposed Project.  The operational parking assessment, based on national 
benchmarked ratios and the proposed building program, yields an estimated parking ratio of 3.28 spaces/KSF (or one 
space per 305 SF) and the comparable facility assessment, based on a review of similar BCH satellite campuses, yields 
an estimated parking ratio of 2.87 spaces/KSF (or one space per 350 SF). As a goal of the study is to ensure a 
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recommended parking ratio is conservatively higher than these comparative assessments, it is recommended that the 
operational assessment ratio be used, with a 5% factor of safety applied.  Following this logic, the recommended 
proposed parking ratio for Pediatric Medical Facility land use has been calculated to be one parking space per 290 SF 
of floor area (or 3.45 spaces per 1,000 SF).   



Tentative Schedule for Highway Commercial-1 May Annual Town Meeting 

 

Tuesday January 7, 2020 – Planning Board to discuss next steps 

Monday January 13, 2020 – send out community meeting invitation (2 weeks in advance of mtg) 

Monday January 27, 2020 – Community Meeting 

Tuesday February 4, 2020 – Planning Board to finalize language to include in legal notice 

 Vote to send language to Select Board 

Friday February 7, 2020 – Send legal notice to the newspaper 

Tuesday February 11, 2020 – Select Board refer back zoning article to Planning Board 

Thursday February 13, 2020 – Post notice with Town Clerk, first run in newspaper 

Thursday February 20, 2020 – second run in paper 

Wednesday March 4, 2020 – Hearing date 

Tuesday March 17, 2020 – Discuss hearing and finalize language 

 



Tentative Schedule for Highway Commercial-1 May Special Town Meeting 

 

Tuesday January 7, 2020 – Planning Board to discuss next steps 

Monday January 13, 2020 – send out community meeting invitation (2 weeks in advance of mtg) 

Monday January 27, 2020 – Community Meeting 

Tuesday February 18, 2020 – Planning Board to finalize language to include in legal notice 

 Vote to send language to Select Board 

Friday February 21, 2020 – Send legal notice to the newspaper 

Tuesday February 25, 2020 – Select Board refer back zoning article to Planning Board 

Thursday February 27, 2020 – Post notice with Town Clerk, first run in newspaper 

Thursday March 5, 2020 – second run in paper 

Tuesday March 17, 2020 – Hearing date 

Tuesday April 7, 2020 – Discuss hearing and finalize language 

 





























































 

 

Next Meeting: Thursday, January 16, 2019 7:30pm, Charles River Room, PSAB 
 

 

This draft Agenda is for the PB Use Only 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

AGENDA   

Needham Town Hall 

Select Board Chambers 
1471 Highland Avenue, Needham, MA 

          THURSDAY, February 13, 2019 - 7:30PM 

_______________________________________________________________________________ 

Minutes   Review and approve minutes from December 19, 2019 meeting.  
 

Case #1 – 7:30PM 217 High Rock Street– Public notice is hereby given that Wesley and Suzanne 

Wildman, owners, have made application to the Board of Appeals for a Special 

Permit under Sections 6.1.2, 7.5.2, and any other applicable Sections of the By-

Law to permit an additional garage space. The relief sought is associated with the 

addition of two new garages and screen-in-porch/living area to the rear of an 

existing single house with an attached single garage. The property is located at 217 

High Rock Street, Needham, MA in the Single Residential B District. 

 

Case #2 – 7:45PM 123 Pickering Street–  J. Derenzo Properties, LLC, applicant, has made 

application to the Board of Appeals for a Special Permit under Sections 1.4.7.4, 

3.2, 7.5.2 and any other applicable Sections of the By-Law to permit the 

demolition, extension, alteration, enlargement and reconstruction of the lawful, 

pre-existing, non-conforming two-family dwelling to be replaced by a new two-

family structure. The property is located at 123 Pickering Street, Needham, MA 

in the Single Residential B District. 

.  



































































































 

 

NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 

 

October 22, 2019 

 

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, October 22, 2019, at 7:00 p.m. with Mr. 

Alpert and Ms. McKnight, as well as Planning Director, Ms. Newman and Assistant Planner, Ms. Clee. 

 

ANR Plan – Boston Ventures International, LLC, Petitioner (Property located at 23 Dwight Road, Needham, 

MA). 

 

Robert Bibbo, Engineer for Bibbo Bros., stated the applicant is creating an additional house lot with 170 feet of 

frontage and 16,000 square feet.  The current house will remain on one lot with 27,000 square feet of land.  Both 

lots have adequate frontage and meet all setback requirements.  He noted this is a private road.  Mr. Jacobs stated 

the side yard setback is 14 feet.  The A1 lot line is 12.43 feet from the rear deck.  Mr. Bibbo stated he was told there 

is a provision for the deck to go into the side yard setback.  If this is not correct, he can change it.  Ms. Newman 

noted there is a provision and the Building Inspector has looked at this. 

 

Ms. McKnight asked if this was an older house the applicant is saving.  Mr. Bibbo noted it is a 1950s house.  Mr. 

Jacobs asked why Lot 2-A is not shown in the table.  Mr. Bibbo stated it was on but he was told to remove it.  Ms. 

Newman stated, as an empty lot, it makes no sense showing it with setbacks.  Engineering and the Building Inspector 

are fine with it. 

 

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

unanimously: 

VOTED: to approve the plan as Approval Not Required. 

 

Decision: Amendment: Rockwood Lane Definitive Subdivision: Wayside Realty Trust, Chris Kotsiopoulos, 

Owner and Trustee, 36 Rockwood Lane, Needham, MA, Original Petitioner (current owners: Hillcrest 

Development, Inc., and Elite Homebuilders, LLC), (Property located at Rockwood Lane consists of the 

dwellings currently numbered 38, 45, 46, 52, 55, 58, 63, 64 and 69 Rockwood Lane and one adjacent parcel, 

Needham, MA, Assessors Plan No. 17 as Parcels 71, 72, 73, 79 and 80 and Plan No. 20 as Parcels 86, 87, 88, 

89 and 63), 

 

Ms. Newman stated the draft decision is based on the Board’s last meeting.  The attorney for the applicant has 

reviewed it and has no issue.  There were no changes at the last meeting.  Mr. Jacobs asked if there was an issue 

with adding a paragraph saying “The Board has been concerned, specifically by Exhibit 18 and 19, that the drainage 

solution is at least as good as that which was originally approved.”  Mr. Alpert disagreed.  He does not want to say 

that.  The Board is relying on representation from the Town Engineer that is the case.  Mr. Jacobs felt the Board 

could say “relying on Exhibits 18 and 19, the Board hereby approves” at the beginning of paragraph 1.  All agreed.  

A motion was made to add this.  Ms. Newman feels that is too narrow.  Mr. Jacobs stated Exhibit 15 should be 

added.   

 

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

unanimously: 

VOTED: to say “Relying on Exhibits 15, 18 and 19, the Board approves the Definitive Subdivision 

Amendment as shown on the Plan in the Subdivision approval.” 

 

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

unanimously: 

VOTED: to accept the draft as just altered. 

 

Appointments: 

 

7:05 p.m. – Zoning Board of Appeals: discussion regarding Accessory Dwelling Units zoning proposal. 



 

 

 

John Schneider, of the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA), noted 4 of the 5 Board members were at the hearing and 

there is unanimous support.  The By-Law already authorized by Special Permit taking 4 non-related boarders into 

the home.  This is only changing cooking facilities.  There is no great change in the Zoning By-Law.  He stated he 

has been on the Board for over 25 years and only 2 or 3 people have come in for Special Permits.  He commented 

he has some problems with the Article as currently drafted.  His main concern is there is no standard for Special 

Permits.  Mr. Jacobs stated there is no section that says these are the decision criteria.  He asked if the ZBA views 

the requirements as the decision criteria? 

 

Mr. Schneider stated he finds the definition of family to be strangely narrow.  Why not grandparents, aunts and 

uncles as family members to live in the house  and to be taken care of?  He feels the Board needs to deal with the 

transfer of ownership and LLCs.  It could say “transfers of controlling interest.”  The Planning Board has been silent 

on the issue.  He is also concerned with enforcement.  The Planning Board should put in a provision that the Building 

Inspector could request evidence of a relationship of the person living in the unit.  Ms. McKnight stated the initial 

permit is issued based on who is living there.  Mr. Alpert noted it will be part of the renewal process.  Ms. Schneider 

feels the Building Inspector should have the right to request documentation. 

 

Ms. McKnight discussed the criteria concern.  There are criteria built in.  This needs some judgment exercised.  The 

Building Inspector will look into any complaints.  She noted there are standards of criteria and enforcement built 

in.  She feels this puts a burden on the ZBA.  She wants to make sure the ZBA does not feel this is a burden for 

them.  She anticipates some Town Meeting members may move to amend to include some of the relations discussed.  

Mr. Schneider stated the ZBA will go along with whatever the Planning Board has but this is strangely narrow.  He 

feels there will be a lot of call for other relations. 

 

7:20 p.m. – Discussion regarding Mixed-Use Retail/Self Storage Redevelopment – 77 Charles Street. 

 

Kevin Joyce, attorney for the applicant, noted he sent in a number of materials.  He reviewed the By-Law and 

believes the Planning Board has the authority to grant a Special Permit.  He outlined the legal reasons.  Under the 

Hillside decision it was determined to be a Special Permit.  He is ok with that for now.  Mr. Jacobs noted in Mr. 

Pare’s letter, third paragraph, the Planning Board does not reject as of right.  Mr. Ferreira, owner of 77 Charles 

Street, stated he feels he will be coming forward with an as of right project.  Mr. Joyce updated what has been done. 

He asked if a Special Permit process is what should be embraced in the beginning.  Ms. Newman asked what use 

the applicant is identifying as similar to.  Mr. Joyce stated the Board has already approved this use in a similar 

district.  This is the same general use and similar in kind may be approved by the Planning Board as allowed. 

 

Mr. Alpert stated it has to be a use allowed in the district and not the whole town.  Mr. Ferreira noted there has been 

a lot of discussion of support for the project.  He started with a zoning amendment and pulled back.  He is going 

back to the initial position.  He still maintains putting a self storage is the only feasible option given the economics.  

He has put close to 6,000 square feet of retail in the area.  He feels the Board should allow this use to go forward 

by Special Permit.  He thinks this is a consumer service establishment.  Marlboro and several other towns in 

Massachusetts have relied on this definition of storage units as consumer services.  Ms. McKnight stated she sees 

consumer service establishment as a service directly provided such as photocopying and not a storage unit. 

 

Mr. Ferreira stated there has been a lot of discussion regarding the passivity of the use and not the intent of the 

Board for the district.  He feels this should be looked at as a small retail project.  Other uses do not work and larger 

retail is not feasible.  This fits with the parking requirements and is a service in great demand.  There is a lot of 

functionality to self storage.  He has tried to address the ugliness of them with the design and feel it is a handsome 

building.  He would request the Board reconsider some items.  Mr. Alpert asked what the floor size the applicant is 

offering for retail and self storage.  Mr. Ferreira stated there is no retail.  It is a consumer services as of right.  He 

noted 1.0 FAR triggers a special permit.  Mr. Joyce stated he views this like the cell tower issue.  It took years to 

get cell towers covered and he feels this is the same. 

 

Mr. Alpert stated he feels this use fits in their vision for the Mixed Use 128 District.  He likes the comparison this 

is similar to a Consumer Services Establishment.  It was noted there will be 2 cars and 2 employees.  A discussion 

ensued regarding next steps.  Mr. Jacobs stated he needs to be convinced of the use issue.  It may be as of right or 



 

 

could be like a use in the district.  Mr. Alpert is reluctant to give too much guidance in case the votes are not there.  

He commented the applicant needs to file an application and convince the Board why this fits a consumer services 

use.  Ms. McKnight noted a storage facility has been approved for Hillside but has not yet been constructed.  She 

suggested the applicant wait so people can see what it looks like. 

 

7:40 p.m. – Discussion regarding Pediatric Medical Facility Zoning Article – Children’s Hospital. 

 

Robert Smart, representative for the applicant, noted Children’s Hospital wants to put a pediatric facility next to the 

Trip Advisor building at 380 First Avenue and 37 A Street.  There is some parking on site.  A pediatric facility is 

not allowed per the zoning.  He has drafted an article and wants input from the Board.  He has had conversations 

with BI Deaconess and they have no issue with Children’s Hospital coming to Needham.  This will be a satellite 

facility.  Lisa Haggerty noted a map of the satellite locations in the packet.  The hospital has developed a network 

of satellites to give care close to home.  They work with other hospitals and doctors with specialty care and not 

primary care.  They want to shift out of the main hospital to be more convenient to neighborhood locations. 

 

Ms. McKnight clarified the focus is on specialty care and not primary care.  Ms. Haggerty stated yes.  There are 

geographical gaps between Waltham and Weymouth.  The hospital wants to focus on the surgical specialty side.  

Ms. McKnight asked if they have any partnerships with community hospitals here.  Ms. Haggerty noted Winchester 

Hospital and she has worked with the Building Inspector in Needham for pediatric issues.  The Building Inspector 

would like more support and collaboration.  She noted the hospital would like to set up an innovation and training 

center in conjunction with BID Needham.  The access to the location is excellent.  There would be a parking garage 

built next to the current garage.  They will be creating a pediatric ambulatory surgical center with state of the art 

labs and an education training center with several clinical and therapeutic services such as orthopedic, sports 

medicine and sub specialties.  There will be state of the art operating rooms, pediatric imaging and a lab. 

 

Mr. Jacobs clarified there is no inpatient.  Ms. Haggerty noted there will be no beds at this facility.  She stated the 

pediatric ambulatory space is licensed by the Department of Health.  There will be medical office space, food service 

and a small medical device company with crutches, braces and such, who will lease space.  The hospital feels a 

responsibility to the community.  The hospital will pay 100% of assessed real estate taxes and will be a hub for 

clinical research and education.  This will create 400 permanent jobs and 225 construction jobs per month.  It is 

non-profit. 

 

Tim Sullivan gave an overview of the zoning.  This is 13.5 acres and there is a special permit that has been amended 

a number of times.  He feels this fits within the special permit framework but some of the uses are not allowed.  The 

ambulatory aspect is outside the uses.  They are proposing an amendment that would allow pediatric medical 

facilities.  He looked at the medical overlay district.  Ms. McKnight asked what age young adults are.  Ms. Haggerty 

stated usually 16 to 22.  There are a lot of orthopedic patients who have grown up with issues. The hospital tries to 

see them through to adult. 

 

It was requested the applicant talk about the pilot payments in Waltham.  Ms. Haggerty stated the hospital pays real 

estate tax.  There are tenants and the tax is paid through leases.  It was asked if there would be something in writing.  

Mr. Sullivan noted, if rezoned, a pilot condition would be part of that.  It would also be a condition of a special 

permit.  Ms. McKnight noted she would like to learn more about pilot real estate agreements.  Mr. Alpert stated the 

town already has a pilot program from the residences behind the nursing home on Gould Street.  Mr. Jacobs knows 

the applicant met with one of the Selectmen and the Select Board wants to make sure the applicant pays their full 

share.   

 

Mr. Smart noted hospital use is allowed in the medical overlay.  Mr. Jacobs assumes the applicant would like the 

Planning Board to proceed with this.  Mr. Smart would prefer that.  He thinks it would be best and most appropriate 

for this spring with a public hearing in January and February.  If going forward, what more information would the 

Board need?  He assumes parking and traffic studies and a fiscal impact study.  Mr. Jacobs noted they would need 

an independent analysis.  Ms. McKnight suggested it would be good to have the existing special permit background 

with them.  Ms. Haggerty noted it will be a 24 to 28 month construction schedule.  They will do a special permit at 

the same time as a Determination of Need.  Mr. Sullivan stated he would come in right after Town Meeting.  Ms. 



 

 

Haggerty will bring more information on the Determination of Need and zoning impacts.  Ms. Newman stated she 

would be interested in the Lexington zoning and how that was done. 

 

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

 

Mr. Jacobs noted a letter, dated 10/16/19, from Attorney Robert Smart requesting an extension of the action deadline 

for ANR approval for 766 Chestnut Street. 

 

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

unanimously: 

VOTED: to extend the action deadline for ANR approval for 766 Chestnut Street to 11/22/19. 

 

Discussion of Fall Special Town Meeting zoning. 

 

Mr. Alpert stated he is comfortable with the presentation.  He thinks a slide as a handout that shows items that were 

raised at the May Town Meeting and actions taken would be very helpful.  He felt what the Board gave to the 

Finance Committee was very good.  There should be a handout table and he can do a short summary.  Ms. McKnight 

stated having height and setbacks all on one slide was confusing.  The 20 foot setback is her big issue.  She does 

not think it is clear.  Mr. Jacobs wanted to talk about John Schneider’s comments.  He is bewildered by his claim 

of no criteria.  Ms. McKnight noted some of the criteria needs a judgment call by the Building Inspector.  It was 

agreed after discussion not to include limited partnerships and the transfer issue Mr. Schneider was concerned about 

was not an issue.  The Building Inspector and ZBA have authority to ask at least every 3 years for proof of 

ownership. 

 

Correspondence 

 

Mr. Jacobs noted a letter from Sira Natural stating they would like to come in.  Ms. Newman commented they are 

willing to come in if the Planning Board wants them to.  They feel Cambridge is over reacting.  Mr. Jacobs stated 

he would like to see the source documents and Cannabis Control Commissions (CCC) approval.  Ms. McKnight 

agreed. 

 

Mr. Jacobs noted a legal notice from Newton regarding a 10/10/19 meeting; a Town of Dedham Planning Board 

notice; an email from Don Lankiewicz, Chair of the Historical Commission, noting the Historic Commission has 

been asked not to endorse the plan for 1479 & 1473 Great Plain Avenue.  The Commission will hold a hearing on 

a demolition delay for 6 months.  Mr. Jacobs also noted minutes.  Ms. Newman stated the Jack Cogswell building 

is looking for an occupancy permit.  The consolidation plan is not ready yet.  She will issue a temporary for 30 days 

until the consolidation plan is done.   

 

Mr. Jacobs commented he has been by the RTS a couple of times lately.  The applicant was going to dig down 6 

feet and rip out the weeds.  Instead the applicant decided to treat the area.  The applicant has dug up the whole thing.  

Mr. Alpert stated the berm has been totally taken out.  The entire berm will have to be redone.  Mr. Jacobs suggested 

the Planning Director go out and look. 

 

Report from Planning Director and Board members. 

 

Ms. Newman gave an update on the traffic study.  Ms. McKnight noted she went to the Select Board’s hearing on 

Green Communities.  There was some very good information.  She asked if this Planning Board would vote to urge 

the Select Board to seek designation as a green community.  It will be put on the 11/6/19 agenda.  Mr. Jacobs would 

like to discuss this. 

 

Minutes 

 

Ms. McKnight noted on the minutes of 5/21/19, page 4, 2nd to last line at the bottom, a question mark is needed; on 

page 6, 2nd line, add “and”; and put a comma after Hillside School. 

 



 

 

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

unanimously: 

VOTED: to accept the minutes of 5/21/19 with changes discussed. 

 

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

unanimously: 

VOTED: to approve the minutes of 7/30/19. 

 

The Board members passed in changes for the minutes of 8/6/19, 9/3/19 and 9/17/19. 

 

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

unanimously: 

VOTED: to adjourn the meeting at 9:45 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Donna J. Kalinowski, Notetaker 

 

 

 

___________________________________ 

Elizabeth Grimes, Vice-Chairman and Clerk 



 

 

NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 

 

October 28, 2019 

 

The regular meeting of the Planning Board held in the Highland Room, Needham Town Hall, was called to order 

by Martin Jacobs, Chairman, on Monday, October 28, 2019, at 7:04 p.m. with Mr. Alpert and Mmes. Grimes and 

McKnight, as well as Planning Director, Ms. Newman and Assistant Planner, Ms. Clee. 

 

Discuss Town Meeting Warrant Articles. 

 

Mr. Jacobs noted this was a meeting prior to the Special Town Meeting.  Ms. Newman stated all members have 

copies of the presentation that Ms. Grimes will be doing.  She has also prepared a number of backup slides including 

all the diagrams from the traffic report and all the work Natasha Espada did with the buildings imposed on it and 

with streetscapes.   

 

Ms. Grimes stated she has incorporated the comments from Ms. McKnight that were sent earlier.  She thinks what 

she has written is all she needs to say.  She stated she will call on the experts to respond to questions.  The Board 

will have to ask the Moderator if he would allow the experts to speak and the Hall will have to consent to that.  In 

her updated presentation she addresses the Finance Committees concern with what they believe was a lack of 

information and the lack of getting a traffic study and fiscal analysis well in advance.  She feels she should address 

that head on.  Ms. Newman stated the study was done in 2015.  The Board did not know what the mix would be 

until after the presentation was done.  A build out analysis was done when the rezoning was looked at. 

 

Mr. Jacobs stated the responses are accurate.  The Board does not have the money to do a new study with each 

project and the mix was not finalized until the last few months.  He suggested Ms. Grimes might say the Finance 

Committee received the information late in the process but still had time to review it and comment.  Ms. McKnight 

suggested Ms. Grimes could mention the date the reports were provided.  Ms. Grimes noted the 2015 report has 

been available. 

 

The Board discussed parking information and setbacks.  Ms. Newman stated if there are questions about parking 

Ms. Grimes should talk about the restrictions the Board is putting on the garage and parking.  It should be made 

clear the parking is being treated no differently than any other district.  Ms. McKnight clarified the Board had agreed 

if someone proposes additional relatives for the ADUs they would not object. 

 

The Board went up to Town Meeting at 7:20 p.m.  The meeting remains open. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Donna J. Kalinowski, Notetaker 

 

 

 

___________________________________ 

Elizabeth Grimes, Vice-Chairman and Clerk 
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NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 

 

December 3, 2019 

 

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, December 3, 2019, at 7:00 p.m. with 

Messrs. Owens and Alpert and Ms. McKnight, as well as Planning Director, Ms. Newman and Assistant Planner, 

Ms. Clee.  Ms. Grimes arrived at 7:05 p.m. 

 

Minutes 

 

Ms. McKnight noted on page 3 of the 10/2/19 minutes, paragraph 2 of the Great Plain Avenue discussion, 4th line, 

there should be an “’s” after “Historic Commission.” 

 

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

unanimously: 

VOTED: to accept the minutes of the 10/2/19 Planning Board meeting with the one correction. 

 

Ms. Grimes arrived at 7:05 p.m. 

 

Decision: Sunrise Terrace (formerly 1001 and 1015 Central Avenue) Definitive Subdivision Amendment: 

Hillcrest Development, Inc., 78 Pheasant Landing Road, Needham, MA, Petitioner (original owner and 

Petitioner RRNIR LLC, 20 Beaufort Avenue, Needham, MA), Petitioner, (Property located at 1001 and 

1015 Central Avenue, Needham, MA). 

 

Mr. Jacobs noted this was a further amendment to the subdivision plan to get rid of the sidewalks in total.  The 

hearing was closed at the last meeting.  George Giunta Jr., representative for the applicant, has reviewed the 

decision and has no comments or objections.  Ms. McKnight noted on the 2nd page, #2, “low lying” should be 

before “ground cover.”  All agreed.  

 

Upon a motion made by Mr. Owens, and seconded by Ms. Grimes, it was by three of the five members present 

(Mr. Alpert and Mr. Jacobs voted in the negative): 

VOTED: to approve the decision with the recommended modification. 

 

Upon a motion made by Ms. Grimes, and seconded by Mr. Owens, it was by three of the five members present 

(Mr. Alpert and Mr. Jacobs voted in the negative): 

VOTED: to approve the draft decision as written. 

 

Discussion regarding Pediatric Medical Facility Zoning Article – Children’s Hospital. 

 

Mr. Jacobs noted there is draft language in the packet for the proposed amendment.  Robert Smart, representative 

for the applicant, talked with the Planning Director and noted the applicant would like to go forward with a 

Citizen’s Petition rather than a Planning Board article.  This will give him more time to prepare everything.  

Nothing has been finalized yet.  He has a meeting with the Finance Committee on 12/18/19 and wants to get back 

the parking and traffic analysis.  

 

Mr. Alpert stated he had issues with some of the wording.  Both Hospital Pediatrics and Medical Pediatrics have 

the phrase “children and young adults.”  He does not know what a “young adult” is.  He wants an age put in so 

there is no question.  He noted 105 CMR 130.700 says a young adult is to age 21.  The Board may want to say 

that.  He commented “Residing in communities…” is a lot of words.  The Board agreed to end the sentence at 

young adults.  He noted the language under Medical Facility, Pediatric is not tight enough.  He feels there could 

be in-patient facilities with this language.  He suggests taking out the word “primarily.”  All agreed.  Tim 

Sullivan, of Children’s Hospital, stated some diseases are best treated through adulthood.  Those need to be 

accounted for.  He reiterated there is no in-patient at all. 
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Mr. Alpert noted in (viii) it should be made clear it is out-patient.  In the 2nd (viii) it should be “such ancillary 

uses” and in 3.2.4.2, he would like to see this by Special Permit rather than by right.  Ms. McKnight noted she has 

the same comments as Mr. Alpert.  On the 7th line down, she would like “provided on outpatient basis” added 

after “health care services.”  After “retail establishments” she would prefer “like gift shop or coffee shop” added.  

She agrees with Mr. Alpert that this should be by Special Permit and not by right.  She noted the definition of 

pediatric hospital says not less than 3/4 of their patients.  Tim Sullivan noted some patients are treated to and 

through adulthood.   

 

Mr. Owens noted the required parking noted on page 4 of the Parking Demand Handout should say “Per the 

Proposed Zoning” in the title.  Mr. Sullivan stated what the applicant is proposing is slightly higher than the 

current.  Mr. Jacobs asked how many spaces are needed for the first building and was informed 819.  He asked if 

that is the amount that is available outside the garage that will not be built by then.  Mr. Sullivan stated there are 

452,000 square feet left on the site.  There are 857 spaces to the east of the site, 2,785 left for the west side, 140 

go to the hotel and about 950 to Trip Advisor.  There are 130 more than the zoning requires.  The applicant is not 

proposing any more spaces.  There should be a 925 space garage built with the first building. 

 

Mr. Jacobs asked where the “3/4 of patients are pediatric” number came from.  Mr. Sullivan stated it was set high 

so Children’s Hospital could satisfy that number.  Mr. Jacobs noted the “ambulatory and inpatient services” and 

asked why this is in there as there is no inpatient.  Mr. Sullivan stated this needs to be defined for purposes of a 

pediatric medical facility.  This needs to be affiliated with the hospital.  Mr. Jacobs stated he agrees this should be 

by Special Permit. 

 

Mr. Smart described the timeline.  He hopes to meet with the Select Board, if possible, by the end of the year.  He 

has a meeting with the Finance Committee set and is hoping to have a traffic report this month.  He feels it then 

might make sense to come back to the Planning Board in January to show what they have. 

 

Discussion of possible zoning articles for Spring Annual Town Meeting. 

 

Mr. Jacobs stated there was a working group meeting for Highway Commercial 1.  They tried to find out what the 

Finance Committee is looking for.  He heard several issues – (1) some did not like the Zoning Article on the Fall 

Town Meeting, (2) the Finance Committee want studies earlier than they received it, (3) possible substantive 

changes such as reducing the FAR or allowing some residential with the possibility of limiting the number of as 

of right uses and (4) a presentation change.  The Board should explain the current allowed uses and there were 

complaints about the visuals not being satisfactory.  The Select Board would like it to come back in the Spring. 

 

Mr. Grimes stated the biggest take away is the Finance Committee has no understanding of what the Planning 

Board does during the planning process.  She asked the Finance Committee what more they want and did not get 

an answer.  Mr. Owens asked if the Planning Board wants to invite the Finance Committee to a joint meeting.  He 

feels it would be helpful.  He felt it was helpful with the Select Board.  Mr. Alpert likes the idea.  Ms. McKnight 

likes the idea but it is not the Finance Committees concern with how buildings fit in and zoning.  She wants to 

make their role clear if there is a joint meeting.  Mr. Alpert noted the Finance Committees authority is to advise 

Town Meeting and not just about finances.  Mr. Owens agreed. 

 

Mr. Jacobs stated if there was a joint meeting the Board would get an idea from the Finance Committee if it 

should be put forward.  Ms. Grimes stated if the Planning Board wants to take it on again, then they should talk 

with the Finance Committee.  Mr. Jacobs stated he has no problem advancing the article again but not in the same 

form.  He feels it needs substantive changes.  Ms. McKnight agrees but with different visuals that would make it 

clear.  She feels the problem was the visuals. 

 

Mr. Alpert stated he has a major concern with the movement in town that there should be no zoning articles in the 

Fall.  He feels if this is not done now then it would be May of 2021.  He does not want this parcel sitting there.  

He feels a vacant lot would be terrible as the gateway to Needham.  Ms. Grimes noted the lot can be developed 

now.  There could be warehouses.  Mr. Owens feels the Board should go forward and make some adjustments in 
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scale to make it different enough.  Ms. Grimes would not bring it back.  She does not feel bringing it down in 

scale would make a difference.  Mr. Jacobs noted 4 of the 5 members are willing to go ahead with a scaled down 

version.  He would want to know that the Select Board and Finance Committee are in support.  Ms. Newman 

would like to get a hearing done in February.  Mr. Owens suggested inviting the Finance Committee to the 1/7/20 

meeting.   

 

Mr. Jacobs noted 3 car garages and said Jon Schneider asked for this a year ago.  Ms. McKnight stated she wrote 

up some circumstances where a 3 car garage would be allowed as of right in October.  Her concerns were 3 car 

garages facing the public way.  On the side of the house or on corner lots are ok.  The general question is if this 

should go forward to the Spring Town Meeting.  Ms. McKnight and Ms. Newman would like to go forward and 

will work together on the language.  Mr. Owens stated he has no problem with 3 car garages.  He would not go 

forward with Customary Home Occupation, Review of Section 1.4.8 of the Zoning By-Law or Short Term 

Rentals without preparing the ground for a year.  He does not feel the Board has prepared enough.   

 

Mr. Alpert is ambivalent about 3 car garages.  He does not want to have a lot of Articles in front of Town 

Meeting.  This was brought by the Zoning Board of Appeal but then they seemed to have dropped it.  There will 

already be Children’s Hospital and maybe Highway Commercial 1.  Mr. Jacobs asked about the Review of 

Section 1.4.8 of the By-Law.  Ms. Newman suggested clarification of the By-Law.  A discussion ensued.  

 

Ms. Newman stated Town Counsel should put a formal opinion in writing for 260 Washington Street.  She noted 

Town Counsel would not let the Planning Board use Special Counsel for a 2nd opinion and has gone on record 

with the landowner on Wellesley Avenue that the Planning Board is wrong.  She stated Town Counsel Tobin’s 

interpretation was not what was intended by the By-Law.  Ms. Newman will ask Building Inspector David Roche 

how urgent 3 car garages is.  After discussion it was decided if the Zoning Board of Appeals feels it is important it 

would go forward. 

 

Correspondence 

 

Mr. Jacobs noted an email from George Giunta Jr., dated 11/25/19, regarding Hunting Road.  Ms. Newman stated 

this is on the next agenda.  Mr. Jacobs noted google earth pictures in the packet.  This is an ANR off Chestnut 

Street.  Ms. Newman stated there will be a solution.  The owner will come in with a subdivision road and will do 

a residential compound.  The parcel will get developed at less density and the open space remains at the end.  The 

property owner still wants approval for an ANR.  Ms. Newman wanted to inform the Board what is happening.  

The owner needs another ANR and would not have frontage on Chestnut Street.   

 

Ms. Grimes commented the Fire Department can get in off Chestnut Street if needed.  Mr. Alpert feels an ANR 

can be done but he does not necessarily want to go against the Fire Chief.  Ms. Newman told the owner he needed 

subdivision approval but he still wants to come in and talk to the Board.  Ms. McKnight feels changes should be 

made through subdivision approval and not ANR.  The Board could waive most but she feels it should proceed 

this way. 

 

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

unanimously: 

VOTED: to adjourn the meeting at 8:50 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Donna J. Kalinowski, Notetaker 

 

 

 

___________________________________ 

Jeanne S. McKnight, Vice-Chairman and Clerk 



January 15, 2020

Selectboard of Southborough
17 Common Street
Southborough, MA, 01772

Southborough Planning Board
17 Common Street
Southborough, MA, 01772

Dear Board Members:

PLANNING BOARD
PO. Box 1305

Littleton, Massachusetts 01460

The Littleton Board of Selectmen, Planning Board, and Affordable Housing Trust offer a counterpointto Needham’s letter of October 22, 2019 regarding House Bill 3507 — Governor Baker’s “HousingChoices Initiative”.

The Littleton Board of Selectmen and Planning Board sent the attached letter to our legislativedelegation. We encourage all to join the conversation.

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Town Planner Maren Toohillor Town Administrator Nina Nazarian.

Sincerely,

Maren A. Toohill, AICP
Littleton Town Planner

ill ittleton.g
978/540-2425



TOWN OF LITTLETON
OFFICE OF THE

BOARD OF SELECTMEN
37 SHATI1JCK STREET, P.O. BOX 1305
LITrLETON, MASSACHUSETTS 01460

(978) 540-2460

January 13, 2020

Governor Charles D. Baker
State House, Room 280
Boston, MA 02133

Senator James B. Eldridge
State House, Room 320
Boston, MA 02133

Representative James Arciero
State House, Room 277
Boston, MA 02133

Re: Counterpoint to the Town of Needham’s letter of October 2019 on House Bill No. 3507

Littleton would like to offer a counterpoint to the Needham letter of October 2019 regarding
House Bill 3507 — Governor Baker’s “Housing Choices Initiative”.

The Town of Littleton has also been following the progress of Governor Baker’s “Housing
Choice Initiative”, including House bill 3507. Increased availability of housing options and
affordability of housing in Massachusetts, and in Littleton are important goals. The draft bill
eliminates the longstanding requirement of a two-thirds local legislative majority to amend city
or Town zoning. Massachusetts is the ONLY state in New England to require this challenging
supermajority vote, and one of only a handful nationwide.

Littleton has successfully and in good faith worked within the existing structure to achieve well
over ten percent housing goal established under MGL Chapter 40B, yet we have not yet met all
the local housing needs for Affordable housing. Our seniors, veterans, and young adults cannot
find housing in Town, even though Littleton has reached 13.01 % on our Subsidized Housing
Inventory.

In November 2017, the Town of Littleton updated its Master Plan and to ensure equitable
development in its community Littleton must provide opportunities for residents of all ages,
backgrounds and incomes to have suitable, good quality housing. To achieve this Littleton must
maintain a diverse mix of housing options so that existing residents are not “priced out” as the
Town continues to grow and its housing increases in value.

According to its Housing Production Plan, Littleton’s housing stock is out of balance and
currently our community offers very few housing choices outside of traditional single-family
units. 88% of Littleton’s Housing stock consists of single-family units while only 12% of its



housing stock consists of multi-unit dwellings. Age Groups 24-34 and 60+ are mostly affected

by the lack of housing options in Littleton and as a result Littleton’s population of ages 24-34 is

below the state average while over 30% of its population is over the age of 60.

Littleton’s unbalanced housing stock is also affecting its ability to attract and retain employees in

the areas of emergency response, education, infrastructure, hospitality, utilities and repair.

“Millennials” are expected to overtake Boomers in population in 2030 as their numbers swell to

73 million and Boomers decline to 72 million. Ages 24-34 are seen as essential for urban

prosperity and while cultural amenities are an important selling point, one the biggest obstacles

to attracting and retaining young adults in the community of Littleton is affordable housing.

Littleton’ s large stock of single-family homes currently owned by senior citizens represents a

potential opportunity to attract young adults and families to our community. However, making

this transition requires that seniors have attractive, affordable alternatives to their current housing

and young adults have that same opportunity so they can remain or move to Littleton. Simply

stated, a variety of housing types in Littleton is needed for people trying to build a life as an adult

as well as people trying to preserve the life they have built.

Littleton Board of Selectmen and Planning Board have each voted to oppose Needham’s

suggestion that a municipality should hold a different status in the affordable housing discussion

based on whether or not we have reached the 10% minimum planning threshold on our

Subsidized Housing Inventory. The Littleton Affordable Housing Trust also had concerns with

the Needham’s suggestion. There should be a level playing field so all cities and Town can

address the current housing crisis on equal footing.

In addition, the Planning Board and Affordable Housing Trust voted unanimously to support HB

3507 with no amendments.

Littleton urges continued discussions of how to break the housing crisis and provide more

affordable housing — both additional housing units and homes that are affordable to more

residents.

Sincerely,

LI1TLETON BOARD OF SELECTMEN LITTLETON PLANNING BOARD

Josf Knox, Chair Anna Hueston, Acting Chair

Cc: Town of Needham Board of Selectmen and Planning Board
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