
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD 
Tuesday April 7, 2020 

7:15 p.m. 
Virtual Meeting using Zoom 

(Instructions for accessing below) 
 

 
 

1. Appointment:  
 
7:15 p.m. Presentation and discussion: Update on Emery Grover Building working group 
 

2. Discussion of Beth Israel Deaconess Hospital Needham request to extend a pre-existing non-conforming 
setback.   
 

3. Update on Scope of Traffic Study for Highland Commercial 128 zoning. 
 

4. Discussion of Planning Board meeting schedule.  
 

5. Minutes. 
 

6. Correspondence. 
 

7. Report from Planning Director and Board members. 
 
 (Items for which a specific time has not been assigned may be taken out of order.) 
                                                                                                                                                                                     
 

To listen, view and participate in this virtual meeting on your phone or tablet download the 
“Zoom Cloud Meeting” app in any app store or go to www.zoom.us on your computer or laptop. 
At the above date and time, click on “Join a Meeting” and enter the meeting ID:  753027350 or 
you can use the link https://zoom.us/j/753027350.  

http://www.zoom.us/
https://zoom.us/j/753027350
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▪ Zoning District A-1
▪ Table 4.3.1: FAR 0.50
▪ Maximum FAR for site: 

1.06 acre x 0.50 =23,077 G.S.F.
3 Story/40 ft height limit. 

Option One: 31,169 -750 sf MEP 
▪ 30,419 G.S.F.
▪ FAR Overage = 7,342 G.S.F. 

▪ Zoning ByLaw Change Required
▪ FAR
▪ Parking (minimum 100 spaces recommended)

Emery Grover Property Card

Option One

3 March 23, 2020



Option One

▪ Tear Down Emery Grover

▪ New Construction (closer to Highland 

Avenue)

▪ Program includes

▪ 1200 sf Conference Center

▪ Full IT Department

▪ 63 Parking Spaces

4 March 23, 2020Site Plan



Option One and Three: Off-site Parking

5 March 23, 2020

22 spaces
17

40



Option One

6 March 23, 2020Basement Level

Program:

▪ Innovation Technology

▪ Shared Building Services

▪ Building MEP



Option One

7 March 23, 2020Grade Level

Program:

▪ Human Resources

▪ Transportation & Food Services

▪ Community Education

▪ District Registrar



Option One

8 March 23, 2020Second Level

Program:

▪ Large Conference Room

▪ Business Finance Operations

▪ Student Development



Option One

9 March 23, 2020Third Level

Program:

▪ Superintendent of Schools

▪ Optional Information Technology

▪ Program Development



Option One
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View from Highland Avenue

DRAFT RENDERING



Option One
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View from Oakland Avenue

DRAFT RENDERING
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Emery Grover Building Feasibility Stage Analysis DRAFT 4/2/2020

Address: 1330 Highland Ave, Needham Option #1 Gross Building area = 30,419 sf

Table of Use Regulations Per section 4.3.1 Major Project Special Permit Required

Regulation

A-1

Requirements Existing Provided Compliance

Waivers 

Requested Notes

Min. Lot Area 20,000 sf 46,174 sf  46,174 sf Yes NA

Min. Frontage 120 ft 175ft 175 ft yes NA

Front Setback 25 ft 60.75 ft 25 ft yes NA

Side Setback 20 ft 11 ft 20 ft Yes NA

Rear Setback 20 ft 143 ft 160'-5" at narrowest point yes NA
Max. Floor Area Ratio

(FAR) 0.5 0.4 0.66

no 

(under current regs.) YES Zoning By-law amendment required (TBC)

Max. % Lot Coverage NR 13% 18% yes NA

Max Stories 3 4 3 yes NA

Max. Height 40 ft 57 ft 40 ft yes NA Rooftop mech. allowed 25% of roof area

5.1 Parking requirements

A-1

Requirements Existing Provided Compliance

Waivers 

Requested Notes

5.1.2 (7) -Required Parking 1car/300sf 54

30,419/300 = 101 car spaces 

using "Office" standard no Yes

Existing non-conforming &

 remote parking at SP & on street

(office standard) 54 63 on site + 22 at Stephen Palmer=85 no Yes Additional future parking at SP building

5.1.3 Parking Plan & Design Requirements

(a) Parking Lot Illumination - to be designed to min of one Footcandle with cut off to abutters yes NA TBC

(b) Loading Requirements no requirement for A-1 identified yes NA Dumpster located on plan. 

( c ) Handicapped Parking - compliant with MAAB and ADA yes NA 3 required handicapped spaces

(d) Driveway openings - One on Highland and one on Oakland yes NA Existing non-conformance to be changed

( e )Compact Cars - Up to 50% allowed at 8ft x 16ft. yes NA 0 compact spaces

(f) parking Space size - all spaces comply with 9ft x 18.5 ft size. yes NA 63 full size spaces

(g) Bumper overhang - no more than 1ft bumper overhang assumed. yes NA TBC

(h) parking space layout - no backing or maneuvering in sidewalk of public ROW required. yes NA TBC

(i) Width of Maneuvering Aisle - 90 
o
  24ft  to 25 ft wide 25 ft yes NA 25 ft. width indicated

(j) Parking Setbacks- Front 10 ft 30 ft NA yes NA All parking at rear of building

(j) Parking Setbacks- 

Side & Rear 4 ft 0 ft 4 ft min yes NA Minimum 4'-6"

(k) Landscaped Areas 10% landscape 16,600 sf indicated on plan

yes 

< 25% in center NA TBC

(l) Trees 1 tree / 10 spaces 5 5 yes NA

6 required/10 currently indicated around 

parking area

(m) Location 63  spaces on site

57 existing + 22 proposed = 79 +/-spaces 

remote at Pickering Ave no Yes

Zoning By-law change required Remote 

parking more than 300ft away from Emery 

Grover-  530 ft min. See below:

(n) Bicycle Racks 1 /20 pkg sp. yes NA TBC

Notes:

(1)  Section 4.2.8 - Height limit exceptions - Does not apply to A-1 District. NA

(2) Section 4.2.14 Screening for Public, Semi-Public and Institutional uses - Does not apply to A-1 District. NA

NA

>500 ft walking distance 

to corner of Pickering and 

Mays as indicated by 

yellow line, path of travel 

by persons.

1) confirm measuring technique with PB

2) Confirm assigned use of existing spaces with 

town SB and expiration dates

Google Earth measure tool used

(3) Section 4.7.2 - Height limitation Exceptions in Business, Apartment, Industrial and Industrial -1 Districts allows for greater height  for 

towers, steeples, spires, domes, chimneys, ventilators, skylights, tanks, bulkheads, …50ft from the centerline of any street and shall not 

cover more than 25% of the area of the building upon which it is erected.

                                        D:\Emery Grover Drawings\EG -Zoning Chart-2020.04.02 -Option#1#1- Zoning Compliance table

hhaff
Typewritten Text



▪ Zoning District A-1
▪ Table 4.3.1: FAR 0.50
▪ Maximum FAR for site: 

1.06 acre x 0.50 =23,077 G.S.F.
3 Story/40 ft height limit. 

Option Three: 35,016 -750 sf MEP 
▪ 34,266 G.S.F.
▪ FAR Overage = 11,189 G.S.F. 

Emery Grover Property Card

Option Three

▪ Zoning ByLaw Change Required
▪ FAR
▪ Parking (minimum 100 spaces recommended)
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Option Three

▪ Renovation of Existing

▪ New 50’ Addition

▪ Program includes

▪ 1200 sf Conference Center

▪ Full IT Department

▪ 36 Parking Spaces

14 March 23, 2020Site Plan



Option Three

15 March 23, 2020Basement Level

Program:

▪ Innovation Technology

▪ Shared Building Services

▪ Building MEP



Option Three

16 March 23, 2020Grade Level

Program:

▪ Human Resources

▪ Transportation & Food Services



Option Three

17 March 23, 2020First Level

Program:

▪ Optional Full Information Technology



Option Three

18 March 23, 2020Second Level

Program:

▪ District Registrar

▪ Student Development

▪ Community Education

▪ Large Conference Center



Option Three

19 March 23, 2020Third Level (Attic)

Program:

▪ Superintendent of Schools

▪ Business Finance Operations

▪ Program Development



Option Three
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View from Highland Avenue

DRAFT RENDERING



Option Three
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View from Oakland Avenue

DRAFT RENDERING
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Emery Grover Building Feasibility Stage Analysis DRAFT 4/2/2020

Address: 1330 Highland Ave, Needham Option #3 Gross Building area = 34,266 sf

Table of Use Regulations Per section 4.3.1 Major Project Special Permit Required

Regulation

A-1

Requirements Existing Provided Compliance

Waivers 

Requested Notes

Min. Lot Area 20,000 sf 46,174 sf 46,174 sf Yes NA complies

Min. Frontage 120 ft 175ft 175 ft yes NA complies

Front Setback 25 ft 60.75 ft 60.75 ft  face of extg bldg. yes NA complies

Side Setback 20 ft 11 ft  11 ft face of portico no Yes Existing non-conforming

20 ft at new addition yes NA new addition conforms to setback

Rear Setback 20 ft 143 ft  93 ft at new addition yes NA complies

Max. Floor Area Ratio

(FAR) 0.5 0.4 0.74

no

(under current regs.) NA Zoning By-law amendment required

Max. % Lot Coverage NR 13% 25% yes NA complies

Max Stories 3 4 4 no NA Existing nonconforming

Addition # stories 3 4 3 yes NA new addition conforms 

Max. Height 40 ft 52ft 52 ft at existing Existing non-conforming NA

Existing non-conforming roof is historic to 

the building

Addition 

Max. Height 40 ft 52 ft 47.75 ft at new addition Existing non-conforming Yes

Waiver required to align new floors with 

existing floors

5.1 Parking requirements

A-1

Requirements Existing Provided Compliance

Waivers 

Requested Notes

5.1.2 (7) -Required Parking 1car/300sf

54 existing

62 required

36 cars on site

22 cars new at SP site

58 total -(balance on street) no Yes

Existing non-conforming & remote 

parking at Stephen Palmer

101 spaces at 

1/300sf 36 on site + 22 at Stephen Palmer=58 no Yes

Additional future parking at SP building & 

on street

(a) Parking Lot Illumination - to be designed to min of one Footcandle with cut off to abutters yes NA TBC

(b) Loading Requirements no requirement for A-1 identified yes NA Dumpster located on plan. 

( c ) Handicapped Parking - compliant with MAAB and ADA yes NA  2 handicapped spaces

(d) Driveway openings - existing nonconforming to remain No* Yes

Existing non-conformance to remain on 

Highland Ave

( e )Compact Cars - Current layout has no compact car spaces yes NA 0 compact spaces

(f) parking Space size - all spaces comply with 9ft x 18.5 ft size. yes NA 36 full size spaces

(g) Bumper overhang - no more than 1ft bumper overhang assumed. yes NA TBC

(h) parking space layout - no backing or maneuvering in sidewalk of public ROW required. yes NA TBC

(i) Width of Maneuvering Aisle - 90 o  24ft  to 25 ft wide yes NA TBC

(j) Parking Setbacks- Front 10 ft 30ft no parking in front yes NA TBC

(j) Parking Setbacks- 

Side & Rear 4 ft 0 ft (min) 4' or greater yes NA Existing non-conforming at sides

(k) Landscaped Areas 10% landscape 22,000 sf indicated on plan

yes 

< 25% in center NA TBC

(l) Trees 1 tree / 10 spaces

4 required - 

5 indicated around parking area yes NA TBC

(m) Location

57 existing on 

site

36 proposed on site + 

22 at Pickering Ave. =58 cars no Yes

Waiver required for remote parking more 

than 300ft away

(n) Bicycle Racks 1 /20 pkg sp. yes NA TBC

Notes:

(1)  Section 4.2.8 - Height Limit Exceptions- for schools and municipal bldgs Does not apply to A-1 District. NA

(2) Section 4.2.14 Screening for Public, Semi-Public and Inst'n'l uses "transition Areas" - Doesn't apply to A-1 District. NA

NA

>500 ft walking distance 

to corner of Pickering and 

Mays as indicated by 

yellow line, path of travel 

by persons.

1) confirm measuring technique with PB

2) Confirm assigned use of existing spaces 

with town SB and expiration dates

Google Earth measure tool used

(3) Section 4.7.2 - Height limitation Exceptions in Business, Apartment, Industrial and Industrial -1 Districts allows for greater height  

for towers, steeples, spires, domes, chimneys, ventilators, skylights, tanks, bulkheads, …50ft from the centerline of any street and shall 

not cover more than 25% of the area of the building upon which it is erected.
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Greenman - Pedersen, Inc.  
Engineering and Construction Services 
 

 
181 Ballardvale Street, Suite 202, Wilmington, MA 01887 Tel: (978) 570-2999 

www.gpinet.com 

 

 

March 30, 2020 
 

Mr. Joseph Hobbs 
Construction Contract Administrator 
Needham Department of Public Works 
500 Dedham Avenue 
Needham, MA 02492 
 

ATTN: Mr. Anthony DelGaizo, PE 
 Town Engineer 
 

 Ms. Lee Newman 
 Director of Planning and Community Development 
 

SUBJECT: Muzi Ford Site Redevelopment Traffic Study 
 Proposed Scope of Work 
 

Dear Mr. Hobbs: 
 

As requested, Greenman-Pedersen, Inc. (GPI) is pleased to submit the attached Scope of Work for Engineering Services 
related to preparing a Traffic Impact Assessment for the potential rezoning of the Muzi Ford and Channel 5 sites adjacent 
to Gould Street in the Town of Needham, MA.  The work is anticipated to include the following: 
 
SCOPE OF SERVICES DETAILED DESCRIPTION: 
The CONSULTANT has prepared this Scope of Work for transportation engineering and consulting services for a 
proposed re-zoning of the Muzi Motors and Channel 5 properties to a Highway Commercial 1 Zoning District in 
Needham, Massachusetts.  This area is a gateway site for Needham, representing a unique value to the planning and 
image of the Town.  The initial goal is for the intersection at Highland Avenue and Gould Street and the intersection at 
Gould Street and Central Avenue to operate better or at least not worse than the existing condition.  Neighborhood 
traffic control options will be proposed where feasible, to reduce traffic intrusion into the Gould Street neighborhoods 
above that under the existing condition.  Access to the MassDOT ramp system will be explored. 
 
Gould Street is under the jurisdiction of the Town of Needham.  Portions of Central Avenue and Highland Avenue, 
however, are under the jurisdiction of the Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT).  MassDOT 
jurisdiction on Central Street extends over Interstate-95 (I-95)/Route 128 between River Park Street and Reservoir 
Street.  Highland Avenue is under MassDOT jurisdiction from Webster Street into Newton.  Accordingly, since the site 
abuts state highway and includes a driveway onto Highland Avenue, any modifications to the site and any improvements 
along Central Street and Highland Avenue where MassDOT controls the roadway would require an Application for 
Permit to Access State Highway.  For this Contract the Scope of Services details the work to be performed in preparing 
a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) and Conceptual Improvement Plans, as well as for attendance at meetings with Town/State 
Officials and the project team, as required, and reimbursable expenses.  All work will be performed in conformance with 
the Town of Needham and MassDOT standards, as applicable. 
 
Traffic Impact Study 
 
Specific tasks in the preparation of the Traffic Impact Study (TIS) include the following: 
 

1. Identify and review previous studies of the area, including studies by other consultants, the state, regional 
planning agencies, and the local community, as well as any past CONSULTANT efforts. 

 
2. Gather physical and operating information for area roadways and intersections including: 
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• Traffic volumes 

• Roadway geometrics 

• Traffic operating parameters 
 

3. Collect automatic traffic recorder (ATR) counts for weekday daily traffic-volume and vehicle speed data 
along the following roadways: 

 

• Central Avenue north and south of Gould Street 

• Gould Street between Central Avenue and Highland Avenue 

• Highland Avenue north of Hunting Road 

• Hunting Road south of Highland Avenue 
 

4. Collect manual turning movement and vehicle classification counts (TMCs) during the weekday AM (7:00 
AM to 9:00 PM) and weekday PM (4:00 PM to 6:00 PM) peak periods at the following intersections: 

 

• Central Avenue at River Park Street (unsignalized) 

• Central Avenue at Hampton Avenue (unsignalized) 

• Central Avenue at Gould Street (unsignalized) 

• Gould Street at Ellis Street (unsignalized) 

• Gould Street at Kearney Road (unsignalized) 

• Gould Street at TV Place (unsignalized) 

• Gould Street at Muzi Motors Driveway/Wingate Needham Driveway (unsignalized) 

• Highland Avenue at Gould Street and Hunting Road (signalized) 
 
NOTE:  For signalized intersections, traffic signal timings will be obtained from existing permits and/or inventory of 
physical timings programmed in the controller, pending authorization from MassDOT and Newton. 
 
Should additional study area intersections and/or time periods be requested during the local/state review process, the 
CONSULTANT will prepare a Contract Amendment that contains the Scope of Services, fee, and schedule required to 
complete the additional services. 
 

5. Review historical traffic data for any seasonal adjustments to be made to the traffic-count data and develop 
existing conditions traffic-flow networks for annual average-month traffic-flow conditions. 

 
6. Review and analyze collision records from the files of the MassDOT and/or the Needham Police Department 

for the latest complete five years of available data for the study area intersections. 
 

7. Estimate future No-Build traffic volumes from historical traffic data and from recently approved or proposed 
projects, if available.  Increases in background traffic growth will then be established and applied to the 
existing traffic-flow networks to develop base, future year No-Build analysis networks.  A ten-year design 
horizon will be used consistent with the previous TIS prepared for this re-zoning. 

 
8. Estimate the traffic to be generated if a re-zoning of the Muzi Motors and Channel 5 properties to a Highway 

Commercial 1 Zoning District occurred.  The land uses to be studied initially will be 1.35 FAR (Floor Area 
Ratio) consisting of 50% standard office uses and 50% Research & Development (R&D) uses, as well as 
ancillary retail.  Grocery stores or other large-scale retail will not be allowed.  Additionally, up to two 
alternative land use and FAR profiles will be studied to arrive at the appropriate land use and FAR mix 
required to satisfy the initial goals of the project as described above.  Add the estimated traffic to be 
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generated by the proposed land uses and to the No-Build conditions to develop the Build condition traffic-
volume networks for each analysis period.  The following analysis conditions will be examined: 

• 2020 Existing conditions 

• 2030 No-Build conditions without the re-zoning 

• 2030 Build conditions (1.35 FAR 50% Office/50% R&D and Retail) without traffic mitigation measures 

• 2030 Build conditions (1.35 FAR 50% Office/50% R&D and Retail) with traffic mitigation measures, if 
necessary 

• 2030 Build conditions (Alternative 1) without traffic mitigation measures 

• 2030 Build conditions (Alternative 1) with traffic mitigation measures, if necessary 

• 2030 Build conditions (Alternative 2) without traffic mitigation measures 

• 2030 Build conditions (Alternative 2) with traffic mitigation measures, if necessary 
 

9. Conduct capacity and queue analyses under all analysis conditions, as applicable, at the study area 
intersections. 

 
10. Evaluate and identify possible mitigating measures to minimize the impact of site traffic on study area 

locations.  Traffic mitigation may include, but is not limited to, the following measures: roadway widening; 
signing; pavement markings; bicycle facilities; streetscape improvements; sight distance improvements; and 
fair-share dollar commitments. 

 
11. Prepare a draft Technical Memorandum summarizing the results of the analysis for CLIENT review and 

comment. 
 

12. Prepare a final Technical Memorandum, upon CLIENT review and approval of the draft, which incorporates 
pertinent comments for use in the local project approval process. 

 
Conceptual Improvement Plans 
 
Improvement measures are expected to be required at some of the study area locations; Central Avenue at Gould Street, 
Gould Avenue at TV Place, Gould Avenue at Muzi Motors driveway, and Highland Avenue at Gould Street and Hunting 
Road.   
 
As a result, GPI will prepare a total of five conceptual improvement plans for critical intersections (if required).  The 
conceptual plan will be of sufficient detail to identify the feasibility of constructing the improvements including any 
impacts to right-of-way and/or wetland areas as well as an order of magnitude construction cost. 
 
Wetlands will be identified from available online mapping.  Should actual wetland flagging and/or mapping be required, 
an amendment to this contract will be required. 
 
Conceptual plans will be prepared from available electronic mapping and/or construction plans provided to the 
CONSULTANT by the CLIENT.  No field survey or base plan mapping preparation is included in this Scope of Work. 
 
Improvement plans for potential mitigation at additional off-site locations (if required) are not included at this time but 
can be prepared, if necessary, in consideration for additional compensation mutually agreed upon. 
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Meetings and Follow-On Services 
 
Meetings with the development team and local officials, as well as public presentations and assistance in technical or 
procedural aspects of the project may be required as the project proceeds.  Services for meetings include coordination, 
preparation, travel, attendance, supporting graphics (when required), and documentation in the form of meeting notes 
(when requested).  Such services will be provided at the request of the CLIENT. 
 
An initial upset limit is included in this Contract Agreement for preparation and attendance at up to three (3) meetings 
with Local/State Officials, as required or requested by the CLIENT. 
 
Meetings and follow-on services will be billed on a time and materials basis at the established contract rates.    Should 
additional services be needed and requested by the CLIENT beyond the initial upset limit, including responses to 
comments that may arise as part of the review process, the CONSULTANT will prepare a Contract Amendment that 
contains the scope of services, fee, and schedule required to complete the additional services. 
 
Should services be required in areas not previously described, the CONSULTANT will prepare a proposal or amendment, 
at the CLIENT’s written request, that contains the Scope of Services, Compensation, and Schedule to complete the 
additional items. 
 
Fee 
 
A detailed Man Hour Estimate and Fee is attached.  The following is the associated fee for each of the major tasks outlined 
above.  If the CLIENT wishes to modify any of the Tasks, GPI will provide a revised Fee.  
 

 
 
Should you have any questions, or concerns regarding this matter, please feel free to contact John W. Diaz at (978) 570-
2953.   
 
Very truly yours, 
 
GREENMAN – PEDERSEN, INC.  
 
 
 
John W. Diaz, P.E.  
Vice President/Director of Innovation 

  

TASK Task Hours

 DIRECT 

LABOR COST OVERHEAD FEE TOTAL

1.0 -Review of Past Materials 24 1,202.00$     1,923.20$           312.52$         3,437.72$     

2.0 - Traffic Data Collection and Analysis 18 915.00$         1,464.00$           237.90$         2,616.90$     

3.0 - Mitigation Plan/Concepts 80 3,394.00$     5,430.40$           882.44$         9,706.84$     

4.0 - Draft Report 64 2,722.00$     4,355.20$           707.72$         7,784.92$     

5.0 - Final Report 48 2,220.00$     3,552.00$           577.20$         6,349.20$     

6.0 - Meetings and Consulation 48 3,072.00$     4,915.20$           798.72$         8,785.92$     

Expenses 4,000.00$     

TOTAL PROJECT DESIGN COST 282 13,525.00$   21,640.00$         3,516.50$     42,681.50$   
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Contract ID# TBD

Assignment #

Description

TASK

Project 

Director

Senior 

Engineer

ROW 

Engineer Engineer

Assistant 

Engineer Survey Tech Survey Eng TOTAL HOURS

Direct Cost*  $         89.50  $           52.50  $           45.50  $         38.50  $            29.00  $         34.50  $         39.50 

1.0 -Review of Past Materials

4 8 8 4 24

SUBTOTAL 4 8 8 4 0 0 24

2.0 - Traffic Data Collection and Analysis

4 4 6 4 18

SUBTOTAL 4 4 0 6 4 0 0 18

3.0 - Mitigation Plan/Concepts

4 16 0 48 12 0 0 80

SUBTOTAL 4 16 0 48 12 0 0 80

4.0 - Draft Report

4 12 0 36 12 0 0 64

SUBTOTAL 4 12 0 36 12 0 0 64

5.0 - Final Report

4 12 32 48

SUBTOTAL 4 12 0 32 0 0 0 48

6.0 - Meetings and Consulation

24 24 48

SUBTOTAL 24 0 0 24 0 0 0 48

TOTAL HOURS 44 52 0 154 32 0 0 282

LABOR COSTS

DIRECT LABOR COSTS*

Project Director 44 @  $         89.50  $           3,938.00 

Senior Engineer 52 @  $         52.50  $           2,730.00 

ROW Engineer 0 @  $         45.50  $                        -   

Engineer 154 @  $         38.50  $           5,929.00 

Assistant Engineer 32 @  $         29.00  $               928.00 

Survey Tech 0 @  $         34.50  $                        -   

Survey Eng 0 @  $         39.50  $                        -   

Direct Labor Cost  $         13,525.00 

 $    13,525.00 x 160%  $         21,640.00 

Fixed Fee (10%) 10% x (  $   13,525.00  +  $    21,640.00 )  $           3,516.50 

TOTAL LABOR COST  $         38,681.50 

 $               400.00 

 $           3,600.00 

DIRECT EXPENSE SUBTOTAL  $           4,000.00 

TOTAL FEE  $         42,681.50 

DATA COLLECTION (Sub-Consultant)

DIRECT COSTS (printing, mileage, equip, etc.)

FEE  PROPOSAL

Engineering Services for Roadway Design, Rehabilitation and/or Repair Related Programs and Projects

Muzi Zoning rev 3-30-20

Greenman-Pedersen, Inc. (GPI)

* Labor  vary by employee.  Invoicing will  be based on actual Direct Costs Plus Overhead and Fee

Indirect Labor Cost (Overhead)



 

 

 

 

Draft Planning Board meeting schedule and Important Dates  

April 2020 – June 2020 

 

Planning Board Meeting – Tuesday April 7, 2020 7:15 p.m.  

Planning Board Meeting – Wednesday April 15, 2020 7:00 p.m. 

Planning Board Meeting – Tuesday May 5, 2020, 7:15 p.m. 

Planning Board Meeting – Tuesday May 19, 2020, 7:15 p.m. 

Town Election – Tuesday May 26, 2020 

Planning Board Meeting – Tuesday June 2, 2020, 7:15 p.m. 

Annual Town Meeting – Monday June 8, 2020 

Planning Board Meeting – Either Tuesday June 16 (previously scheduled date) OR Tuesday June 23 

(further from Town Meeting dates).  
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NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 

 
February 4, 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 4, 2020, at 7:05 p.m. with Messrs. 
Owens, Alpert and Eisenhut and Ms. McKnight, as well as Assistant Planner, Ms. Clee. 

 

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). 

 

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

VOTED: to waive the reading of the public hearing notice. 

 
Mr. Jacobs noted the following correspondence for the record: a legal notice, a letter, dated 1/3/20, from George 

Giunta Jr., an 11/22/19 application; Exhibit A & B; a letter from the applicant authorizing George Giunta Jr. to 

represent her; a proposed subdivision plan dated 7/20/18 and revised 10/4/19; comments from the Public Health 
Department, dated 1/27/20; a letter from Assistant Town Engineer Thomas Ryder, dated 1/29/20, with comments; 

an email from Fire Chief Dennis Condon, dated 1/30/20, noting he is satisfied; an email from Police Chief John 

Schlittler, dated 1/30/20, with no issues; a letter from Janet Bernardo of the Conservation Commission, dated 2/4/20, 

with comments and letters of opposition from Robert and Kalliope Badavas, of 402 Grove Street, dated 2/1/20; Josh 
and Carrie Benet, of 403 Grove Street, dated 2/3/20 and Paul Geddes of 461 Grove Street, dated 2/3/20. 

 

George Giunta Jr., representative for the applicant, noted this is parcel 9 on Assessors Map 229.  This is 5.3 acres 
of registered and unregistered land with 573 feet of frontage.  This will be subdivided into 2 lots each with a house.  

This can be done by right.  This is the Single Residence A (SRA) District and a rural part of town.  The proposal is 

less intensive and scaled down.  There is a 40-foot wide layout with 18 feet of asphalt.  There is a super elevated 
sloped to a swale on the side.  Each lot has more than an acre and over 200 feet of frontage.  The applicant is 

proposing pervious pavers to minimize the asphalt with a landscape circle in the center.  It would look more like a 

common driveway but loop around for emergency access to get around. 

 
Mr. Giunta Jr. reviewed the waivers which include a private way, post lights, waivers of width from 50 feet to 40 

feet, width of pavement from 24 feet to 18 feet and length of pavement from 50 feet to 30 feet.  David Kelly, of 

Kelly Engineering, noted other waiver requests are required pavement radius width, curbing requirements and 
sidewalks on both sides.  Mr. Alpert asked for clarification on the sidewalk waiver.  Mr. Giunta Jr. stated they would 

like the sidewalk waived on both sides.  Mr. Eisenhut stated sidewalks do not have to be paved.  It could be a 

pervious surface.  Mr. Giunta Jr. noted this is only for one house and he does not feel there is a need for sidewalks.   
 

Mr. Jacobs asked why the Public Health Department would not approve of a waiver of sidewalks.  Ms. Clee stated 

they are trying to promote safety and trying to be consistent with the requirements.  It was noted there are no 

sidewalks on Grove Street.  Mr. Kelly noted, for the drainage, the road is elevated on the southern side with double 
catch basins at the bottom to catch the water, which then goes into a manhole to a subsurface system to the municipal 

system.   There is a net decrease in runoff and volume.  Mr. Giunta Jr. stated his client is willing to either donate 

land to the Conservation Commission or convey a Conservation Commission restriction.  That could be a plan 
revision. 

 

Mr. Eisenhut stated the waivers will need to be called out in the decision with an explanation of why the waivers 

are necessary.  Ms. McKnight noted the different lighting is not called out in the list of waivers.  She asked how the 
lights were different.  Mr. Giunta Jr. stated there is a certain amount of illumination.  Engineering has deemed the 

lighting to be acceptable.  He is not sure it is a waiver.  Ms. McKnight asked if the DPW comments would be in the 
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revised plans.  Mr. Giunta Jr. believes the changes have already been made.  He noted discussions with Engineering 
have already happened.  Mr. Alpert had no comments.  Mr. Owens stated he is not a fan of houses in the back yard 

of others.  He is opposed purely on aesthetics.  He would let them build as of right but is not in favor of any waivers. 

 
James Curley, of 380 Grove Street, stated he has spoken with several people regarding this.  Sheet 3 is not as of 

right as there are no sidewalks and the tree that is shown is on his property and will not be coming down.  If the 

Board agrees to allow this he would request the waivers be approved.  This is a very narrow lot and he would ask 

the driveway be moved 10 feet further from his property.  He noted the applicant wants to put 2 small houses on a 
lot for one house.  He would also like a tree line planting plan with mature plantings.  He would like the Board to 

consider specific waivers and would like the filtermitt moved from his property.  If approved he would like the 

Board to require strict adherence. 
 

Mr. Giunta Jr. stated a sidewalk could still be put around the plan.  It could be shifted but the waiver of sidewalks 

has been the norm.  Moving the driveway 10 feet would make it too difficult to build on one of the lots.  The 
applicant would resist that change.  Ms. McKnight noted on the north side there is an 11 foot parkway with a paved 

part.  She would like some place for snow storage if there are more plantings.  Mr. Kelly stated he would work with 

Mr. Curley on the tree and the filtermitt would be moved. 

 
Nicholas Kourtis, of 21 Surry Lane, noted the Badavas’ could not be here and asked him to represent them.  The 

Badavas’ do not believe this lot should have 2 houses.  They would be looking directly into someone’s back yard 

and side yard and would like high screening as part of this plan if approved.  He noted the Badavas’ are the property 
owners to the south.  Mr. Giunta Jr. noted some screening comes with most development.  He hesitates to make it 

part of the subdivision plan.  There should not be an issue planting along the north and southern lines.  Mr. Curley 

asked if reasonable screening could be enforced.  Mr. Eisenhut stated it would be enforced.  It would be put on an 

agenda for discussion.  The Board has the authority to enforce if the conditions are not done. 
 

Josh Bennett, of 403 Grove Street, stated he is right across the street.  A project was recently done and Sabrina Lake 

needed to be protected.  A berm was put in and he wants the Planning Board to be mindful of that.  Ms. Clee stated 
a plan modification should be done with comments from Engineering and the Planning Board comments from 

tonight.  Mr. Alpert noted there are some issues for the Planning Board to discuss.  He feels the hearing should be 

continued.  Ms. McKnight stated Mr. Kelly has the plan modification.  She feels it would be helpful to have the 
modifications for the continued hearing.  She stated the landscape plan will be approved later but questioned if the 

proposed 11-foot buffer on the north side is sufficient.  

 

Upon a motion made by Mr. Alpert, and seconded by Mr. Owens, it was by the five members present unanimously: 
VOTED: to continue the hearing to 2/18/20 at 7:00 p.m. 

 

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

 

Robert Smart, representative for the applicant, noted this is 6.6 acres owned by Koby Kempel.  He would like to 

divide it into 2 lots.  There is an existing house and an existing 15 foot right of way dating back to 1914.  The 
proposal is to divide it into 2 lots in front of the right of way and build a new house on the lot closest to Chestnut 

Street.  The parcel is up against a non-buildable lot on Chestnut Street.  Mr. Jacobs noted Parcel A1 for the record.  

Mr. Smart stated the lot is larger than required under the By-Law.  The issue is the frontage off the 15 foot right of 

way.  He suggests creating a turnaround for the fire vehicles partially on Lot A and partially on the unbuildable lot.  
The Fire Chief feels a 15 foot right of way is not sufficient for fire vehicles and wants 18 feet.  The Town Engineer 

suggested creating a 25 foot access and easement.  There is going to be a subdivision proposal filed in the future. 

 
Mr. Jacobs asked who the 25 foot wide right of way easement would benefit.  Mr. Smart stated it would be a benefit 

to the town for emergency vehicles.  Mr. Alpert stated there needs to be 18 feet of pavement and asked if that is 

shown on the plan.  Mr. Smart stated that is not part of the plan.  It can be added to the plan.  Mr. Piersak owns in 

the back and will be filing a subdivision plan.  He will be using the 40 foot right of way, which will be the road.  
He noted Mr. Kempel would like to get started with a single family house on Lot A. 
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Mr. Kempel noted 3 Planning Board members approved the plan, then Engineering asked for changes.  He has done 
everything he has been asked to do.  He would like to get moving on this.  Mr. Jacobs noted the following 

correspondence for the record:  the approved endorsement; a letter from Attorney Robert Smart, dated 1/7/20, with 

exhibits; a 1/22/20 email from the Fire Department, a 1/22/20 email from Tony Del Gaizo with concerns; and a 
legal memo from 2001.  He noted there is no letter from the Police Department.  Mr. Smart stated the Police had 

the opportunity to comment but did not. 

 

Mr. Eisenhut stated he does not feel this qualifies for ANR based on the Costanza North Reading case.  He has 
never seen an ANR with notes attached for future things to be done.  Mr. Alpert stated he has a plan from the Town 

of Wellesley with a note so he has seen these types on notes on ANR plans regarding further movement.  The Board 

could put a condition on the ANR that the 18 foot wide pavement is to be constructed by X date.  Mr. Eisenhut 
stated he is reluctant to grant things for future work to be done. 

 

Ms. McKnight stated the way on the ground inexistence now has to be adequate.  She will not endorse this.  The 
applicant will need to go through the subdivision control process.  Mr. Alpert stated he is trying to find a way to 

grant this.  He asked, if the applicant paved the 15 foot road, then came to us, would Ms. McKnight be satisfied.  

Ms. McKnight stated she would not be satified as it is not in existence.  Mr. Smart stated there is no talk about 

changing the width.  The access easement is across the property.  This has been an extensive process.  He has met 
repeatedly with the Fire Department and Engineering.  He has talked with Ms. Newman and this is what they 

collectively came up with.  Mr. Owens stated he has a simple view of this.  If it satisfies the Town Engineer and 

Fire Chief he is ok with it and would vote in favor. 
 

Mr. Alpert stated the easement may have to go to the Town.  Ms. McKnight noted a way in existence having 

sufficient width does not meet the adequate access standard.  Mr. Eisenhut noted in Polas vs. Braintree in 1992 

there must be adequate access at the time of endorsement.  Mr. Smart suggested he work with Ms. Newman for 
language on the plan for an 18 foot paved width with more detail and bring it back to the Board. 

 

Bill Piersack, of 768 Chestnut Street, stated the way has been created.  The first house was built in 1929.  Before 
that there was a cart path.  His property has 3 houses and one was sold off.  He is coming in off the existing drive 

which is better than the option of creating a new drive.  Mr. Jacobs and Mr. Alpert would like to read the 2 cases.  

Ms. Clee noted she will need a verbal request tonight from the applicant to extend the action deadline then a written 
request tomorrow.  Mr. Smart will provide a letter and review the other case for language. 

 

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

unanimously: 
VOTED: to extend the action deadline for 766 Chestnut Street for an additional 2 weeks. 

 

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

 

Mr. Jacobs noted this is a proposed zoning amendment.  He noted the following correspondence for the record: a 

memo from Sean Manning and Ryan White, dated 1/24/20, regarding on-site parking.  Robert Smart, representative 
for the applicant, noted he has a Citizen’s Petition with 37 signatures that will be put on the warrant.  There will be 

some changes.  The Special Permit use will not be as of right and the definition of young adult has been provided, 

which is under the age of 26.  He ran the language by Town Counsel and he is happy with it.  The Inspector General 

is ok with it so all seem happy with the language now.  He noted Ms. Newman wants the parking analysis to be a 
peer review.  In the past the town has used BETA.  He would like this to begin as soon as possible.  Mr. Jacobs 

agrees an independent should look at it.  Mr. Smart is hoping BETA can get this done quickly. 

 
Discussion of Highland Commercial 1 Zoning initiative and follow up from Needham Heights Neighborhood 

Association meeting. 

 

Mr. Jacobs stated he spoke with Ms. Newman.  Ken Ho from BETA will need a month to do a new traffic study 
and this needs new traffic counts.  He noted the following correspondence for the record: an email, dated 1/27/20, 

from Elizabeth Handler; an email, dated 1/26/20 from Joseph Leghorn; a Special Town Meeting Warrant; a 1/28/20 
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letter to Select Board member Marianne Cooley from Terence Ryan and a letter from Elizabeth Kaponya, dated 
2/1/20, to the Select Board. 

 

Mr. Owens stated there are a couple of options.  If this goes on the May Warrant the language would need to be 
finalized tonight.  If it is for the Special Town Meeting within the Annual the language would need to be completed 

in 2 weeks.  It could be deferred to next May.  There is no sense in bringing it back in the Fall.  The Board needs to 

be less substantive and more educational.  There is a lot of groundwork needed and discussions on how to modify 

what the Board did before.  There is a lot of educating to the Finance Committee and Town Meeting members 
needed.  A lot of concerns were heard and there is a large amount of work needed to get this on this warrant article.  

He does not think it is possible and is inclined to wait.  Mr. Eisenhut agreed. 

 
Ms. McKnight agrees.  She stated it was made very clear they should not resell what was before Town Meeting 

previously.  She feels the Board should start planning now for next May’s Town Meeting.  Mr. Alpert agrees it is 

not ready for this year.  Some excellent comments were made such as sustainability and green space.  There is a lot 
to discuss.  He is comfortable with October or next May.  Mr. Jacobs agreed. 

 

Terence Ryan noted he sent a letter to the Select Board.  He feels it is exciting to think of something new.  There 

have been a lot of ideas with 55 and over communities or a sports complex, taller buildings on the Mass DOT side 
for a noise barrier and green space on the Gould and Highland side.  Mr. Owens stated there needs to be a clear 

distinction between zoning details and what the developer comes up with.  That is part of the educational process.  

He noted the Planning Board does not design projects.  Mr. Ryan stated he lives on Evelyn Road and stares at the 
3-story Wingate building.  He wants to be involved.  Mr. Jacobs noted there will be many hearings for ideas and 

discussions. 

 

Adam Block, of the Needham Heights Neighborhood Association, asked what the Select Board thinks about a one-
year wait.  Mr. Jacobs noted there is one member who would go along with the Planning Board decision.  Mr. Block 

stated there is a lot of concern with what the potential could be and a lot of misinformation.  He feels the discussion 

was exceptionally well received.  He asked about the timing and noted that while the town waits, the owner could 
develop the property, could reduce the open space people asked for and there could also be economic changes in 

the future.  There is a need to understand the public interest.  It is clear the Planning Board has a good ear for that. 

 
Update on Economic Development Director. 

 

Mr. Jacobs noted Town Manager Kate Fitzpatrick does not feel the position is a management position and does not 

think the job should be under the Planning Director.  She feels the position should be under herself or her Lieutenant.  
He talked with Ms. Newman and understands it is done both ways in towns.  Ms. Newman has no objection either 

way.  She noted a big part of the job was being staff for the Council of Economic Advisors (CEA). 

 
Ms. McKnight stated it is up to the Town Manager and the Planning Director if this better suits the town.  Her 

concern is the CEA was going ahead and has not really been engaged.  If this position is apart from the Planning 

Department there may be less interaction.  She sees the goal as long term planning for the Town and wants to keep 
communication open.  Mr. Eisenhut agreed.  Mr. Jacobs noted Devra Bailin had a zoning background which was a 

large part.  Mr. Alpert stated the statutory mandates need to be looked at.  He feels it may need to stay because the 

Planning Board is charged with long-term planning and should have a tie to this position.  He would look at it.  The 

CEA is an advisory Board to the Select Board.  Mr. Owens supports that idea.  He would not have an issue with the 
Economic Development Director reporting to the Town Manager.  He is ambivalent.  This will be discussed more 

on the 2/18/20 agenda. 

 
Appointment to Emery Grover Working Group. 

 

Mr. Jacobs noted Ms. Grimes was on this committee.  Ms. Clee stated this committee meets monthly and there are 

only one or 2 meetings left.  They would like a Planning Board member to help wrap the project.  This will be 
discussed at the 2/18/20 meeting. 
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Board of Appeals – February 13, 2020. 

 

Wesley and Suzanne Wildman -- 217 High Rock Street. 

 
Mr. Jacobs commented there is a lot more impermeable space on this lot.  There should be permeable pavers. 

 

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

unanimously: 
VOTED: to comment there should be permeable pavers. 

 

J. Derenzo Properties, LLC – 123 Pickering Street. 
 

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

unanimously: 
VOTED: “No comment.” 

 

Ms. McKnight stated the Building Inspector said there is nothing in the By-Law that gives guidance on what a 2-

family is.  On Maple Street there is one house behind the other connected with a roof.  The Board should put this 
on a list of things to consider and amend the By-Law to interpret 2-families. 

 

Minutes 

 

The Board members passed in comments. 

 

Correspondence 

 

Mr. Jacobs noted the following correspondence for the record: a letter from the Littleton Town Planner, and an 

article in Wicked Local Needham titled “Needham Officials warn of Amazon distribution center if zoning plans 
founder.” 

 

Report from Planning Director and Board members. 

 

Mr. Jacobs stated a comment was made and he asked if the Board wants to change their policy to televise meetings.  

He wants the members to think about it.  He noted there is a draft final report with a lot of data and tables for 

Needham 2025.  There is a snapshot in time of what the town looks like now.  He noted the consultant has time left. 
They could look at the Chestnut Street corridor and he added the Muzi site.  This may give them some ideas 

regarding the Muzi site. 

 
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 9:44 p.m. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 

Donna J. Kalinowski, Notetaker 

 
 

_____________________________________ 

Jeanne S. McKnight, Vice-Chairman and Clerk 
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NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 
 

December 17, 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 17, 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.   
 

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

 

Mr. Jacobs noted that Attorney Robert Smart this has been requested that this plan be withdrawn. at the request of 

Attorney Robert Smart. 

 
Upon a motion made by Mr. Alpert, and seconded by Mr. Owens, it was by the four members present unanimously: 

VOTED: to approve the request to withdraw the plan. 

 

Discussion of possible redevelopment of 1 First Avenue (former Acapulco’s Restaurant). 

 

Mr. Jacobs noted the following correspondence for the record: a memo from Feldman Development Partners, dated 

12/10/19, regarding the submission for a Special Permit and the conceptual site plan.  Rick Feldman, representative, 
stated this is a redevelopment of the site of the current Acapulco Restaurant, which is closed.  He wants to talk to 

the Board about perspective prospective uses.  He showed an aerial view of the property at the intersection of First 

Avenue and Highland Avenue and the surrounding area.  This is a uniquely shaped site.  There are 2 curb cuts off 

First Avenue and on-street parking.  This is the 128 Commercial Business District. 
 

Mr. Feldman noted the proposal is for the construction of 2 new buildings.  There will be a smaller one-story retail 

bank.  Century Bank feels this would be a good location for them and the applicant is working with them on the 
design.  The other building will be larger and house I Fly, an interactive international company with 80 operations 

around the world.  It is a flight simulator for that allows one to feel weightlessness.  They are open to teach classes, 

individuals and parties.  People spend one hour learning skydiving and then get into the chamber for one minute of 
flying time.  There is always an instructor in with them.  This would be the first location for I Fly in Massachusetts.  

There are other operations around the area with flying. 

 

Mr. Feldman stated the building will be 65 feet high because of the duct work and exhaust.  He feels this is a good 
location for a welcome to Needham.  There will be a combination of office, class and meeting areas.  There will be 

a flight shaft in the middle of the building.  He noted retail use is permitted.  I Fly is a combination of education, 

simulation and retail operations.  The applicant is trying to figure out how it will fit in the block.  There will be a 
6,700 square foot building with a greenway through the site between the 2 buildings.  He noted there is not much 

greenery there now. 

 
Mr. Jacobs asked where the applicant thinks this use falls.  Mr. Feldman stated education.  The customers have to 

take a class and need to be educated.  This is not a high volume operation.  There is only one person in the chamber 

at a time.  He feels this is quirky and wants the Board’s input.  Ms. McKnight stated under the Section 3.2.5.1 uses 

a bank is fine.  She does not see anything that describes the I Fly use.  She looked at Section 3.2.5.2 for private 
school and at athletic or exercise use.  She does not see this as retail as this the retail component is accessory.  She 

noted the plan makes it look like a big drop off from Highland Avenue to this site.  Mr. Feldman noted there is a 

green buffer from the state of Massachusetts highway layout. 
 

Mr. McKnight noted there are 2 handicap spaces to one side at the rear of the I Fly building but none near the bank.  

Mr. Feldman stated there are 3 handicap spaces near the bank.  The plan is not easy to read and is not labeled 

properly.  There is an ATM there also.  Mr. Jacobs asked what the capacity of the I Fly building is anticipated to 
be.  Jamie McManus, owner of One First Avenue Realty Trust, noted there are classes and school events.  There is 

water put in the chamber so the students can see the droplets and what happens.  There are maybe 35 students.  
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Everything is scheduled.  Mr. Feldman stated there are online reservations prior to classes and events, so everything 
is scheduled.  The site is tight so the parking has been maximized.  Mr. McManus stated there is room for staff and 

2 rest rooms.  He noted he was impressed by I Fly’s staff.  They are quality personnel.  Mr. Feldman stated customers 

are put in a flight suit and head gear. 
 

Mr. Alpert asked if the proposal meets all dimensional requirements and just needs the use special permit and was 

informed that was correct.  Mr. McManus stated he sees this as an attraction for residents ofto the surrounding 

towns.  Mr. Alpert noted the plan states 2 handicap parking spaces.  He feels the applicant may need to work with 
the Planning Director and Building Inspector forto determine compliance with the parking requirement.  Ms. 

Newman noted a fitness use is 1 space per:150 square feet.  She will confirm with the Building Inspector that he 

agrees with that use.  Mr. Feldman feels it is a good use and better than what is there now. 
 

George Giunta Jr.: Discussion of possible zoning map change along easterly side of Hunting Road from SRA 

to SRB. 

 

Mr. Jacobs noted a 12/12/19 letter from George Giunta Jr. with exhibits.  Mr. Alpert stated he is curious why this 

area was zoned SRA.  Mr. Giunta Jr. stated several lots are 20,000 square feet.  Needham had a 20,000 square foot 

zone a long time ago.  He gave a brief background.  He noted 20-23 properties do not meet the SRA acre zoning 
today.  There is no logical reason itlot size should be the acre and not 10,000 square feet.  These properties have 

been limited in what they can do.  All have been affected by it and have signed a statement in favor of rezoning.  

Mr. Alpert asked if there were any lots below 10,000 square feet.  Mr. Giunta Jr. noted there was is one lot that was 
is 9,000 plus. 

 

Mr. McKnight asked if these houses were built in the post war era.  Mr. Giunta Jr. believes so but is not sure.  He 

estimates 2 new lots and maybe 3 could be picked up.  He stated any redevelopment to create new lots would 
probably require taking down a house or 2.  Mr. Alpert stated, in looking at the map, there may be an issue with 

frontage.  Mr. Giunta Jr. stated the abutters would need to get together to reconfigure.  He does not feel there would 

be a serious redevelopment that would add a lot of houses.  Mr. Jacobs asked if Mr. Giunta Jr. would like the 
Planning Board to sponsor this.  Mr. Giunta Jr. feels that would be appropriate. 

 

Ms. McKnight feels the houses are detrimentally affected by the road noise and the proximity to 128.  Anything the 
town can do to stabilize the value of the houses and lots would be a good thing.  Mr. Owens stated he is not sure 

this could be ready for the Spring Town Meeting.  He is also not sure this would be an appropriate addition to the 

agenda with all the other things going on such as Muzi’s and Children’s Hospital.  There is a cumulative effect of 

trying to do too much too fast in the same one mile area.  He feels the timing is bad.  It makes sense, particularly 
where they are, but he feels the timing for the Planning Board is off. 

 

Mr. Alpert feels if Mr. Giunta Jr. brings this in May he may be better off with a Citizen’s Petition with everything 
the Planning Board has to bring forward.  He feels there is a better chance at being accepted at Town Meeting if it 

is a Citizen’s Petition.  Mr. Jacobs agreed some thought should be given to a Citizen’s Petition.  He feels there 

should be signatures from the abutters. 
 

Review of Section 1.4.8 of the Needham Zoning By-Law. 

 

Ms. Newman stated she needs direction from the Board given the correspondence from Town Counsel David Tobin 
and the slightly different opinion from the Special Town Counsel.  She asked if the Board wants a formal 

interpretation from Town Counsel Tobin.  Ms. McKnight feels the Board should seek a formal opinion as the basis 

for the opinion is not spelled out.  Mr. Alpert stated, given the history of denying ANRs, the Board needs either an 
opinion of Counsel or an amended By-Law.  He is reluctant to present a change in interpretation of the By-Law 

change  in the form of Town Counsel opinion.  Mr. Owens agreed. 

 

Mr. Jacobs stated he would not seek a formal opinion.  He could live with a note on the plan noting a nonconformity.  
Mr. Giunta Jr. disagreed.  He feels changing the lot does not affect the non-conformance.  A note would say there 

is a violation.  He would be concerned with marketability issues.  Mr. Alpert noted if there is an existing non-
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conforming structure the By-Law says if you increase the size or frontage the pre-existing, non-conformity stays.  
If the lot size or frontage is reduced the non-conformity is lost.  Mr. Jacobs stated that is the historical position of 

the Planning Board.  A discussion ensued.   

 
Mr. Owens asked if Mr. Jacobs was opposed to asking Town Counsel for a legal opinion.  He Mr. Owens feels they 

need to ask for a formal opinion and follow the advice.  Mr. Jacobs is not sure Town Counsel is correct and feels 

Special Town Counsel’s opinion is equally valid.  He would like not to have to be presented with a formal opinion 

saying Special Town Counsel is wrong.  Ms. McKnight feels if there is an application that will be before the Board 
a case law, the Planning Board needs the advice.  Mr. Alpert wants the opinion.  He does not feel current policy is 

the policy he wants to go forward with.  He thinks the Board should change the policy but wants a more formal 

legal basis to change the policy.  Ms. McKnight agrees.  Mr. Owens also agrees.  He wants the opinion formalized. 
 

Planning and Community Development Spending Request. 

 

Ms. Newman gave copies of the budget that has gone to the Finance Committee.  In 2015 the Board received money 

for planning studies and hasve depleted that.  She wants $60,000 to plan for the required planning studies.  Otherwise 

it is a level funded budget.  She is looking for design funds for trail signage.  This is the first step but this is CPA 

eligible funding so she is seeking the funds. 
 

Board of Appeals – December 19, 2019. 

 

Design Concepts Pro Contractors, Inc. -- 19 Riverside Street 

 

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

unanimously: 
VOTED: “No comment.” 

 

Correspondence 

 

Mr. Jacobs noted a letter from Town Clerk Theodora Eaton, dated 12/10/19, noting Ms. Grimes’ resignation and 

the Board’s vacancy.  At Selectman Moe Handel’s suggestion she reached out to Natasha Espada.  She is interested 
in serving but not now.  ShHe knows Adam Block isn interested.  Adam Block stated he would consider running 

for the vacant seat in the election.  He has not thought about an appointment in the interim.  Mr. Jacobs stated he 

would talk with Mr. Block more.  Ms. Espada suggested contacting Bruce Eisenhut or Ronald Ruth about coming 

back until the election.  Mr. Owens stated he is concerned, with the election so close, he does not want to be seen 
as interfering in the election if there isare more than one interested person.  He would agree with Mr. Eisenhut or 

Mr. Ruth.  After discussion, Ms. Newman stated she will clarify with Town Clerk Eaton the exact process.   

 
Ms. Newman asked if the Board wants to elect a Vice-Chairman to take over on 1/2/20.  Both Ms. McKnight and 

Mr. Owens are interested.  It was decided to wait until the 1/7/20 meeting. 

 
Report from Planning Director and Board members. 

 

Ms. Newman noted there will be a 1/27/20 community meeting focused on zoning for the Muzi/Channel 5 site.  The 

Board has to have the zoning in final form to go to the Selectmen on 2/4/20.  She will need to have consultants work 
on the material in January but coming back before the community meeting.  There is usually input from community 

meetings to reflect in the zoning.  Does the Board feel comfortable there is enough time to get this strategy done?  

What should she direct the consultants to prepare?  Mr. Alpert noted he was not going to be at the 1/21/20 meeting.  
Mr. Owens thinks the community meeting will not bring anything new.  He asked if the community meeting is to 

answer questions or if it was going to reshape the article.  Ms. Newman stated it would not reshape but they are 

talking about changes to FAR and looking at dropping the as of right FAR.  She has not talked to Town Manager 

Kate Fitzpatrick yet.  Mr. Owens would be interested in what the Town Manager thinks.  A discussion ensued. 
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Ms. McKnight stated the concerns she heard surrounded the visuals that were presented.  Also the traffic impact 
and where the money would come from for traffic mitigations.  Mr. Alpert noted people have an issue with the 20 

foot setback.  He feels the Board needs to get together with the Finance Committee.  He feels the Planning Board 

Chair should contact the Finance Committee Chair to suggest a joint meeting.  Mr. Owens noted Ms. Grimes was 
going to reach out to the Finance Committee Vice-Chair.  The Board needs additional input from the Town Manager 

and the Finance Committee.  If the Finance Committee is not willing to meet with the Planning Board he does not 

think this should go forward.  Mr. Jacobs stated he would keep it on the schedule for now.  There will be more 

discussion on 1/7/20 when there is more information.   
 

The Board signed documents already acted on for Rockwood Lane for the reduction of the bond that closes out the 

Tripartite Agreement and the Tripartite Agreement extension for Belle Lane. 
 

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

unanimously: 
VOTED: to adjourn the meeting at 9:15 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Donna J. Kalinowski, Notetaker 
 

 

 
___________________________________ 

Jeanne S. McKnight, Vice-Chairman and Clerk 
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NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 
 

January 7, 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, January 7, 2020, at 7:04 p.m. with Mr. 

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

Secretary, Ms. Kalinowski.  Mr. Alpert arrived at 7:10 p.m. 
 

Mr. Jacobs informed the Board members he has asked former member Bruce Eisenhut to seek the appointment to 

fill the spot for the short term that has been left vacant by Ms. Grimes’ resignation.  Mr. Eisenhut has agreed and 
will go through the necessary process.   

 

Highway Commercial 1 rezoning: discussion of next steps. 

 

Mr. Jacobs noted a couple of members of the Finance Committee who are were at the meeting.  He explained that 

the article failed at Town Meeting.  He understands the Finance Committee was split.  Mr. Alpert arrived at 7:10 

p.m.  Mr. Jacobs stated he wants to see what can be done for the Finance Committee to support this.  He noted the 
Board is on a path to bring it back in the Spring but may decide not to after speaking with the Finance Committee.  

He noted the Planning Board had a meeting and explained they had the Planning Director put together a list of 

concerns that had been brought up.  They include too much height, density, traffic, too many cars, access only off 
Gould Street, no residential, there should be a park, the uses were not thought out, there was no specific development 

proposal at the Special Town Meeting, the study came too late, the visuals were ineffective and it should have been 

said what is allowed now by right.  He noted that whole area of town is under pressure between the Northland 

project in Newton, possible developments at the former Acapulco’s site and a site across from the Temple as well 
as road improvements. and gave the rationale and noted the forthcoming development projects. 

 

Tom Jacob, of the Finance Committee, stated the big issue is the traffic study and its brevity.  He was surprised it 
was not done in May.  The traffic presentation did not go well.  His concern with the Finance Committee was it was 

not clear what the financial impact would be.  It appeared incomplete.  Dick Reilly, of the Finance Committee, 

stated it was primarily a process issue and not substantive.  They received the necessary information too late.  Mr. 
Jacob stated information comes too late and there is no time to update and question.  Hopefully with additional 

funds they will get the information in a timely manner.  He is also concerned there is no plan to address traffic if 

the study shows failures. 

 
Ms. McKnight stated the traffic study recommended certain improvements.  Is the concern the study did not say 

how much it would cost?  Mr. Jacob did not think the study was thorough enough.  He hopes the new study will 

clarify those.  Ms. McKnight asked if it would have helped if the Board had described that they would require 
contribution to the cost of traffic improvements.  Mr. Jacob stated he feels some Town Meeting members would 

want guarantees, which the Planning Board could not give.  Mr. Reilly stated there was less skepticism on the 

Finance Committee level than the Town Meeting level. 
 

Mr. Jacob stated he appreciates the Planning Board inviting them.  He thinks having the studies done and giving 

the Finance Committee time to chew on it would be good.  He thinks this meeting is a good first step.  He feels 

something that was lost was if nothing was done it puts the town at a disadvantage.  The Board should describe 
what happens if nothing is done and that the town would have less control.  He feels the trust gap may be bridged a 

bit if there was an estimate of what the cost is were put out there. 

 
Mr. Owens stated it was interesting hearing where the breakdown was with the Finance Committee so he can 

understand the process and information.  The Board cannot guarantee anything.  They need to balance the project 

versus the economics.  He appreciates Mr. Jacob and Mr. Reilly coming to the meeting.  Mr. Jacobs reviewed the 

by-law amendment schedule.  Adam Block, President of the Needham Heights Neighborhood Association, stated 
the community meeting is an opportunity for the Finance Committee to participate and partner.  He invited the 

Finance Committee members to attend.  Mr. Jacob asked if the Planning Board could put together a schedule of 
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when the reports would get to the Finance Committee.  Ms. Newman anticipates having the reports available at the 
public hearing in March. 

 

Mr. Block stated the Needham Heights Neighborhood Association will email their membership.  He called both 
newspapers for notification of the meeting.  He will also get other suggestions of where to post noticesit.  He drafted 

a letter to Town Meeting members and others in the neighborhood.  Ms. Newman informed him the Town Clerk 

emails all Town Meeting members.  Mr. Owens feels it would be better for the Heights Association to have the 

meeting and invite the Planning Board.  Ms. McKnight agreed.  She can send a notice to the League of Women 
Voters.  She noted if there are wetlands at the immediate corner of Highland Avenue and Gould Street could it be 

developed.  The Board needs to know if the Conservation Commission would deem it wetlands. 

 
Minutes 

 

The changes were given to Assistant Planner Alex Clee. 
 

Correspondence 

 

Mr. Jacobs noted the following correspondence for the record: a notice sent to the Select Board regarding the 
vacancy; a copy of a 12/2/19 Needham Times article regarding Children’s Hospital; a Wicked Local article, dated 

1/2/20, regarding the Indoor Skydiving facility and an a Needham Times article on the Planning Board to send the 

zoning proposal back by Trevor Ballantyne. 
 

Report from Planning Director and Board members. 

 

Ms. Newman noted there are 2 projects pending.  She met with Attorney Roy Cramer.  He has a developer that 
wants to do assisted living, memory care and independent living at the Carters site.  He will be looking for some 

zoning changes.  The developer would like to add a 4th floor to a portion of the building in the back for 10 

independent living units.  She feels it is a nice, sensible project.  There will be minimal changes to the building 
itself.   

 

She noted the other project has a developer looking to demolish a one story building across from the Temple next 
to the condos and build a 3 story medical office building with underground parking.  Mr. Jacobs stated he received 

communication from a Town Meeting member urging the Planning Board to expand the traffic study area all the 

way down to Central Avenue and down Central Avenue.  Mr. Alpert stated he is in favor of that.  Traffic is bad on 

Central Avenue going over the river into Newton.  Mr. Owens asked how far the traffic study went for the Sunita 
Williams School. 

 

Upon a motion made by Mr. Alpert, and seconded by Mr. Jacobs, it was by the four members present unanimously: 
VOTED: to nominate approve the nomination of Jeanne McKnight as Vice-Chairman. 

 

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

VOTED: to adjourn the meeting at 8:30 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 
Donna J. Kalinowski, Notetaker 

 

 
 

_____________________________________ 

Jeanne S. McKnight, Vice-Chairman and Clerk 
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NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 
 

January 21, 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, January 21, 2020, at 7:05 p.m. with Messrs. 

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

and Recording Secretary, Ms. Kalinowski.  Mr. Alpert arrived at 7:10 p.m. 
 

Boston Development Group: 629-661 Highland Avenue, proposed development. 

 

Ms. Newman noted this is being postponed due to illness. 

 

Discussion: Boston Children’s Hospital. 

 

Mr. Jacobs noted a letter from Attorney Robert Smart requesting the discussion be postponed to the 2/4/20 meeting. 

 

Minutes 

 

Ms. McKnight noted on the 11/6/19 minutes, page 4, 3rd paragraph, 3rd line, change to “her understanding is the 

Select Board would like the Planning Board to do so.” 
 

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

unanimously: 

VOTED: to accept the minutes of 11/6/19 with the one change discussed. 
 

Ms. McKnight noted on the 11/19/19 minutes, page 2, 1st paragraph, 5th line, after “request for sidewalks” remove 

the comma and it should say “both sides only for the smaller…” 
 

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

unanimously: 
VOTED: to accept the minutes of 11/19/19 with the changes discussed. 

 

Correspondence 

 

Mr. Jacobs noted a legal notice from Dedham regarding a Planned Residential Development and a copy of an article 

in Wicked Local regarding Bruce Eisenhut’s appointment. 

 
Preparation for Needham Heights Neighborhood Association community meeting. 

 

Ms. Newman noted she received information from Natasha Espada looking at putting showing a warehouse on the 
Muzi property.  This came in late today.  This would need to be a 130,000 square foot warehouse use from an aerial 

perspective.  Mr. Owens stated this is an allowed use by right under the current zoning.  Ms. McKnight noted it is 

not clear where the access would be.  This information should show the paved area.  Ms. Newman noted pavement 

will be shown.  This is just an aerial view.  Ms. McKnight stated there was criticism of a look like boxes.  She asked 
if there would there be windows and doors and what would it look like?  Ms. Newman did not have Ms. Espada do 

that rendition. 

 
Ms. Newman stated people thought the deficiency in our Town Meeting presentation was relating what could be 

put there right now and we did not do that.  Mr. Eisenhut does not feel the Board should present this as the only as 

of right thing that could be built there.  Adam Block suggested what could be done by Special Permit should be 

shown as well.  Ms. Newman stated the Board talked about doing an as of right proposal.  Mr. Eisenhut noted the 
Board could present one example and say this is only one example of what could be done.  Ms. Newman noted 

retail above 5,750 square feet needs a special permit.   
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Mr. Owens commented he would not spend time on a special permit.  He feels they need to illustrate the area where 

the Board has no control and what could go in as of right right now.  They could simply say this is the what type of 

thing that is allowed by special permit.  Ms. Newman gave an update.  She and Mr. Owens had a working meeting 
with Select Board member Marianne Cooley, Town Manager Kate Fitzpatrick and Town Engineer Anthony 

DelGaizo regarding a traffic study.  There needs to be updated counts done.  Counters have been put up at Central 

Avenue and Gould Street.  They may be able to pull key intersections but not all.  The report Beta did called for a 

light at Central and Gould.  This cannot be done without taking 2 houses at the intersection.  There could be no right 
on Gould Street coming out of the Muzi site but they would need to look at to add a lane on Highland Avenue to 

see if that could be accommodated.  The Board needs to set an FAR.  The traffic study informs the decision on the 

FAR number.  Mr. Jacobs noted the old counts are almost 5 years old. 
 

Ms. McKnight asked whethernoted there will be the same visuals at the neighborhood meeting that were presented 

at Town Meeting.  Mr. Owens stated the visuals will not be updated after the meeting on Monday.  Mr. Jacobs 
suggested saying the originally proposed FAR was 1.7 but the Board is now thinking in the range of 1.35.  This is 

not definite.  Mr. Owens suggested the Board could say there is an expected meaningful decrease in FAR based on 

feedback.  Mr. Eisenhut stated he heard the concern is too broad a range for as of right and not a large enough range 

for a special permit.  Ms. Newman agreed with that.  Mr. Eisenhut also heard concerns with the side setback at the 
intersection and concern expressed on heights.  The presentation visuals did not really depict that. 

 

Report from Planning Director and Board members. 

 

Ms. McKnight stated she has been approached by a Maple Street woman.  Along the first block of Maple Street 

there is a General Resident District.  What is being built are huge single family homes with one in front and one 

behind and connected with a portico.  Mr. Eisenhut noted that is 2 buildings on a single lot.  Ms. McKnight noted 
there is one under construction at present with a portico and hallway connecting the two.  She would like to ask the 

Building Inspector what is going on.  Mr. Jacobs requested the Planning Director ask the Building Inspector about 

this. 
 

Ms. McKnight stated she was contacted by 2 women about the feasibility of having a By-Law in Needham regarding 

gas lines in Needham.  They suggest no new homes can have gas lines.  Mr. Eisenhut talked with the woman also 
and he thought she wanted to set a committee to look into this.  Mr. Owens stated that would drive up the cost of 

housing.  He thinks a study committee is a fine idea. 

 

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

VOTED: to adjourn the meeting at 7:50 p.m. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

Donna J. Kalinowski, Notetaker 

 
 

 

_____________________________________ 

Jeanne S. McKnight, Vice-Chairman and Clerk 
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