
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD 
Tuesday, August 17, 2021 

7:15 p.m. 
 

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

(Instructions for accessing below) 
  

 
 

1. Public Hearing: 
 
7:20 p.m. Major Project Site Plan: Needham Enterprises, LLC, 105 Chestnut Street, Suite 28, Needham, 

MA, Petitioner. (Property located at 1688 Central Avenue, Needham, MA). Regarding 
proposal to construct a new child care facility of 9,966 square feet and 30 parking spaces, that 
would house an existing Needham child-care business, Needham Children's Center (NCC). 
Please note: this hearing was continued from the June 14, 2021 and July 20, 2021 meetings of 
the Planning Board. 

 
2. Board of Appeals – August 19, 2021. 

 
3. Discussion of deadline for Board agenda packet and associated meeting materials.  

 
4. Minutes. 

 
5. Correspondence. 

 
6. Report from Planning Director and Board members. 

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

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

 
  

http://www.zoom.us/
http://www.zoom.us/
http://www.zoom.us/
http://www.zoom.us/
https://us02web.zoom.us/s/82658993198
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July 28, 2021 

 

Needham Planning Board 

Town Hall Park 

1471 Highland Avenue 

Needham, MA 02492 

 

RE: 1688 Central Avenue 

SUSPENDING HEARINGS PENDING A RESOLUTION OF THE ETHICS QUESTIONS 

Dear Chair Alpert and Members of the Planning Board, 

I would like to clear up a few misstatements or misunderstandings that came up at the Planning Board 

hearing of July 20, 2021 regarding ethics. Member Marty Jacobs inquired about postponing hearings on 

this matter until the ethics question had been decided. Member Jacobs suggested suspending hearings 

in anticipation of the State Ethics Commission or Town Counsel advising on the matter.  There were 

some misunderstandings and/or misstatements that came out of the ensuing discussion.   

First, the fact that the State Ethics Commission has not informed the Town of Needham of a pending 

ethics inquiry does not mean that no complaint has been filed with the Commission. All complaints to 

the ethics commission are confidential. I can tell you personally that I filed a complaint weeks ago and 

the complaint is pending. Anyone is entitled to file a complaint with the State Ethics Commission 

confidentially. I do not know if anyone else has filed one in this matter.  

Second, the fact that the ethics commission declined to advise Town Counsel on the questions posited 

by Chair Paul Alpert does not mean that the ethics commission will not give an opinion regarding the 

ethics of Mr. Borrelli and Mr. Gluesing continuing to proceed in this matter. It could simply be that the 

specific questions asked were not within the jurisdiction of the State Ethics Commission. 

Chair Alpert asked the Ethics Commission to “advise the Planning Board as to whether (1) the Planning 

Board must accede to Ms. Abruzese’s request to continue the hearing scheduled for next Tuesday, July 

20, 2021, or (2) the Planning Board has the authority to accede to Ms. Aburzese’s said request.” 

These questions are not within the jurisdiction of the State Ethics Commission. These questions are 

questions about the authority and procedures of the planning board – not about whether certain 

prospective behavior of individual town officials would be in violation of the state ethics laws. The State 

Ethics Commission is empowered only to decide matters within the ethics laws, G.L.c. 268A. Since the 

questions were outside the authority of the State Ethics Commission, the Commission declined to 

answer. 

Though the questions Town Counsel was directed to ask the State Ethics Commission were not ones that 

they are empowered to answer, there ARE questions in this matter on which Town Counsel could seek a 

written opinion from the State Ethics Commission. Some of the questions that Town Counsel could ask 

the State Ethics Commission to advise him on would be: 

1. Would it be illegal for Mr. Gluesing to appear before the planning board in this application 

on behalf of the private interests of Needham Enterprises and Needham Children’s Center 

where Mr. Gluesing is a special municipal employee and the application is within his official 



responsibility as the Chair of the DRB, since the DRB reviews the plans and advises the 

planning board about proposed designs;  

2. Would it be illegal for Mr. Gluesing to represent the interests of Needham Enterprises and 

Needham Children’s Center in the application before the planning board if he recuses 

himself from participating in the related formal DRB hearings on the application where Mr. 

Gluesing is chair of the DRB and a special municipal employee; 

3. Would it be illegal for Mr. Borrelli (through his attorney) to appear before the planning 

board on his company’s application for approval of a site plan on behalf of the private 

interests of Needham Children’s Center where Mr. Borrelli is the Chair of the Select Board; 

4. Would it be illegal for Mr. Gluesing to expect or receive financial benefit from Needham 

Enterprises or Needham Children’s Center for his work as an architect such as submitting 

sealed architectural drawings to the planning board and appearing before the planning 

board to defend the drawings in this matter where he is a special municipal employee and 

the application is within his official responsibility as chair of the DRB; 

5. Would it be illegal for Mr. Borrelli, through his wholly owned LLC, to expect or receive 

financial benefit (in the form of a future lease or otherwise) from Needham Children’s 

Center for the work of getting project approvals from the planning board and the Town of 

Needham and building the requested daycare center.  

Town counsel would be entitled to a written opinion of the State Ethics Commission if he requested it. 

Here is an example of when a Town Counsel obtained a written opinion of the State Ethics Commission 

about whether certain anticipated behavior of certain town officials would be legal under the ethics 

laws:  Letter to Brookline Town Counsel from State Ethics Commission. 

IF the answer is that it is NOT legal for Mr. Borrelli and/or Mr. Gluesing to do these things, Mr. Borrelli 

and Mr. Gluesing would not be able to proceed on the planning board application without breaking the 

law. Presumably they would not intentionally break the law and would withdraw the application from 

the planning board. I assume that Town Counsel would advise them that they must do so. 

It would seem prudent then for the planning board to have Town Counsel obtain the opinion of the 

State Ethics Commission about the legality of Mr. Gluesing and Mr. Borrelli’s anticipated behavior.1 

There is no need to squander the resources of this board by proceeding forward on this application 

before getting a determination of that question. If the State Ethics Commission or Counsel gives a full 

written analysis of the ethical questions and determines that Mr. Gluesing and Mr. Borrelli may proceed, 

then the planning board can continue hearing the matter as before. If the written opinion determines 

 
1 I had asked Town Counsel to let it be known when he would be issuing a written opinion on these matters 
pursuant to G.L. c. 268A, §22 but he took the position that he is not required to file a written opinion. His 
reluctance to put in writing his analysis of the ethical questions in this case (like his not providing a written opinion 
about the Dover Amendment as the planning board had discussed requesting) likely stems from the fact that the 
Town Counsel must maintain a good working relationship with the Chair of the Select Board since it is the Select 
Board that controls his contract and appoints him as Town Counsel. It would seem this case is ripe for the Town of 
Needham to consult with an independent counsel who is not ensnared in the conflicts created by the fact that it is 
the Chair of the Select Board’s conduct at issue. The current posture of avoiding doing any analysis on issues 
related to this case that might affect Mr. Borrelli’s application has left the Town and the planning board without 
the benefit of legal counsel. The Town needs to be able to obtain full, thoughtful, unbiased legal advice to guide its 
decision-making. This is particularly true in a case such as this one which is highly complex and contested and 
which involves the appearance of impropriety if not actual impropriety. 

https://www.google.com/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=&ved=2ahUKEwi24qasifXxAhVbMlkFHdgeDgsQFjAFegQIBxAD&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.brooklinema.gov%2FDocumentCenter%2FView%2F338%2FTown-Counsel-State-Ethics-Commission-Opinion-March-22-2006-PDF&usg=AOvVaw05sucGf58lWGTJoeIqYd68


that Mr. Borrelli and Mr. Gluesing may not do the actions that would be necessary for them to proceed 

before the planning board without breaking the law, then the application gets withdrawn, the planning 

board does not need to do anything and the planning board’s resources and the public’s time will not 

have been wasted on unnecessary hearings.   

One would think that Needham would be very interested in making sure that people do not appear 

before its boards illegally. One would also think that Needham would be very interested in making sure 

its proceedings have integrity. It was appalling to see DRB Chair Gluesing not only appear before the 

planning board on July 20 to pursue the application on behalf of his private client when he is supposed 

to be representing only Needham’s interests, but then also attempt to utilize his position on the DRB to 

lend credibility to his arguments. In arguing that the petitioner had made changes sufficient to address 

any concerns, Mr. Gluesing talked about how “we” (meaning the DRB) often don’t comment on plans 

and the lack of comment means that the DRB has no objections.2   

Finally, there was some suggestion in Chair Alpert’s emails that he felt like the planning board could 

never suspend hearings on this matter because in his view the board can never deny an application to 

build a child care center. There are a few problems with this reasoning.  

First, if the petitioner withdraws the application because it is not legal for him to do the acts necessary 

to pursue the application then the question of whether a special permit is required or whether the 

planning board could deny the application becomes moot. There would be no application to act on if it 

were withdrawn. 

Second, the bylaws do not allow a major project daycare to be built “as a right”. This issue is discussed in 

our Objection to the Hearing of July 20, 2021.  

For these reasons, we request that the Planning Board utilize the resources available to it to get a 

determination about whether Mr. Borrelli and Mr. Gluesing may legally do the acts necessary for them 

to proceed on their application in this matter and that it suspend hearings on the application until such 

time as a definitive answer regarding the ethics question can be obtained. 

 

Sincerely, 

Maggie and Joe Abruzese 

30 Bridle Trail Rd. 

 

 

  

 

 

 
2 This was misleading at best since the petitioner did not give the DRB a copy of the new plans for comment. 



July 28, 2021 

 

Needham Planning Board 

Town Hall Park 

1471 Highland Avenue 

Needham, MA 02492 

 

RE: 1688 Central Avenue 

OBJECTION TO THE HEARING OF JULY 20, 2021 

Dear Chair Alpert and Members of the Planning Board, 

The Planning Board is improperly deviating from what the Needham zoning bylaws require. Chair Paul 

Alpert unilaterally stated at the start of the hearing on July 20, 2021 that he is treating this application 

not as a special permit which may be denied if the board cannot make certain findings, but as an “as a 

right” use which cannot be denied by the board.  

Needham Zoning Bylaws very clearly state that once a proposed daycare construction project reaches 

“Major Project” size, it is no longer permitted in residential neighborhoods as a right. See Section 3.1 

(“Y” means use allowed EXCEPT if it is a Major Project in which case it is prohibited unless a special 

permit can be obtained), 3.2.1 (child care centers are designated as “Y”), 7.4.3 (all Major Projects require 

a special permit), 7.6.1 (stating that the provisions of 7.5.2, which clearly state that the special permit 

granting authority has the right to vote no on a special permit, apply to major project special permit 

hearings). The Chair has unilaterally disregarded the zoning bylaws and the zoning provisions voted on 

and passed by Needham’s Town Meeting members. There has been no deliberation by the board on this 

huge ad hoc change to the bylaws. 

When the planning board voted to allow Needham Enterprises to withdraw its application for minor site 

review and refile as a major project, the discussion clearly stated that that was the extent of the vote. 

The issue of whether zoning bylaws could be changed in this case to allow a major project daycare as a 

right was not discussed or agreed to. In fact, Chair Paul Alpert stated on the record that the Planning 

Board was not giving up anything in allowing the project to be withdrawn and refiled as a major project 

and Member Marty Jacobs made very clear on the record that the vote did not encompass any change 

of the Planning Board’s authority and powers under the zoning bylaws. Member Jacobs also expressed 

that the Planning Board had agreed to request a written opinion from Town Counsel fully briefing the 

issue, but had not received the opinion. 

It is not clear that the Planning Board even has the jurisdiction to evaluate the validity of Needham’s 

duly enacted schedule of uses and special permit bylaws. The Planning Board is created under the 

authority of G.L. c. 41, §81A and the Needham bylaws. The Planning Board was not created as an 

impartial tribunal to interpret the laws of the Commonwealth and decide a legal conflict between two 

parties. Rather, the Planning Board is charged with carrying out the provisions of Needham’s zoning 

bylaws in specific ways as set forth in those bylaws. The Planning Board in this manner represents the 

interests of one party – the Town of Needham.  

The Town of Needham passes its bylaws through Town Meeting and all of its participants, including the 

town’s boards and elected Town Meeting Members. These bylaws codify what the interests of Needham 



are with regard to construction projects and they mandate the specific manner by which the planning 

board must protect those interests, the specific uses that are permitted as a right and those that are 

only permitted by special permit. No where in the bylaws or Massachusetts statutes is the Planning 

Board given jurisdiction to interpret the laws of the Commonwealth or entertain questions of the 

validity of duly enacted zoning bylaws. The Planning Board follows the bylaws as written. That is its 

mandate. If Needham’s bylaws are invalid under Massachusetts law, it is for a court of competent 

jurisdiction to strike the bylaw down, not the Planning Board. See generally, Wellesley Board of Appeals, 

ZBA 2008-80 (finding that the Board of Appeals lacked jurisdiction to invalidate a zoning bylaw for an 

applicant trying to build a child care on an undersized lot  and indicating that they could only disregard 

the bylaw if a court found the bylaw invalid and directed them to do so). 

Even if a question of the validity of the schedule of use and the special permit bylaws were within the 

jurisdiction of the Planning Board, that question could not be resolved by the Chair himself. This is not a 

minor issue of procedure. The planning board must fully consider, deliberate, hold a hearing on and vote 

on this matter in a manner that is in accordance with open meeting laws.  

This vote cannot be an afterthought at the end of a hearing on the merits of the application. Doing so 

would deprive the public of the chance to be heard on the issue of whether the planning board can or 

should invalidate Needham’s zoning bylaws. Due process also requires that the planning board 

members, the petitioner and the public know definitively the framework under which the planning 

board is considering the application BEFORE the application is considered at a hearing. The level of 

scrutiny given to the application by the planning board, the peer review traffic engineer and the public 

will be very different if the planning board thinks it is powerless to deny the major project application 

than if the planning board is driving toward discerning whether it can make the findings required to 

grant a special permit.  

There are other reasons to suspend hearings on the merits (ethics) which are discussed in our letter of 

July 28, 2021. However, if the Planning Board is going forward with hearings in this matter, the next 

hearing should be limited to the preliminary matters of (1) whether the Planning Board has the 

jurisdiction to conduct inquiry into the validity of Needham’s duly passed bylaws regarding the use 

designation of a major project daycare and the special permit requirements of major projects; and, if it 

does, (2) whether the use bylaws and the special permit bylaws are invalidated by the laws of the 

Commonwealth given the binding Supreme Judicial Court case of Rogers v. Town of Norfolk, 432 Mass 

374 (2000) in which the court upheld a bylaw prohibiting daycares in residential neighborhoods once 

they exceeded a 2500 sq. ft. footprint.1  

 
1 Ignoring Rogers, petitioner has argued that Needham’s bylaws are made invalid by the language of the 

Dover Amendment which states, “No zoning ordinance or bylaw in any city or town shall prohibit, or 

require a special permit for, the use of land or structures, for the primary, accessory or incidental 

purpose of operating a child care facility.” However, if Norfolk’s bylaw in Rogers which outright prohibits 

daycares greater than 2500 sq ft was not considered by the court to “prohibit, or require a special 

permit for, the use of land or structures…for the…purpose of operating a child care facility” under the 

Dover Amendment, then neither does Needham’s bylaw which only prohibits construction of daycares 

in residential neighborhoods once they reach Major Project size and even then gives the applicant the 

opportunity to overcome the prohibition if they can make the showings required by the special permit 

https://wellesleyma.gov/DocumentCenter/View/1615/2008-80-PDF
https://wellesleyma.gov/DocumentCenter/View/1615/2008-80-PDF


For these reasons, we object to the hearing as it was held on July 20, 2021 and request that the planning 

board hear and decide the above issues before holding any hearings on the substance of petitioner’s 

application. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Maggie and Joe Abruzese 

30 Bridle Trail Rd. 

  

 

 
process. Under Rogers, the language of the Dover amendment quoted by petitioner only applies when a 

town prohibits or requires a special permit for ALL daycare projects, not when it merely prohibits or 

requires a special permit once a project is oversized.  

 



MEMORANDUM 

 

To:  Needham Planning Department 

From: Evans Huber, Esq. 

Date: August 4, 2021 

Subject: Additional Changes to Proposed Project at 1688 Central Avenue Following the July 20 

Hearing 

 

 As requested by email from Alex Clee dated August 3, the following is a summary of the changes 

that Needham Enterprises has made to the proposed project following the July 20, 2021 PB hearing, in 

response to input from the peer reviewer, John Diaz of GPI.  This memo supplements, but does not repeat, 

the changes to the project (as compared to the original submission) that are set forth in the “bullet points” 

memo that was part of the July 20 hearing presentation materials.  

 

• The driveway has been widened to provide three lanes;  

o a drop-off and pick-up queueing lane adjacent to the sidewalk (8 feet wide) 

o an entrance lane providing unimpeded access to the rear parking areas (11 feet 

wide) 

o an exit lane for exit from the rear parking areas as well as the drop-off and pickup 

area (11 feet wide). 

o Drop-off and pick-up will still be permitted only at the main entrance where the 

staff is stationed. 

o Up to the island, the main travel lanes are a combined 22 feet wide, which 

exceeds the required width set forth in section 5.1.3(i) of the Bylaw. To the east of 

the island, they remain 24 feet wide. 

• The driveway entrance shape has been changed to reinforce that the pick-up and drop-off 

lane is separate from the main travel lane to the rear parking areas 

• Yellow and white lane lines have been added to clearly differentiate travel lanes from the 

drop-off and pick-up lane. 

• Directional arrows as shown on the plan will be painted on the various lanes. 

• The island has been changed to a teardrop shape to reinforce the direction of travel for the 

drop-off and pick-up lane versus the rear parking area access lane. 

• A Stop sign and stop line has been added to the exit from the drop-off and pick-up area, 

for vehicles returning to the exit lane. 

• Do Not Enter signs have been added (facing the travel lanes) at the exit from the drop-off 

and pick-up area. 

• The plantings in the island have been changed to Junipers, and the plantings closest to the 

barn (north side) have been changed to Creeping Junipers 

• Concrete wheel stops have been added to the parking areas 

• The area at the driveway curb cut has been redesigned so that stormwater runoff will not pass 

over the sidewalk. This was done by creating a low spot in the driveway and adding two catch 

basins in that low spot. 

 

Building façade, size, and location are the same as presented at the July 20 hearing.  Other than 

as noted above, the landscaping plan has not changed from what was presented at the July 20 

hearing. 





















From: Dennis Condon
To: Alexandra Clee
Subject: RE: Request for comment - 1688 Central Avenue - revised plans
Date: Monday, August 9, 2021 9:52:43 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png

Hi Alex,
Fire has no additional comments.
 
Thanks,
Dennis
 
Dennis Condon
Chief of Department
Needham Fire Department
Town of Needham
(W) 781-455-7580
(C) 508-813-5107
Dcondon@needhamma.gov

Follow on Twitter: Chief Condon@NeedhamFire

  Watch Needham Fire Related Videos on YouTube @ Chief Condon
 

 

From: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 4, 2021 2:39 PM
To: David Roche <droche@needhamma.gov>; Anthony DelGaizo <ADelgaizo@needhamma.gov>;
John Schlittler <JSchlittler@needhamma.gov>; Dennis Condon <DCondon@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>; Elisa Litchman <elitchman@needhamma.gov>;
Thomas Ryder <tryder@needhamma.gov>; Tara Gurge <TGurge@needhamma.gov>; Carys Lustig
<clustig@needhamma.gov>; Timothy McDonald <tmcdonald@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Request for comment - 1688 Central Avenue - revised plans
 
Dear all,
 
I have received the attached revised plans from the applicant for 1688 Central. The Planning Board
hearing on this matter has been continued to August 17, 2021. If you wish to comment on the
revised plans, please send your comments by Wednesday August 11 at the latest.
 
The documents attached for your review are as follows:

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=12172F07ABF84052A8AE1B48F3DE58AD-DENNIS COND
mailto:aclee@needhamma.gov
mailto:Dcondon@needhamma.gov
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1. Memorandum from Attorney Evans Huber dated August 4, 2021 describing changes.

 
2. Plan set entitled “Site Development Plans, Daycare, 1688 Central Avenue, Needham MA,”

prepared by Glossa Engineering Inc., 46 East Street, East Walpole, MA, consisting of 9 sheets:
Sheet 1, Cover Sheet, dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 2, entitled “Existing Conditions Plan of Land
in Needham, MA,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 28,
2021; Sheet 3, entitled “Site Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021
and July 28, 2021; Sheet 4, entitled “Grading and Utilities,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April
15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 28, 2021; Sheet 5, entitled “Construction Details,” dated June
22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 28, 2021; Sheet 6, entitled
“Construction Details,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 28,
2021; Sheet 7, entitled “Sewer Extension Plan and Profile,” dated “scale: as noted November
19, 2020” , revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 28, 2021; Sheet 8, entitled
“Construction Period Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July
28, 2021; Sheet 10, entitled “Landscaping Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021,
June 2, 2021 and July 28, 2021.

 
3. Plan set entitled “Needham Enterprises Daycare Center,” prepared by Mark Gluesing

Architects, consisting of 2 sheets: Sheet 1, Sheet A 1-0, entitled “1st Floor Plan,” dated March
8, 2021, revised March 30, 2021 and May 30, 2021; Sheet 2, Sheet A 3-0, showing elevations,
dated March 8, 2021, revised March 30, 2021 and May 30, 2021.

 
Thank you, alex.
 
 
 
 
 
Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Needham, MA
www.needhamma.gov
 

From: Alexandra Clee 
Sent: Friday, May 7, 2021 12:01 PM
To: David Roche <droche@needhamma.gov>; Anthony DelGaizo <ADelgaizo@needhamma.gov>;
Timothy McDonald <tmcdonald@needhamma.gov>; John Schlittler <JSchlittler@needhamma.gov>;
Dennis Condon <DCondon@needhamma.gov>; Carys Lustig <clustig@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>; Elisa Litchman <elitchman@needhamma.gov>;
Thomas Ryder <tryder@needhamma.gov>; Tara Gurge <TGurge@needhamma.gov>
Subject: RE: Request for comment - 1688 Central Avenue - revised plans
 
Dear all,
 

http://www.needhamma.gov/
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We have received a memo from the attorney for this project detailing the changes that were made
between the original plans and the revised plans (the revised plans as sent to you by email dated
April 27, 2021). I am sending it in case it assists you. We also did receive a newly revised Landscape
Plan, which I have attached.
 
If you have already submitted updated comments (and the attached info does not change those), or
do not wish to submit additional comments, totally fine. If you wish to submit any additional
comments, please do so by Wed May 12 if you can.
 
Thanks!
 
 
 
Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Needham, MA
www.needhamma.gov
 

From: Alexandra Clee 
Sent: Tuesday, April 27, 2021 9:31 AM
To: David Roche <droche@needhamma.gov>; Anthony DelGaizo <ADelgaizo@needhamma.gov>;
Timothy McDonald <tmcdonald@needhamma.gov>; John Schlittler <JSchlittler@needhamma.gov>;
Dennis Condon <DCondon@needhamma.gov>; Carys Lustig <clustig@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>; Elisa Litchman <elitchman@needhamma.gov>;
Thomas Ryder <tryder@needhamma.gov>; Tara Gurge <TGurge@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Request for comment - 1688 Central Avenue - revised plans
 
Dear all,
 
We received an updated letter and updated plan set for the noted project; both are attached for
your review. This matter is currently scheduled for May 18 in front of the Planning Board. As there is
a lot of interest in this proposal, we would welcome any new/additional comments you may have as
soon as you are able (but at the latest, by Wednesday May 12).
 
Thanks, alex.
 
 
Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Needham, MA
www.needhamma.gov
 

From: Alexandra Clee 
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 2:50 PM
To: David Roche <droche@needhamma.gov>; Anthony DelGaizo <ADelgaizo@needhamma.gov>;

http://www.needhamma.gov/
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Timothy McDonald <tmcdonald@needhamma.gov>; John Schlittler <JSchlittler@needhamma.gov>;
Dennis Condon <DCondon@needhamma.gov>; Carys Lustig <clustig@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>; Elisa Litchman <elitchman@needhamma.gov>;
Thomas Ryder <tryder@needhamma.gov>; Tara Gurge <TGurge@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Request for comment - 1688 Central Avenue
 
Dear all,
 
The Planning Board will be hearing about a proposal for a new daycare at 1688 Central Avenue on
April 6, 2021. More information is included in the submitted documents, detailed below, which can
be attached to this email (with the exception of the Stormwater Report) and can also be found at
this location K:\Planning Board Applications\Planning_1688 Central Avenue_2021. Some of the
application documents are attached, as noted, but not all, as the files were too large to include all.
(some of you will receive a hard copy in the inter-office mail as well).
 
The documents attached for your review are:
 

1. Application submitted by Needham Enterprises, LLC with Exhibit A. attached
 

2. Letter from Evans Huber Attorney, dated March 11, 2021. Attached
 

3. Letter from Evans Huber Attorney, dated March 12, 2021. attached
 

4. Letter from Evans Huber Attorney, dated March 16, 2021. attached
 

5. Plan set entitled “Needham Enterprises Daycare Center,” prepared by Mark Gluesing

Architects, consisting of 4 sheets: Sheet 1, Sheet A 1-0, entitled “1st Floor Plan,” dated March
8, 2021; Sheet 2, Sheet A 1-1, entitled “Roof Plan,” dated March 8, 2021; Sheet 3, Sheet A 2-1,
showing Building Sections, dated March 8, 2021; Sheet 4, Sheet A 3-0, showing elevations,
dated March 8, 2021. Attached.

 
6. Plan set entitled “Site Development Plans, Daycare, 1688 Central Avenue, Needham MA,”

prepared by Glossa Engineering Inc., 46 East Street, East Walpole, MA, consisting of 10 sheets:
Sheet 1, Cover Sheet, dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 2, entitled “Existing Conditions Plan of Land
in Needham, MA,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 3, entitled “Site Plan,” dated June 22, 2020;
Sheet 4, entitled “Grading and Utilities,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 5, entitled “Landscaping
Plan,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 6, entitled “Construction Details,” dated June 22, 2020;
Sheet 7, entitled “Construction Details,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 8, entitled “Sewer
Extension Plan and Profile,” dated “as noted November 19, 2020”; Sheet 9, entitled
“Construction Period Plan,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 10, entitled “Appendix, Photometric
and Site Lighting Plan,” dated June 22, 2020.

 
7. Traffic Impact Study, dated March, 2021. Attached

 
8. Stormwater Report, dated June 22, 2020.
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I also have attached a letter from Abutters that we received today that I am sharing in case you wish
to note the neighborhood concerns while you conduct your review.
 
The meeting where this topic will be presented to the Planning Board is April 6, 2021. If you wish to
comment, please submit your comment by Wednesday March 31, 2021, so that the Petitioner has
time to address any concerns or questions in advance of the hearing.
 
Thanks, alex.
 
 
 
_________
Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Town of Needham
500 Dedham Avenue
Needham, MA 02492
781-455-7550 Ext 271
Needhamma.gov
 
 



From: Tara Gurge
To: Alexandra Clee
Cc: Lee Newman
Subject: FW: Public Health Division"s reply to Planning Boards Request for comment on Revised Documents - 1688

Central Avenue
Date: Monday, August 9, 2021 5:06:54 PM
Attachments: image002.png

image003.png
Importance: High

Alex –
 
The Public Health Division received the revised site development plans for the proposed project
located at #1688 Central Ave.  The same original comments still apply (See initial comment email
that was sent back in March, below.)  Also, just a quick update re: the last comment bullet point –
We received additional documentation in reference the last bullet point, and this item was
satisfactorily addressed. (See Note below.)
 
Please let us know if you need additional information or have any follow-up questions on those
comments.

Thanks,

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

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

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

message.  Thank you.

Follow Needham Public Health on Twitter!
 
 
 

From: Tara Gurge 
Sent: Wednesday, March 24, 2021 2:12 PM
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To: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Public Health Division's reply to Planning Boards Request for comment - 1688 Central
Avenue
Importance: High
 
Alex –
 
Here are the Public Health Division comments for the Project Site Plan Special Permit proposal at
1688 Central Avenue. See below:
 

Prior to demolition, we will need to ensure that the applicant fills out the online Demolition
permit form, through the Building Dept., via ViewPoint Cloud online permitting system, and
submits the Demolition review fee along with uploading the required supplemental demolition
report documents online, including septic system abandonment form and final pump report, for
our review and approval (as noted on the form.) 
Ensure that a licensed pest control service company is contracted and will conduct routine site
visits to the site, first initially to bait the interior/exterior of each structure to be raised prior to
demolition, and also continue to make routine site visits (to re-bait/set traps) throughout the
duration of the construction project.  Pest reports must be submitted to the Health Division on an
on-going basis for our review.
If this proposal triggers the addition of any food to be served or prepped on site at this new
facility, the owner must fill out and submit an online application for a Food Permit Plan Review
packet.  As part of this plan review, a food establishment permit will need to be applied for
through the Public Health Division via the Town’s ViewPoint Cloud online permitting system,
which will require a review of the proposed kitchen layout plans, with equipment and hand sinks
noted, along with any proposed seating layout plans where applicable.
Please ensure that sufficient exterior space is provided to accommodate an easily accessible
Trash Dumpster and a separate Recycling Dumpster, per Needham Board of Health Waste Hauler
regulation requirements.  These covered waste containers must be kept clean and maintained,
and be placed on a sufficient service schedule in order to contain all waste produced on site.
These containers may not cause any potential public health and safety concerns with attraction
of pest activity due to improper cleaning and maintenance.  
As noted in the proposal, the applicant will be required to connect to the municipal sewer line,
once it’s brought up to the property, prior to building occupancy. A copy of the completed
signed/dated Sewer Connection application, which shows that sewer connection fee was paid,
must be forwarded to the Public Health Division for our record.
No public health nuisance issues (i.e. odors, noise, light migration, standing water/improper on
site drainage, etc.), to neighboring properties, shall develop on site during or after construction.
We are in support of an extensive landscaping plan be developed on site to screen and enhance
the site, and to ensure that noise and visual impacts are minimized for the benefit of the
neighboring residential properties in this location. Additional buffering, by the addition of new
vegetation, along with new plantings, is strongly encouraged.
Proposed lighting on site shall not cause a public health nuisance, with lighting being allowed to
migrate on to other abutting properties.  If complaints are received, lighting may need to be



adjusted so it will not cause a public health nuisance. 
The applicant must meet current interior/exterior COVID-19 Federal, state and local
requirements for spacing of seating, HVAC/ventilation, face covering requirements, sanitation
requirements and occupancy limit requirements, etc. Please ensure that proper occupancy limits
are met in order to accommodate the most updated state COVID-19 requirements for this
proposed facility to ensure the health and safety for the number of proposed students and staff
on site.  
The Public Health Division is also in support of the comments and concerns noted in the letter
entitled, ‘Neighborhood Petition Regarding Development of 1688 Central Avenue in Needham,’
that was received and distributed by the Planning Board, including the excerpt on the
neighboring abutters’ concerns regarding the previous uses of the property with reference to
potential soil contamination that may be present. We conducted a file check for this property
address and we support the neighbors request for a soil test based on a concern that was
investigated by the Fire Dept. that was filed back on June 24, 2003. The applicant must ensure
that the property is safe, which includes conducting proper soil testing of the site prior to
construction, and also follow through with any necessary mitigation measures as found to be
necessary, as part of this project approval. à Comment satisfactorily addressed. 

 
Please let us know if you need additional information or have any follow-up questions on those
requirements.

Thanks,

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

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

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

message.  Thank you.

Follow Needham Public Health on Twitter!
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From: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov> 
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 2:50 PM
To: David Roche <droche@needhamma.gov>; Anthony DelGaizo <ADelgaizo@needhamma.gov>;
Timothy McDonald <tmcdonald@needhamma.gov>; John Schlittler <JSchlittler@needhamma.gov>;
Dennis Condon <DCondon@needhamma.gov>; Carys Lustig <clustig@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>; Elisa Litchman <elitchman@needhamma.gov>;
Thomas Ryder <tryder@needhamma.gov>; Tara Gurge <TGurge@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Request for comment - 1688 Central Avenue
 
Dear all,
 
The Planning Board will be hearing about a proposal for a new daycare at 1688 Central Avenue on
April 6, 2021. More information is included in the submitted documents, detailed below, which can
be attached to this email (with the exception of the Stormwater Report) and can also be found at
this location K:\Planning Board Applications\Planning_1688 Central Avenue_2021. Some of the
application documents are attached, as noted, but not all, as the files were too large to include all.
(some of you will receive a hard copy in the inter-office mail as well).
 
The documents attached for your review are:
 

1. Application submitted by Needham Enterprises, LLC with Exhibit A. attached
 

2. Letter from Evans Huber Attorney, dated March 11, 2021. Attached
 

3. Letter from Evans Huber Attorney, dated March 12, 2021. attached
 

4. Letter from Evans Huber Attorney, dated March 16, 2021. attached
 

5. Plan set entitled “Needham Enterprises Daycare Center,” prepared by Mark Gluesing

Architects, consisting of 4 sheets: Sheet 1, Sheet A 1-0, entitled “1st Floor Plan,” dated March
8, 2021; Sheet 2, Sheet A 1-1, entitled “Roof Plan,” dated March 8, 2021; Sheet 3, Sheet A 2-1,
showing Building Sections, dated March 8, 2021; Sheet 4, Sheet A 3-0, showing elevations,
dated March 8, 2021. Attached.

 
6. Plan set entitled “Site Development Plans, Daycare, 1688 Central Avenue, Needham MA,”

prepared by Glossa Engineering Inc., 46 East Street, East Walpole, MA, consisting of 10 sheets:
Sheet 1, Cover Sheet, dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 2, entitled “Existing Conditions Plan of Land
in Needham, MA,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 3, entitled “Site Plan,” dated June 22, 2020;
Sheet 4, entitled “Grading and Utilities,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 5, entitled “Landscaping
Plan,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 6, entitled “Construction Details,” dated June 22, 2020;
Sheet 7, entitled “Construction Details,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 8, entitled “Sewer
Extension Plan and Profile,” dated “as noted November 19, 2020”; Sheet 9, entitled
“Construction Period Plan,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 10, entitled “Appendix, Photometric
and Site Lighting Plan,” dated June 22, 2020.
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7. Traffic Impact Study, dated March, 2021. Attached

 
8. Stormwater Report, dated June 22, 2020.

 
I also have attached a letter from Abutters that we received today that I am sharing in case you wish
to note the neighborhood concerns while you conduct your review.
 
The meeting where this topic will be presented to the Planning Board is April 6, 2021. If you wish to
comment, please submit your comment by Wednesday March 31, 2021, so that the Petitioner has
time to address any concerns or questions in advance of the hearing.
 
Thanks, alex.
 
 
 
_________
Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Town of Needham
500 Dedham Avenue
Needham, MA 02492
781-455-7550 Ext 271
Needhamma.gov
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August 12, 2021 
 
 
Needham Planning Board 
Public Service Administration Building 
Needham, MA  02492 
 
 
RE: Project Site Plan Follow up Review of  revised submittals 
 Needham Enterprises Childcare Facility-1688 Central Avenue 
 
Dear Members of  the Board, 
 
The Department of  Public Works has completed a follow up review of  the above referenced site 
Planning Board plan permit review.  The applicant proposes to construct a new 9,966 square foot 
building as a childcare facility.  The childcare facility will have a maximum of  100-children.  The 
support staff  will be 13-employees.  The plans have been mainly updated to widen the drive access 
with additional striping and directional traffic flow, reshape the proposed drop off  areas, as well as 
some landscape modifications. 
 
The review was conducted in accordance with the Planning Board’s regulations and standard 
engineering practice.  The documents submitted for review are as follows: 
 

1. Memorandum from Attorney Evans Huber dated August 4, 2021 describing changes.  
 

2. Plan set entitled “Site Development Plans, Daycare, 1688 Central Avenue, Needham MA,” 
prepared by Glossa Engineering Inc., 46 East Street, East Walpole, MA, consisting of 9 
sheets: Sheet 1, Cover Sheet, dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 2, entitled “Existing Conditions 
Plan of Land in Needham, MA,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 
and July 28, 2021; Sheet 3, entitled “Site Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, 
June 2, 2021 and July 28, 2021; Sheet 4, entitled “Grading and Utilities,” dated June 22, 2020, 
revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 28, 2021; Sheet 5, entitled “Construction 
Details,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 28, 2021; Sheet 6, 
entitled “Construction Details,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 
and July 28, 2021; Sheet 7, entitled “Sewer Extension Plan and Profile,” dated “scale: as 
noted November 19, 2020” , revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 28, 2021; Sheet 8, 
entitled “Construction Period Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 
2021 and July 28, 2021; Sheet 10, entitled “Landscaping Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised 
April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 28, 2021. 
 

3. Plan set entitled “Needham Enterprises Daycare Center,” prepared by Mark Gluesing 
Architects, consisting of 2 sheets: Sheet 1, Sheet A 1-0, entitled “1st Floor Plan,” dated 
March 8, 2021, revised March 30, 2021 and May 30, 2021; Sheet 2, Sheet A 3-0, showing 
elevations, dated March 8, 2021, revised March 30, 2021 and May 30, 2021. 

 



 – 2 – August 12, 2021  

 

 
Our comments and recommendations are as follows: 
 

• We understand that the traffic Engineer and Peer Engineer reviewer are still 
discussing the proposed updates. 

• Original plans show that the facility’s proposed lighting will not trespass onto the 
neighboring properties.  However, the shields proposed should minimize visual 
glare to the closest neighboring properties.  Provide updated plans on the lighting 
for the additional parking area (previously plans show as an asphalt playground). 

• The project does not indicate if a generator, or if an electrical transformer is 
required.  If found to be required, the applicant will need to provide a sound study 
and demonstrate sound attenuation measures for the generator, and visual screening 
measures for the generator or transformer. 

• The plans call for collecting stormwater and mitigating the post construction storm 
events though onsite infiltration systems. As part of the NPDES requirements, the 
applicant will also need to comply with the Public Out Reach & Education and 
Public Participation & Involvement control measures.  The applicant shall submit a 
letter to the DPW identifying the measures selected for Public Outreach, and for 
Public Participation and Involvement and provide dates by which the measures will 
be completed. 
 

 
If  you have any questions regarding the above, please contact our office at 781-455-7538. 
 
Truly yours, 
 
 
Thomas Ryder 
Assistant Town Engineer 
 



















































































August 12, 2021

Paul Alpert
Chair of Needham Planning Board,

Members of the Needham Planning Board,

Lee Newman
Director of Planning and Community Development
500 Dedham Avenue
Public Services Administration Building
Suite 118
Needham, MA 02492

RE: Site Review of Proposed Project at 1688 Central Avenue

Dear Chair Alpert and All Planning Board Members,

Attached please find a submission on behalf of neighbors of 1688 Central Avenue for
consideration during the Planning Board’s site review process of the proposed project at that
location.  We ask that the Planning Board reject the site plan as the proposal is prohibited by the
Needham Zoning bylaws. We ask you to give careful consideration to these comments and
enter them, along with their attachments, into the formal record of your meeting should there
need to be further proceedings on the matter.  Thank you for your consideration.

Yours truly,

Holly Clarke



The Planning Board Must Deny the Application as the Needham Zoning Bylaws
Prohibit More than One Non-Residential Use or Building

On a Lot in Single Residence A

Section 3 of the Needham Zoning Bylaws sets forth the Schedule of Use Regulations for
all zoning districts in the town. Section 3.2.1 enumerates the uses and building configurations
permitted in the district at issue here, Single Residence A (as well as other zones). The table set
forth in Section 3.2.1 marks as “N” (“Not Permitted”) in Single Residence A:

More than one non-residential building or use on a lot where such buildings
or uses are not detrimental to each other and are in compliance with all other
requirements of this By-Law. (emphasis added).

This provision prohibits more than one non-residential building or use on a lot in this
district, and requires the Planning Board to reject the submitted plan because it proposes more
than one non-residential building or use.

As presented, the completed project would include two buildings: the daycare facility and
the existing barn. Neither qualifies as a residential building.

It is uncontested that the daycare is a commercial building and not a residential building.

The barn was built in 1989 as an accessory to a residential building; however, it will lose
that status when the residential home is demolished. While the proponent has been less than
forthcoming about his intended use of the barn; without a residence onsite, it clearly is a
non-residential building intended for a non-residential use. At the Design Review Board’s March
22 meeting, the proponent stated that the barn would be retained without any renovation, there
is no intended use for the time being and it is being retained because it might be “historic” (See
Design Review Board Comments).1 At the Planning Board meeting on July 20, the proponent’s
attorney stated that the barn is not going to be leased to the daycare. He thought that, “at the
moment, there was an informal understanding that she could use the barn for storage”2

(Planning Board Meeting of July 20, 2021 at 1:28). Using part of the barn as storage for a
commercial user further confirms the building is non-residential. At the Design Review Board
meeting on August 9, 2021, the proponent’s attorney stated that the barn would be used for
storage. The bylaw does not include storage as a permitted use for this district. For the
purposes of section 3.2, the proposed plan renders the existing 2,835 square foot barn an
illegal, non-residential building. The bylaws forbid two such buildings or two such uses on a
residential lot and the submitted project must be rejected.

2 It is not clear why a brand new daycare building with extensive playrooms, indoor and outdoor play
spaces, a conference room, and an entire separate storage closet would need access to a big, old two
story barn as an additional storage area. For reference, the Temple daycare program next door to the
property seems to utilize a common rubbermaid closet for its outdoor storage.

1 In fact, the barn was erected in 1989, not during any historic era.

1



Applying the bylaw to the current proposal leaves the developer free to decide his own
priorities. If he chooses to build the proposed daycare facility, he cannot keep the barn or
replace it with a second non-residential building on the lot. The barn cannot be permitted as an
“accessory” to a commercial building because it would be a second non-residential building
which is forbidden by the Needham bylaws. If the proponent wishes to keep the barn, it must
either be an accessory to a residential building or be a permitted use and the only
non-residential use and non-residential building on the lot. The Needham bylaws forbid the
current proposal of two non-residential buildings or uses on the one residential lot.

The submitted application must be rejected as the plan violates the Needham Zoning
bylaws.

2



From: Maggie Abruzese
To: Planning; Lee Newman; Alexandra Clee; psa@westonpatrick.com; mj@jacobs-thomas.com;

adamjblock@kw.com; jeannemcknight@comcast.net
Cc: jabruzese@gmail.com
Subject: Authority of the Planning Board to Suspend Hearings
Date: Thursday, August 12, 2021 11:04:35 AM
Attachments: Authority of Planning Board.pdf

Dear Chair Alpert, members of the Planning Board, Ms. Newman and Ms. Clee,
 
In answer to the question that Chair Alpert desired to ask the Ethics Commission, attached please
find a filing on the authority of the Planning Board to suspend hearings in this matter pending
resolution of the ethics questions.
 
Please reach out if we can be of further assistance in this matter.
 
Sincerely,
 
Maggie and Joe Abruzese
30 Bridle Trail Rd
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The Authority of the Planning Board to Address Ethical Issues 
in the 1688 Central Matter 


 
The Planning Board has the authority to take measures to ensure that the proceedings before it are 
conducted in a manner that gives the appearance of being fair and is in fact fair. Board of Selectmen of 
Barnstable v. Alcoholic Beverages Control Commission, 373 Mass 708 (1977). The Planning Board review 
depends on the input of several municipal employees from many different departments and boards. 
There is no appearance of fairness if Needham employees and officials are put in a position, as they are 
here, where they may consciously or unconsciously defer in their input to the interests of a conflicted 
Needham official (Select Board Chair Matthew Borrelli and/or DRB Chair Mark Gluesing) who is their 
supervisor, colleague, or fellow board member. See id. at 712-713. When deliberations proceed in spite 
of a conflict of interest – even a conflict of interest that does not rise to the level of the criteria of G.L. c. 
268A - the procedure is faulty and the result lacks integrity. Id. at 714 and 718. This is true regardless of 
whether the outcome of the proceedings would have been the same if the conflict had not existed. Id. 
Whether actions would be different if there were no conflict is not even part of the inquiry. Id. What is 
to be avoided is even the suspicion of impropriety. 
 
When unethical behavior is not called out, it hurts all of Needham. It was a sad day for the integrity of 
Needham government when the Chair of the Design Review Board, Mark Gluesing, was permitted to 
appear before the Planning Board on July 20, 2021 regarding the 1688 Central Project on behalf of his 
private client.  The 1688 Central Project is pending before Mr. Gluesing’s own board, the Design Review 
Board. The Design Review Board is charged with reviewing the matter and advising the Planning Board 
on it.   
 
The reason for prohibiting even the appearance of a conflict of interest was illustrated quite clearly at 
this hearing. The appearance of a conflict of interest – that Mr. Gluesing’s position on the DRB would 
influence deliberations in this matter – quickly crossed over into Mr. Gluesing actively drawing on his 
position of Chair of the DRB to (wrongly) explain the absence of DRB comment to new plans in favor of 
Mr. Gluesing’s private client. Mr. Gluesing (misleadingly) advocated that the Planning Board should 
infer, from the absence of DRB comment, that the DRB felt the new plans met the concerns the DRB had 
previously expressed. He talked with the authority of being the Chair of the DRB about what “we” 
(meaning the DRB) usually do and what, therefore, one can infer based on that. See Meeting Video at 
1:48:00: https://www.needhamchannel.org/2021/07/needham-planning-board-7-20-21/ In fact, there 
was no comment on the new plans by the DRB because the new plans had not been given to the DRB for 
review.  We believe the Planning Board is wise enough to see the error in Mr. Gluesing’s argument, but 
the comment was heard by not only the Planning Board, but citizens and anyone watching the hearing. 
The fact that this incident happened illustrates why there is a prophylactic prohibition on even the 
appearance of conflict of interest.     
 
The actions of Mr. Borrelli and Mr. Gluesing in pursuing the private interests of their client, instead of 
the public interests of Needham that they were elected and appointed to protect, erode the public’s 
trust in the integrity of Needham’s government processes.  The Planning Board must insist that there be 
no appearance of a conflict of interest in proceedings before it in order to safeguard its own position in 
the public trust.       
 



http://masscases.com/cases/sjc/373/373mass708.html
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In Board of Selectmen of Barnstable, the Alcoholic Beverages Control Commission refused to approve 
liquor licenses granted by the Board of Selectmen because conflict of interest issues plagued the Board 
of Selectmen’s hearing on the licenses. Id. at 712-713. The Board argued that the Commission didn’t 
have authority to use that basis not to approve licenses granted by the Board. Id. The Court held that 
the Commission did have the authority to insist on integrity in the proceedings. Id. at 716-717. The Court 
held that it was such a pervasive notion that administrative proceedings should be free from conflicts of 
interest that the Court did not need to hunt for statutory foundations authorizing the Commission to so 
insist. Id. 
 
It would defy common sense if a board such as the Planning Board were not able to insist on the 
integrity of its own proceedings. See id. at 716. Suspending hearings in the matter of 1688 Central until 
the ethical matters can be resolved appropriately ensures that decisions of the Planning Board are 
reached fairly and that the proceedings are free from even the appearance of impropriety.  
 
For these reasons, and for the reasons set forth in our prior filings, the Planning Board can and must 
continue all hearings in this matter until such time as the ethical issues are definitively resolved. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Maggie and Joe Abruzese 
30 Bridle Trail Rd, Needham  
 







The Authority of the Planning Board to Address Ethical Issues 
in the 1688 Central Matter 

 
The Planning Board has the authority to take measures to ensure that the proceedings before it are 
conducted in a manner that gives the appearance of being fair and is in fact fair. Board of Selectmen of 
Barnstable v. Alcoholic Beverages Control Commission, 373 Mass 708 (1977). The Planning Board review 
depends on the input of several municipal employees from many different departments and boards. 
There is no appearance of fairness if Needham employees and officials are put in a position, as they are 
here, where they may consciously or unconsciously defer in their input to the interests of a conflicted 
Needham official (Select Board Chair Matthew Borrelli and/or DRB Chair Mark Gluesing) who is their 
supervisor, colleague, or fellow board member. See id. at 712-713. When deliberations proceed in spite 
of a conflict of interest – even a conflict of interest that does not rise to the level of the criteria of G.L. c. 
268A - the procedure is faulty and the result lacks integrity. Id. at 714 and 718. This is true regardless of 
whether the outcome of the proceedings would have been the same if the conflict had not existed. Id. 
Whether actions would be different if there were no conflict is not even part of the inquiry. Id. What is 
to be avoided is even the suspicion of impropriety. 
 
When unethical behavior is not called out, it hurts all of Needham. It was a sad day for the integrity of 
Needham government when the Chair of the Design Review Board, Mark Gluesing, was permitted to 
appear before the Planning Board on July 20, 2021 regarding the 1688 Central Project on behalf of his 
private client.  The 1688 Central Project is pending before Mr. Gluesing’s own board, the Design Review 
Board. The Design Review Board is charged with reviewing the matter and advising the Planning Board 
on it.   
 
The reason for prohibiting even the appearance of a conflict of interest was illustrated quite clearly at 
this hearing. The appearance of a conflict of interest – that Mr. Gluesing’s position on the DRB would 
influence deliberations in this matter – quickly crossed over into Mr. Gluesing actively drawing on his 
position of Chair of the DRB to (wrongly) explain the absence of DRB comment to new plans in favor of 
Mr. Gluesing’s private client. Mr. Gluesing (misleadingly) advocated that the Planning Board should 
infer, from the absence of DRB comment, that the DRB felt the new plans met the concerns the DRB had 
previously expressed. He talked with the authority of being the Chair of the DRB about what “we” 
(meaning the DRB) usually do and what, therefore, one can infer based on that. See Meeting Video at 
1:48:00: https://www.needhamchannel.org/2021/07/needham-planning-board-7-20-21/ In fact, there 
was no comment on the new plans by the DRB because the new plans had not been given to the DRB for 
review.  We believe the Planning Board is wise enough to see the error in Mr. Gluesing’s argument, but 
the comment was heard by not only the Planning Board, but citizens and anyone watching the hearing. 
The fact that this incident happened illustrates why there is a prophylactic prohibition on even the 
appearance of conflict of interest.     
 
The actions of Mr. Borrelli and Mr. Gluesing in pursuing the private interests of their client, instead of 
the public interests of Needham that they were elected and appointed to protect, erode the public’s 
trust in the integrity of Needham’s government processes.  The Planning Board must insist that there be 
no appearance of a conflict of interest in proceedings before it in order to safeguard its own position in 
the public trust.       
 

http://masscases.com/cases/sjc/373/373mass708.html
http://masscases.com/cases/sjc/373/373mass708.html
https://www.google.com/url?q=https://www.needhamchannel.org/2021/07/needham-planning-board-7-20-21/&sa=D&source=editors&ust=1628723867939000&usg=AFQjCNHCPa8Qag609SEZVCXDzG3Owcz29A


In Board of Selectmen of Barnstable, the Alcoholic Beverages Control Commission refused to approve 
liquor licenses granted by the Board of Selectmen because conflict of interest issues plagued the Board 
of Selectmen’s hearing on the licenses. Id. at 712-713. The Board argued that the Commission didn’t 
have authority to use that basis not to approve licenses granted by the Board. Id. The Court held that 
the Commission did have the authority to insist on integrity in the proceedings. Id. at 716-717. The Court 
held that it was such a pervasive notion that administrative proceedings should be free from conflicts of 
interest that the Court did not need to hunt for statutory foundations authorizing the Commission to so 
insist. Id. 
 
It would defy common sense if a board such as the Planning Board were not able to insist on the 
integrity of its own proceedings. See id. at 716. Suspending hearings in the matter of 1688 Central until 
the ethical matters can be resolved appropriately ensures that decisions of the Planning Board are 
reached fairly and that the proceedings are free from even the appearance of impropriety.  
 
For these reasons, and for the reasons set forth in our prior filings, the Planning Board can and must 
continue all hearings in this matter until such time as the ethical issues are definitively resolved. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Maggie and Joe Abruzese 
30 Bridle Trail Rd, Needham  
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NEEDHAM 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

AGENDA   
          MONDAY, August 19, 2021 - 7:30PM 

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

AGENDA 
Minutes    Review and approve Minutes from July 15, 2021 meeting.  

 
Case #1 – 7:30PM 83 Rolling Lane –Matthew Stutz and Flavia Montanari, applicants, have made 

application to the Board of Appeals for a Special Permit under Sections 6.11.3(b), 
7.5.2 and any other applicable Sections of the By-Law to allow the construction of 
retaining walls in excess of four feet in height within the side yard setback of the 
property. The property is located at 83 Rolling Lane, Needham, MA in the Single 
Residence A (SRA) District.. 

 
Case #2 – 7:30 PM 350 Cedar Street –ATC Watertown LLC, applicant, has made application to the 

Board of Appeals for a Special Permit Amendment under Sections 6.7.7 (b), 7.5.2 
and any other applicable Sections of the By-Law to allow for the replacement of 
100kW diesel backup generator with 300kW diesel backup generator on a 7’ x 27’ 
concrete pad with enclosure to match existing generators on site. The property is 
located at 350 Cedar Street, Needham, MA in the Single Residence B (SRB) 
District. 

 
. 
 
 
 

Next Meeting: Thursday, September 16, 2021, 7:30pm  

http://www.zoom.us/
http://www.zoom.us/
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86964757241
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86964757241
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Daniel D. Klasnick 
Licensed in Massachusetts, New Hampshire and New York 
Desk: (781) 873-0021 - Mobile: (774) 249-2814 
dklasnick@dkt-legal.com 
 

 
 
 
 
        
        
 

 July 26, 2021 
 
 
Zoning Board of Appeals 
Town Clerk's Office 
Needham Town Hall 
1471 Highland Avenue 
Needham, MA 02492 
 
Re: Application for Special Permit – ATC Watertown LLC 

Proposed Replacement Backup Generator to be located at 
350 Cedar Street, Needham, MA  

 
Dear Board Members: 
 
 Enclosed please find an Application for Special Permit (“Application”) for the 
installation of a replacement backup generator to be located at 350 Cedar Street.   
 

In accordance with the Application requirements, seven (7) copies are enclosed of the 
following: 

 
• Application for Special Permit; 
• Brief in Support of Application; 
• Project Plans; 
• Check for the application fee of $500.00 payable to the Town of Needham; and 
• Supporting Documentation. 

 
The applicant has also provided an electronic copy of the application and all submittal 

materials to dcollins@needhamma.gov. 
 

The Applicant would be happy to provide any additional information that you may 
require and would appreciate reasonable notice of any additional information you require in time 
to provide such information for the public hearing. 
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Should you require any additional information, please don’t hesitate to contact me at 
(781) 873-0021.  Thank you very much for your cooperation. 
 

Very truly yours, 
 

 
 

       _______________________________ 
      By: Daniel D. Klasnick 
       Attorney at Law 
 
 



ZBA Application For Hearing 

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

Applicant Information 
Applicant 
Name 

Date: 

Applicant 
Address 

Phone email 

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

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

Representative 
Name 

Address 

Phone email 

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

Contact Me Representative in connection with this application. 

Subject Property Information 
Property Address 

Map/Parcel 
Number 

Zone of 
Property 

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

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

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

ATC Watertown LLC

10 Presidential Way, Woburn, MA 01801

(781) 873-0021 dklasnick@dkt-legal.com

Daniel D. Klasnick

P.O. Box 254, Boxford, MA 01921

(781) 873-0021 dklasnick@dkt-legal.com

350 Cedar Street

227.0/0001/00000 SRB

N/A
N/A

dklas
Stamp

dklas
Stamp

dklas
Stamp

dklas
Stamp

dklas
Stamp

dklas
Stamp

dklas
Stamp



ZBA Application For Hearing 

Existing Conditions: 

Statement of Relief Sought: 

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

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

Existing 
Conditions 

Proposed 
Conditions 

Use 

# Dwelling Units 

Lot Area (square feet) 

Front Setback (feet) 

Rear Setback (feet) 

Left Setback (feet) 

Right Setback (feet) 

Frontage (feet) 

Lot Coverage (%) 

FAR (Floor area divided by the lot area) 

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

Communications Facility and guyed tower with 100kW backup

diesel generator.

Special Permit for replacement of 100kW diesel backup 

generator with 300kWdiesel backup generator on 7' x 27' concrete pad with enclosure

to match existing generators on site.

  Special permit under Section 6.7.7(b),

 7.5.2 and any other applicable sections of the By-Law.

N/A N/A

N/A N/A

N/A N/A

N/A N/A

N/A N/A

N/A N/A

N/A N/A

N/A N/A

N/A N/A

N/A N/A

There are also additional existing backup generators located at the property.



ZBA Application For Hearing 

Date Structure Constructed including additions: Date Lot was created: 

Submission Materials Provided 

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

If applicant is not the owner, a letter from the owner certifying 
authorization (Required) 
An electronic copy of the application and all submitted materials 
(Required) 

Elevations of Proposed Conditions  (when necessary) 

Floor Plans of Proposed Conditions (when necessary) 

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

 

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

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

Date:_______________ Applicant Signature_______________________________ 

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

N/A

July 21, 2021

July 26, 2021

about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
about:blank
dklas
Stamp

dklas
Stamp

dklas
Stamp

dklas
Stamp



ZBA Application Fees 

) 

TYPE OF 

APPLICATION 

SINGLE 
FAMILY 
RESIDENTIAL 

MULTI-
DWELLING 
RESIDENTIAL 

COMMERCIAL 

Appeal of the Building 
Inspector’s Decision 

$200 $200 $200 

Amendment, 
Modification, Transfer 

$200 $200 $200 

Special Permit $200 $500 $500 

Variance $200 $200 $200 

Comprehensive Permit 
$2,000 + 
$100/unit 

In addition to the above stated filing fees, the applicant shall be responsible to pay the cost of 
publishing public notices in the Needham Times.   

Staff will prepare the notice and arrange for two publications in the Needham Times.  The 
newspaper will invoice the applicant directly.  



TOWN OF NEEDHAM 
 

BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF  
APPLICATION  

FOR SPECIAL PERMIT 
 
 

APPLICANT:  ATC Watertown LLC  
 
SITE ADDRESS:  350 Cedar Street 
 
ASSESSOR’S LOT I.D.: Map 227.0, Block 0001, Lot 0000.0 
 
ZONING DISTRICT: SRB 
 
 This Brief is submitted in support of an application for a special permit and 
amendment thereto, with all rights reserved, pursuant to the Town of Needham Zoning 
By-laws for the installation of a 300kW generator on a 7’ x 27’ concrete pad to match the 
existing generators on site on the property owned by ATC Watertown LLC to the Town 
of Needham, Zoning Board of Appeals (“Board”). 
 

ZONING DETERMINATION 
 

ATC received a determination from the Town of Needham Building Department 
on July 21, 2021 that its proposal to install a replacement diesel back-up generator in the 
SRB Zoning District requires a special permit under Section 6.7.7 of the Needham 
Zoning By-laws as follows: 

 
6.7.7 Modifications A modification to a wireless communication facility shall 
be considered equivalent to an application for a new wireless communication 
facility and will require a special permit when the following events apply:  
 
(b) The applicant wants to add any equipment or additional height not 
specified in the original design filing. 
 

APPLICANT’S INTEREST IN THE PROPERTY 
 
ATC Watertown LLC (“ATC”) owns the property and tower located at 350 Cedar 

Street. 
 
See Exhibit 1, Deed (Book 34151, Page 545) 
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PROJECT SUMMARY 

  
ATC proposes to install a 300Kw Generac SD300 diesel powered emergency 

generator that will be located on a proposed concrete pad (7’ x 27’) on the property. This 
proposal is an upgrade to an existing 100kW generator that is currently installed on the 
property.  Because of increased HVAC loading in Building 4, the existing 100Kw 
generator is not sufficient to provide backup power.  Upon the installation of the 300Kw 
generator the 100Kw will be removed from the property.  The generator will be 
integrated into the existing electrical infrastructure at the site.  The generator will be used 
for back-up power only in the event of an emergency. The diesel fuel tank is an 
approximately 1592-gallon sub-based fuel tank, UL 142 listed and doubled walled for 
containment.  The approximate tank dimensions are 24.5’L x 3’W x 3’-6”H.  The 
proposed tank will sit on the concrete slab.   

 
The proposed generator has been designed to minimize the effect on the sound 

environment and will be placed in a sound attenuated enclosure.  Most of the time, the 
generator will make no sound.  The generator will be tested approximately one time per 
week for maintenance for a period of approximately 30 minutes.  As will be supported by 
the Environmental Sound Assessment, the generator has three sources of sound.  The 
primary source is the release of combustion exhaust, which will be vented after passing 
through an exhaust silencer.  The second source of sound is the engine.  The engine will 
operate within what Generac terms a Sound Attenuated Enclosure.  This enclosure is 
designed to provide sound reduction to the equipment sound.  The third source of sound 
is from the cooling air moving through the radiator and vented through the enclosure.  
Within the enclosure are sound blocking and sound absorptive materials that are designed 
to allow the free flow of air within the unit while removing the sound.   

The proposed generator is highly mitigated for sound, so it is expected to emit 
sound levels that correspond to a much smaller unit.   

 
The Environmental Sound Assessment supports that the potential sound from the 

proposed generator will comply with all federal, state and local requirements with respect 
to sound. 

ATC will maintain the emergency generator. The emergency generator will be 
installed in an acoustically treated enclosure.  The emergency generator will only be used 
for back-up power and only in the event of an emergency.  
 

See Exhibit 2, Plans 
See Exhibit 3, Generator Specifications 
See Exhibit 4, Environmental Sound Assessment  
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SATISFACTION OF SPECIAL PERMIT STANDARDS 
 

Pursuant to Section 7.5.2 of the Needham Zoning By-laws, the Board of Appeals may 
hear and decide an application for a special permit.  Prior to granting a special permit, the 
Board of Appeals shall make a finding and determination that the proposed use, building, 
structure, off-street parking or loading, modification of dimensional standards, screening 
or landscaping, or other activity, which is the subject of the application for the special 
permit:  
 
 (a) complies with such criteria or standards as may be set forth in the section of 
this By-Law which refers to the granting of the requested special permit;  
 
Pursuant to Section 6.7.7, a special permit in compliance with the decision criteria 
contained in Section 6.7.5 is required when the applicant wants to add any 
equipment not specified in the original design filing for a wireless communications 
facility.  Where the proposed replacement generator was not specified in the 
original design filing, the Applicant is requesting a special permit.   
 
 (b) is consistent with: 1) the general purposes of this By-Law as set forth in 
subparagraph 1.1, and 2) the more specific objectives and purposes applicable to the 
requested special permit which may be set forth elsewhere in this By-Law, such as, but 
not limited to, those at the beginning of the various sections;  

  
The replacement generator shall be installed, erected, maintained and used in 
compliance with all applicable federal laws, state laws, town bylaws and regulations.   
 
 (c) is designed in a manner that is compatible with the existing natural features of 
the site and is compatible with the characteristics of the surrounding area.  
 
The 300Kw diesel backup generator will be installed on a 7’ x 27’ concrete pad with 
enclosure to match the existing onsite backup generators. 
 
Where the Board of Appeals determines that one or more of the following objectives are 
applicable to the particular application for a special permit, the Board of Appeals shall 
make a finding and determination that the objective will be met:  
 
 (d) the circulation patterns for motor vehicles and pedestrians which would result 
from the use or structure which is the subject of the special permit will not result in 
conditions that unnecessarily add to traffic congestion or the potential for traffic accidents 
on the site or in the surrounding area; and  
 
There will be no additional traffic or impact on the circulation of motor vehicles or 
pedestrians resulting from the installation of the replacement generator.  
 
 (e) the proposed use, structure or activity will not constitute a demonstrable 
adverse impact on the surrounding area resulting from: 1) excessive noise, level of 
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illumination, glare, dust, smoke, or vibration which are higher than levels now 
experienced from uses permitted in the surrounding area, 2) emission or discharge of 
noxious or hazardous materials or substances, or 3) pollution of water ways or ground 
water.  
  
There will be no hazardous waste discharged on site.  Further, the diesel fuel will be 
fully contained.  The Applicant submits that the proposed generator will meet all 
local bylaw, state and federal standards for sound and has been designed to 
minimize its effect on the sound environment as described above.  The backup 
generator will meet or exceed air quality standards promulgated by the state 
Department of Environmental Protection.  
 
 In today’s competitive business environment, it is essential that there is the 
necessary infrastructure in a community to ensure access to reliable services. The direct 
and indirect financial benefits to the Town of Needham to provide reliable services and 
infrastructure is indicative of the very nature of the use by the public and private sector.  
 
 Unlike many other proposed uses, the proposed replacement of the backup 
generator will not adversely impact the Town, for unlike a new business or residence, 
ATC’s proposed use is passive. There will be no additional burden on municipal services, 
such as sewers, police, or fire protection. No additional foot traffic or vehicle traffic will 
occur.  In short, this modification to the existing wireless and broadcast communication 
facility may be implemented without increasing demands upon municipal services. 
 

The replacement of the backup generator at 350 Cedar Street will ensure 
continuing operation of ATC’s facility during power outages. 
 

In an area of Town that is already recognized as a suitable location for this 
facility, this proposal protects aesthetics, encourages use of property that is in the area 
currently utilized for non-municipal utilities and purposes and minimizes the adverse 
impacts on the residents of Needham. 

 
ATC operates in compliance with all federal and state regulations, standards and 

mandates. The proposed installation of the replacement backup generator will be 
designed in compliance with all applicable town bylaws, federal and state regulations, 
including the state building code and any applicable fuel storage license.   

 
The replacement backup generator has been sited and designed in a manner that 

minimizes its visibility and will not be injurious, obnoxious, offensive, dangerous, or a 
nuisance to the community or the neighborhood through noise, vibration, concussion, 
odors, fumes, smoke, gases, dust, harmful fluids or substances, danger of fire or 
explosion or other objectionable feature detrimental to the community or neighborhood 
health, safety, convenience, morals or welfare.  The installation of the replacement 
backup generator will result in no net increase in sound levels. 
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FINDING AND DETERMINATION 

 
Prior to granting the special permit, pursuant to Section 7.5.2.1, the Applicant 

respectfully requests that Board make a finding and determination that the proposed 
installation of the replacement backup generator complies with all the special permit 
standards set forth in the By-laws, is consistent with the general purposes and objectives 
of the By-Laws and is compatible with the characteristics of the surrounding area. 

 
CONCLUSION 

  
 The proposed installation of the backup generator meets all of the standards for a 
special permit pursuant to the Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A and the Town of 
Needham Zoning By-laws.  The installation of the replacement  backup generator will 
have minimal visual impact on the community and will comply with all applicable laws 
and regulations resulting in no net increase in sound levels.   
 

Further, the Federal Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of 2012 (also 
known as the “Spectrum Act”) provides that “a State or local government may not deny, 
and shall approve, any eligible facilities request for a modification of an existing wireless 
tower or base station that does not substantially change the physical dimensions of such 
tower or base station.” The Federal Communications Commission has specifically found 
that the Spectrum Act includes the deployment of backup generators.  The proposed 
replacement generator therefore qualifies as an eligible facilities request under the 
Spectrum Act.  
 

Based upon all the above reasons, ATC therefore respectfully requests that the 
Board grant its application for a special permit and amendment thereto to install the 
replacement backup generator.    

 



Exhibit 1 
“Property Deed” 









Exhibit 2   
“Plans” 
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EXISTING 'DP-41' HOUSE PANEL SCHEDULE

LOAD SERVEDNO.

AMP /

POLE

ØA ØB

LOAD SERVED NO.

VA VA

DEMAND (LOAD):

DEMAND:

PHASE B:

PHASE A:

CONNECTED LOADS

PEAK:

ØC

VA

PHASE C:

98210

COND. GND GND COND.

AMP /

POLE

98210

98210

98210

354

443
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EXISTING 'PB21-A' HOUSE PANEL SCHEDULE

LOAD SERVEDNO.

AMP /

POLE

ØA ØB

LOAD SERVED NO.

VA VA

DEMAND (x125%):

DEMAND:

PHASE B:

PHASE A:

CONNECTED LOADS

PEAK:

ØC

VA

PHASE C:

16180

COND. GND GND COND.

AMP /

POLE

13020

9540

LOAD SERVEDNO.

AMP /

POLE

ØA ØB

LOAD SERVED NO.

VA VA

DEMAND (x125%):

DEMAND:

PHASE B:

PHASE A:

CONNECTED LOADS

PEAK:

ØC

VA

PHASE C:

COND. GND GND COND.

AMP /

POLE

16180

134

167

10080

9780

6060

10080

84

105
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Powering Ahead

For over 50 years, Generac has provided innovative design and 
superior manufacturing.

Generac ensures superior quality by designing and 
manufacturing most of its generator components, including 
alternators, enclosures and base tanks, control systems and 
communications software.

Generac gensets utilize a wide variety of options, configurations 
and arrangements, allowing us to meet the standby power needs 
of practically every application.

Generac searched globally to ensure the most reliable engines 
power our generators. We choose only engines that have already 
been proven in heavy-duty industrial applications under adverse 
conditions. 

Generac is committed to ensuring our customers’ service 
support continues after their generator purchase. 

Codes and Standards
Generac products are designed to the following standards:

UL2200, UL508, UL142, UL489

NFPA 37, 70, 99, 110 

NEC700, 701, 702, 708

ISO 3046, 7637, 8528, 9001

NEMA ICS10, MG1, 250, ICS6, AB1

ANSI C62.41

IBC 2009, CBC 2010, IBC 2012, 
ASCE 7-05, ASCE 7-10, 
ICC-ES AC-156 (2012)

Image used for illustration purposes only

Standby Power Rating
300 kW, 375 kVA, 60 Hz

Prime Power Rating*
270 kW, 338 kVA, 60 Hz

    

*EPA Certified Prime ratings are not available in the US or its Territories
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CONTROL SYSTEM

Digital H Control Panel- Dual 4x20 Display

Program Functions
• Programmable Crank Limiter

• 7-Day Programmable Exerciser

• Special Applications Programmable Logic Controller

• RS-232/485 Communications

• 3 Phase Sensing Digital Voltage Regulator

• 2-Wire Start Capability

• Date/Time Fault History (Event Log)

• Isochronous Governor Control

• Waterproof/Sealed Connectors

• Audible Alarms and Shutdowns

• Not in Auto (Flashing Light)

• Auto/Off/Manual Switch

• E-Stop (Red Mushroom-Type)

• NFPA110 Level I and II (Programmable)

• Customizable Alarms, Warnings, and Events

• Modbus® protocol

• Predictive Maintenance Algorithm

• Sealed Boards

• Password Parameter Adjustment Protection

• Single Point Ground

• 16 Channel Remote Trending

• 0.2msec High Speed Remote Trending

• Alarm Information Automatically Annunciated on the 
Display

Full System Status Display
• Power Output (kW)

• Power Factor

• kW Hours, Total & Last Run

• Real/Reactive/Apparent Power

• All Phase AC Voltage

• All Phase Currents

• Oil Pressure

• Coolant Temperature

• Coolant Level

• Engine Speed

• Battery Voltage

• Frequency

Alarms and Warnings

• Oil Pressure 

• Coolant Temperature 

• Coolant Level 

• Engine Overspeed 

• Battery Voltage

• Alarms & Warnings Time and Date Stamped

• Snap Shots of Key Operation Parameters During 
Alarms & Warnings

• Alarms and Warnings Spelled Out (No Alarm Codes)

STANDARD FEATURES      

ENGINE SYSTEM

• Oil Drain Extension
• Heavy Duty Air Cleaner
• Fan Guard
• Stainless Steel Flexible Exhaust Connection
• Factory Filled Oil & Coolant
• Radiator Duct Adapter (Open Set Only)

Fuel System

• Fuel Lockoff Solenoid
• Primary Fuel Filter

Cooling System

• Closed Coolant Recovery System
• UV/Ozone Resistant Hoses
• Factory-Installed Radiator
• Radiator Drain Extension 
• 50/50 Ethylene Glycol Antifreeze
• 120 VAC Coolant Heater

Electrical System

• Battery Charging Alternator
• Battery Cables
• Battery Tray
• Rubber-Booted Engine Electrical Connections
• Solenoid Activated Starter Motor

ALTERNATOR SYSTEM         

• GENprotect™
• 12 Leads (3-Phase, Non 600V)
• Class H Insulation Material
• Vented Rotor
• 2/3 Pitch
• Skewed Stator
• Auxiliary Voltage Regulator Power Winding
• Permanent Magnet Excitation
• Sealed Bearing
• Automated Manufacturing (Winding, Insertion, 

Lacing, Varnishing)• Rotor Dynamically Spin Balanced 
• Amortisseur Winding
• Full Load Capacity Alternator
• Protective Thermal Switch

GENERATOR SET

• Internal Genset Vibration Isolation
• Separation of Circuits - High/Low Voltage
• Separation of Circuits - Multiple Breakers
• Wrapped Exhaust Piping
• Standard Factory Testing
• 2 Year Limited Warranty (Standby Rated Units)
• 1 Year Limited Warranty (Prime Rated Units)
• Silencer Mounted in the Discharge Hood (Enclosed 

Only)

ENCLOSURE (if selected)

• Rust-Proof Fasteners with Nylon Washers to Protect 
Finish• High Performance Sound-Absorbing Material 
(Sound Attenuation Enclosures)• Gasketed Doors

• Stamped Air-Intake Louvers
• Upward Facing Discharge Hoods (Radiator and 

Exhaust)• Stainless Steel Lift Off Door Hinges
• Stainless Steel Lockable Handles
• Rhino Coat™ - Textured Polyester Powder Coat 

Paint

TANKS (if selected)

• UL 142
• Double Wall
• Vents
• Sloped Top
• Sloped Bottom
• Factory Pressure Tested (2 psi)
• Rupture Basin Alarm
• Fuel Level
• Check Valve In Supply and Return Lines
• Rhino Coat™ - Textured Polyester Powder Coat 

Paint • Stainless Steel Hardware
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Standby - Applicable for a varying emergency load for the duration of a utility power outage with no overload capability.

Prime - Applicable for supplying power to a varying load in lieu of utility for an unlimited amount of running time. A 10% overload capacity is available for 1 out of every 12 hours. The 
Prime Power option is only available on International applications. Power ratings in accordance with ISO 8528-1, Second Edition.

*Consult factory for availability

CONFIGURABLE OPTIONS      

ENGINE SYSTEM

○ Oil Make-Up System 
○ Oil Heater
○ Critical Exhaust Silencer

FUEL SYSTEM

○ Flexible Fuel Lines

○ Primary Fuel Filter

ELECTRICAL SYSTEM

○ 10A UL Battery Charger
○ Battery Warmer

ALTERNATOR SYSTEM

○ Alternator Upsizing
○ Anti-Condensation Heater
○ Tropical Coating

CIRCUIT BREAKER OPTIONS

○ Main Line Circuit Breaker
○ 2nd Main Line Circuit Breaker
○ Shunt Trip and Auxiliary Contact
○ Electronic Trip Breakers 

GENERATOR SET

○ GenLink® Communications Software (English Only)
○ Extended Factory Testing 
○ IBC Seismic Certification
○ 8 Position Load Center
○ 2 Year Extended Warranty
○ 5 Year Warranty
○ 5 Year Extended Warranty
○ 7 Year Extended Warranty
○ 10 Year Extended Warranty

ENCLOSURE

○ Standard Enclosure
○ Level 1 Sound Attenuation
○ Level 2 Sound Attenuation
○ Steel Enclosure
○ Aluminum Enclosure
○ Up to 200 MPH Wind Load Rating*
○ AC/DC Enclosure Lighting Kit
○ 12 VDC Enclosure Light Kit
○ 120 VAC Enclosure Light Kit

CONTROL SYSTEM

○ NFPA 110 Compliant 21-Light Remote Annunciator
○ Remote Relay Assembly (8 or 16)
○ Oil Temperature Sender with Indication Alarm
○ Remote E-Stop (Break Glass-Type, Surface Mount)
○ Remote E-Stop (Red Mushroom-Type, Surface 

Mount)○ Remote E-Stop (Red Mushroom-Type, Flush Mount)
○ Remote Communication - Modem
○ Remote Communication - Ethernet
○ 10A Run Relay
○ Ground Fault Indication and Protection Functions

TANKS (SIZE ON LAST PAGE)

○ Electric Fuel Level 
○ Mechanical Fuel Level
○ 8” Fill Extension
○ 13” Fill Extension
○ 19” Fill Extension 

ENGINEERED OPTIONS    

ENGINE SYSTEM

○ Coolant Heater Ball Valves

○ Fluid Containment Pan

CONTROL SYSTEM

○ Spare Inputs (x4) / Outputs (x4)

○ Battery Disconnect Switch

ALTERNATOR SYSTEM

○ 3rd Breaker System

GENERATOR SET

○ Special Testing

ENCLOSURE

○ Motorized Dampers

TANKS

○ Overfill Protection Valve

○ UL2085 Tank

○ ULC S-601 Tank

○ Special Fuel Tanks

○ Vent Extensions

    

RATING DEFINITIONS
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General

Make Iveco/FPT

EPA Emissions Compliance Stationary Emergency

EPA Emissions Reference See Emission Data Sheet

Cylinder # 6

Type In-Line

Displacement - L (cu. in) 10.3 (628.54)

Bore - mm (in) 125 (4.92)

Stroke - mm (in) 140 (5.51)

Compression Ratio 16.5:1

Intake Air Method Turbocharged/Aftercooled

Cylinder Head 4-Valve

Piston Type Aluminum

Crankshaft Type Dropped Forged Steel

Engine Governing 

Governor Electronic Isochronous

Frequency Regulation (Steady State) ±0.25%

Lubrication System

Oil Pump Type Gear

Oil Filter Type Full Flow

Crankcase Capacity - L (qts) 30 (31.68)

Cooling System

Cooling System Type Closed Recovery

Water Pump Type Pre-Lubed, Self Sealing

Fan Type Pusher

Fan Speed (rpm) 2250

Fan Diameter - mm (in) 762 (30.0)

Fuel System 

Fuel Type Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel Fuel

Fuel Specifications ASTM

Fuel Filtering (microns) 5

Fuel Inject Pump Make Electronic

Fuel Pump Type Engine Driven Gear

Injector Type Common Rail

Engine Type Direct Injection

Fuel Supply Line - mm (in.) 12.7 (0.5) NPT

Fuel Return Line - mm (in.) 12.7 (0.5) NPT

Engine Electrical System

System Voltage 24 VDC

Battery Charger Alternator Std

Battery Size See Battery Index 0161970SBY

Battery Voltage 12 VDC

Ground Polarity Negative

APPLICATION AND ENGINEERING DATA 

ENGINE SPECIFICATIONS

    

ALTERNATOR SPECIFICATIONS

Standard Model 520 mm Generac

Poles 4

Field Type Revolving

Insulation Class - Rotor H

Insulation Class - Stator H

Total Harmonic Distortion <5%

Telephone Interference Factor (TIF) < 50

Standard Excitation Permanent Magnet Excitation

Bearings Single Sealed Cartridge

Coupling Direct, Flexible Disc

Prototype Short Circuit Test Yes

Voltage Regulator Type Digital

Number of Sensed Phases All

Regulation Accuracy (Steady State) ±0.25%
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** Refer to “Emissions Data Sheet” for maximum bHP for EPA and SCAQMD permitting purposes.

Deration – Operational characteristics consider maximum ambient conditions. Derate factors may apply under atypical site conditions. 
Please consult a Generac Power Systems Industrial Dealer for additional details. All performance ratings in accordance with ISO3046, BS5514, ISO8528 and DIN6271 standards. 

POWER RATINGS

Standby Prime
Three-Phase 120/208 VAC @0.8pf 300 kW Amps: 1041 270 kW Amps: 937

Three-Phase 120/240 VAC @0.8pf 300 kW Amps: 902 270 kW Amps: 812

Three-Phase 277/480 VAC @0.8pf 300 kW Amps: 451 270 kW Amps: 406

Three-Phase 346/600 VAC @0.8pf 300 kW Amps: 361 270 kW Amps: 325

STARTING CAPABILITIES (sKVA)

sKVA vs. Voltage Dip
480 VAC 208/240 VAC

Alternator kW 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% Alternator kW 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Standard 350 383 575 767 958 1150 1342 Standard 350 280 410 535 640 770 900

Upsize 1 400 387 581 775 968 1162 1356 Upsize 1 400 210 350 500 680 875 1100

Upsize 2 500 457 686 914 1143 1371 1600 Upsize 2 450 345 570 835 1100 1460 1710

FUEL CONSUMPTION RATES*

Diesel - gal/hr (l/hr)
Fuel Pump Lift- ft (m) Percent Load Standby Prime

3 (1) 25% 7.6 (28.7) 6.9 (26.1)

50% 12.6 (47.7) 11.6 (43.9)

Total Fuel Pump Flow (Combustion + Return) - gal/hr (l/hr) 75% 17.4 (65.9) 15.8 (59.8)

31 (117) 100% 22.1 (83.7) 19.9 (75.3)
* Fuel supply installation must accommodate fuel consumption rates at 
100% load.

COOLING

Standby Prime

Coolant Flow per Minute gal/min (l/min) 95 (360) 95 (360)

Coolant System Capacity gal (l) 16.6 (63) 16.6 (63)

Heat Rejection to Coolant BTU/hr 814,783 733,673

Inlet Air cfm (m3/hr) 14,505 (411) 14,505 (411)

Maximum Radiator Backpressure in H2O 0.5 0.5

COMBUSTION AIR REQUIREMENTS

Standby Prime

Flow at Rated Power cfm (m3/min) 850 (24.07) 765 (21.67)

ENGINE EXHAUST

Standby Prime Standby Prime

Rated Engine Speed rpm 1800 1800 Exhaust Flow (Rated Output) cfm (m3/min) 2240 (63.4) 2016 (57.1)

Horsepower at Rated kW** hp 480 432 Max. Backpressure (Post Silencer) in Hg (Kpa) 1.5 (5.1) 1.5 (5.1)

Piston Speed ft/min 1654 1654 Exhaust Temp (Rated Output - Post Silencer) °F (°C) 1020 (549) 918 (492)

BMEP psi 336 302 Exhaust Outlet Size (Open Set) mm (in) 101.6 (4) 101.6 (4)

OPERATING DATA 
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Specification characteristics may change without notice.  Dimensions and weights are for preliminary purposes only.  Please consult a Generac Power Systems Industrial Dealer for detailed installation drawings.

* All measurements are approximate and for estimation purposes only.

Part No  0185620SBY
Rev. F 06/07/16

Generac Power Systems, Inc.  |  P.O.Box 8  |  Waukesha, WI 53189 
P: (262) 544-4811 ©2016 Generac Power Systems, Inc. All rights reserved. All specifications are subject to change without notice.

    DIMENSIONS AND WEIGHTS*

OPEN SET (Includes Exhaust Flex)

Run Time 
Hours

Usable 
Capacity 
Gal (L)

L x W x H in (mm) Weight lbs (kg)

No Tank - 136 (3454) x 58 (1473) x 68 (1727)  5816 (2638)

8 183 (693) 136 (3454) x 58 (1473) x 81 (2057) 6764 (3068)

20 438 (1659) 136 (3454) x 58 (1473) x 93 (2362) 7076 (3210)

31 693 (2624) 136 (3454) x 58 (1473) x 105 (2667) 7379 (3347)

43 946 (3518) 208 (5283) x 58 (1473) x 108 (2743) 8841 (4010)

60 1325 (5015) 278 (7061) x 58 (1473) x 108 (2743) 9856 (4471)

STANDARD ENCLOSURE

Run Time 
Hours

Usable 
Capacity Gal 

(L)
L x W x H in (mm)

Weight lbs (kg) 

Steel Aluminum

No Tank - 175 (4445) x 58 (1473) x 78 (1981)

1295 
(588)

501 
(227)

8 183 (693) 175 (4445) x 58 (1473) x 91 (2311)

20 438 (1659) 175 (4445) x 58 (1473) x 103 (2616)

31 693 (2624) 175 (4445) x 58 (1473) x 115 (2921)

43 946 (3518) 208 (5283) x 58 (1473) x 118 (2997)

60 1325 (5015) 278 (7061) x 58 (1473) x 118 (2997)

LEVEL 1 ACOUSTIC ENCLOSURE

Run Time 
Hours

Usable 
Capacity Gal 

(L)
L x W x H in (mm)

Weight lbs (kg) 

Steel Aluminum

No Tank - 200 (5080) x 58 (1473) x 78 (1981)

1470
(667)

935 
(425)

8 183 (693) 200 (5080) x 58 (1473) x 91 (2311)

20 438 (1659) 200 (5080) x 58 (1473) x 103 (2616)

31 693 (2624) 200 (5080) x 58 (1473) x 115 (2921)

43 946 (3518) 234 (5944) x 58 (1473) x 118 (2997)

60 1325 (5015) 304 (7722) x 58 (1473) x 118 (2997)

LEVEL 2 ACOUSTIC ENCLOSURE

Run Time 
Hours

Usable 
Capacity Gal 

(L)
L x W x H in (mm)

Weight lbs (kg) 

Steel Aluminum

No Tank - 180.6 (4588) x 57.6 (1463) x 107.2 (2724)

2515 
(1141)

1131 
(514)

8 183 (693) 180.6 (4588) x 57.6 (1463) x 120 (3048)

20 438 (1659) 180.6 (4588) x 57.6 (1463) x 132 (3353)

31 693 (2624) 180.6 (4588) x 57.6 (1463) x 144 (3658)

43 946 (3518) 208 (5283) x 57.6 (1463) x 148(3759)

60 1325 (5015) 278 (7061) x 57.6 (1463) x 146 (3708)

L W

H
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          NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 
 

June 1, 2021 
 
The Needham Planning Board Virtual Meeting using Zoom was remotely called to order by Paul Alpert, Chairman, 
on Tuesday June 1, 2021, at 7:15 p.m. with Messrs. Jacobs and Block and Mmes. McKnight and Espada, as well as 
Planning Director, Ms. Newman and Assistant Planner, Ms. Clee. 
 
Mr. Alpert took a roll call attendance of the Board members and staff.  He noted this is an open meeting that is being 
held remotely because of Governor Baker’s executive order on March 12, 2020 due to the COVID Virus.  All 
attendees are present by video conference.  He reviewed the rules of conduct for Zzoom meetings.  He noted this 
meeting does include a public hearing so there will be an opportunity for public comment.  If any votes are taken at 
the meeting the vote will be conducted by roll call. 
 
Upon a motion made by Mr. Block, and seconded by Mr. Jacobs, it was by a roll call vote of the five members present 
unanimously:   

TED: VOTED:  to automatically continue the meeting to 6/14/21 at 7:15 p.m. with the same zoom ID number if any 
technical difficulties arise that keep the Planning Board from continuing this meeting tonight.   
  
Public Hearing: 
 
7:20 p.m. --  Amendment to Major Project Site Plan Review No. 2018-05: Town of Needham, 1471 Highland 
Avenue, Needham, Massachusetts, Petitioner (Property located at 28 Glen Gary Road, Needham, 
Massachusetts). 
 
Upon a motion made by Mr. Block, and seconded by Mr. Jacobs, it was by a roll call vote of the five members present 
unanimously: 
VOTED: to waive the reading of the public hearing notice. 
 
Christopher Heep, Town Counsel and representative for the Select Board, noted this is the former Hillside Elementary 
School.  In 2018 it was authorized for use of the property was authorized as a temporary headquarters for the police 
and fire departments.  Given the temporary nature, the Planning Board added a condition that when the temporary use 
ceased the property was to be returned to the existing conditions prior to the temporary use.  The temporary use will 
be concluding next winter.  The applicant would like Condition 3.16 amended for a different close- out condition.  
There is no planned use coming in after the temporary police and fire.  Previously there were 2 grassy islands where 
the buses turned around off Glen Gary Road, rows of parking spaces top to bottom of the plan, and topography 
changes.  The applicant would like to propose a substitute plan. 
 
Mr. Heep noted the substitute plan would have no replacement of the grass islands, a row of parking from left to right 
and a concrete retaining wall with a 4-foot grade change from the upper to the lower lots.  There will be a wood rail 
fence running along the retaining wall.  He noted the former use of the property was an elementary school.  The school 
will not be returning to this site, and it will not be an elementary school use again.  There are no current plans to do 
anything with this property once the police and fire leave.  If it were to be used it would need a lot of design review, 
permits and conditions from the Planning Board.  He would like to bring it to condition C which would require the 
least work and construction.  This would be less disruptive to the abutters and should be close to what is there now.  
This would be about a $120,000 savings to do this.  He feels this modification is in the best interests of the site. 
 
Mr. Alpert stated he was fine with this change.  Ms. McKnight noted extensive wetlands on site.  She asked if this 
would require a permit or approval from the Conservation Commission.  Mr. Heep does not believe so.  Ms. McKnight 
noted people park and use the playground and play fields.  She wants to confirm this will still be open for people to 
park and use.  Mr. Heep does not feel there will be an issue with parking or use of the field.  Ken Sargent, Project 
Manager, stated access will still be there but after the police leave.  One condition was that access be maintained 
during use.  Ms. McKnight noted the site is surrounded by a construction fence.  The sidewalk is outside the 
construction fence and people can get to the play area.  Mr. Heep stated pedestrian access will remain and may be 
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enhanced.  The gates will be unlocked.  Mr. Alpert clarified the applicant’s response that the playground will still be 
there and be maintained. 
 
Ms. McKnight asked why the fencing would remain.  Mr. Sargent stated they do not know what will be happening 
with the site so the Town decided to keep the fencing so they would not have to pay again if it was decided to do 
something with the building.  Mr. Alpert noted, as a member of the Community Preservation Committee, they have 
discussed the potential of the Emory Grover building’s substantial renovation and possibly having the school 
administration going into the former Hillside School building there on a temporary basis.  The Town is looking at 
potential uses.  Ms. Espada stated the plans are useful and a good strategy.  She asked if the impervious parking area 
would be increased or remain the same.  Mr. Sargent noted it is an increase from what it is now but not from prior.  
Ms. Espada asked if all the soils from the wall will be kept on site.  Mr. Sargent noted the wall is existing.  The stone 
that was brought in will need to be removed but is not part of the existing wall.  Mr. Jacobs stated he does not like the 
fencing staying in place.  There was a discussion at the time that there were concerns it look as good as it can. That 
would not be the case if the fencing stays up.  Mr. Sargent stated there is no use contemplated but it makes sense to 
keep the fence up rather than pay twice to take it down and have it put back up.  Mr. Jacobs commented it could be 
years and he would like to see the fencing come down.  Mr. Alpert noted the Emory Grover project is not that far off.  
The Board could put a condition that when the police and fire leave the Town can come back to discuss if there is a 
better idea of the time frame.  The fence could remain until that time.  Mr. Jacobs is not opposed to that idea but he 
does not want this open ended.  Ms. McKnight agreed. 
 
Ms. Newman stated she could add a condition on the use itself that may trigger a major project review.  She asked if 
the Town is prepared to come forward with a request for a reuse of the building if it does not trigger site plan review 
on its face.  Mr. Heep assumes any revision would trigger the threshold and they would go back asking for relief.  Ms. 
Newman stated the decision could be modified to link it to the temporary use and a substitute use going in triggers an 
amendment.  Mr. Heep has no issue with that.  Mr. Jacobs asked if the town is going to make any use of the parking 
area as an open and unused parking lot.  Mr. Heep stated there is no plan to use the spaces for any municipal purpose.  
The public can park and use the playground.  Mr. Jacobs would like that as a condition.  Steven Popper, of the 
Permanent Public Building Committee (PPBC), noted there may be some incidental use by the school department for 
storage.  Primarily of IT equipment brought on by Covid.  There may be some continued incidental use.  There will 
be no overnight use.  Mr. Block understands the cost savings solution and agrees with a condition with respect to the 
fence. 
 
Mr. Heep noted the petitioners have 6 months from the conclusion of the use to restore the site.  He is content to come 
back and give a status update to the Board.  Julie Trow, of 17 Hasenfus Circle, asked what the plans are to keep the 
area free of trash and litter and reasonably well maintained.  Mr. Sargent assumes the facilities department will keep 
up the maintenance.  It is still a public building and will not be abandoned.  Ms. Trow commented it is fairly neglected 
now.  Mr. Sargent stated a gate was installed so facilities could get out there with a mower and maintain it.  Sean 
Donovan, of 1 Castle Place, noted he sat in the original meetings where the neighborhoods were told it would be put 
back to the way it was.  Mr. Heep said the Town has no plans but it seems the school administration will go there.  
Mr. Donovan stated the inside of the school will be the only work done if the schools move in there.  Why keep the 
fence if there will be no construction outside the school?  Mr. Sargent stated there may be outside work.  They do not 
know what is going in there if anything.  Mr. Heep noted the current permit has 6 months built in.  At the end of the 
6 months the applicant will come back to the Board to explain what is going on.  Mr. Donovan commented that is 
reasonable.  He noted the fence has started to rip and does not look that great.  Mr. Alpert stated there would be a 
condition the applicant come back to discuss the fence. 
 
Upon a motion made by Mr. Block, and seconded by Mr. Jacobs, it was by a roll call vote of the five members present 
unanimously: 
VOTED: to close the hearing. 
 
Decision: Major Project Site Plan Special Permit No. 2021-02: Katherine Pennington Klein, 40 Eaton Road, 
Needham, MA, Petitioner (Property located at 32 Chestnut Street, Needham, MA).  Regarding property 
renovation of approximately 1,751 square feet of existing first floor commercial space, in an existing 
commercial building, for use as an orthodontics practice. 
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George Giunta Jr., representative for the applicant, reviewed the decision and has 2 comments.  In paragraph 3.4, 
there is a limitation on the maximum number of staff on site at any one time.  This should apply to only one dentist 
on site as there may be a need to bring an additional staff member on site occasionally.  It makes sense to limit the 
use to one dentist but limiting the staff does not make sense.  This allows flexibility.  In paragraph 3.5, the permit 
runs to Dr. Klein and cannot be transferred without coming back to the Board.  Mr. Alpert noted the Board usually 
tailor’s decisions based on information given to us.  The applicant stated 3 employees.  He is perfectly happy with 
more flexibility but not open ended.  With 4 exam rooms he can see there may be a need for 4 assistants on site with 
a receptionist and dentist.  He hopes this gets very successful.  He would say between 3 and 7 staff at any one time 
and the maximum number of parking stickers. 
 
Mr. Jacobs stated he has no problem with the first issue and agrees with Mr. Giunta Jr. on the second issue.  For 
restaurants the Board just asks the new owner sign off saying they will follow all conditions in the permit.  Mr. Block 
agreed.  Ms. Newman suggested they could ask the new owner to sign an affidavit they understand the conditions and 
will abide by them.  Mr. Alpert is ok with a change or transfer to another Board Certified Dentist with just a signature.  
Ms. McKnight noted Section 3.3 says “orthodontic use.”   A discussion ensued as to whether this should be limited 
to orthodontic use or open it to “dentist” also.  Mr. Jacobs noted the applicant is not asking for a change from 
orthodontic to add dentist.  Mr. Alpert reviewed the changes that have been made. 
 
Upon a motion made by Ms. McKnight, and seconded by Mr. Jacobs, it was by a roll call vote of the five members 
present unanimously:  

TED: VOTED:  to grant (1) the requested Special Permit for Site Plan Review, pursuant to Section 7.4 of the By-Law 
and Section 3.2 of Site Plan Special Permit No. 98-10; (2) the requested Special Permit under Section 3.2.2 of the By-
Law for more than one nonresidential use on a lot; and (3) the requested Special Permit pursuant to Section 5.1.1.6 
of the By-Law to waive strict adherence with the requirements of Section 5.1.2 (Required Parking), subject to and 
with the benefit of the following plan modifications, conditions and limitations as set forth in the decision. 

 
Upon a motion made by Mr. Block, and seconded by Mr. Jacobs, it was by a roll call vote of the five members present 
unanimously:   

TED: VOTED:  to approve the decision with the modification discussed. 
 
De Minimus Change: Amendment to Major Project Site Plan Review No. 2013-02: Town of Needham, 1471 
Highland Avenue, Needham, Massachusetts, Petitioner (Property located at 1407 Central Avenue, Needham, 
Massachusetts).  
 
Steven Gentile, representative for the applicant, noted the town wants to install solar panels on the Jack Cogswell 
Building.  There are a couple of slanting roofs one to the north and one to the west, designed so the installations will 
not be seen from Central Avenue.  This is consistent with Section 4.2.8 of the By-Law regarding height exceptions.  
The panels will be 6 inches above the roof and set back from the edge of the roof a minimum of 4 feet.  There will be 
496 solar panels mounted to the standing seam metal roof.  Hank Haff, representative for the applicant, noted the 
panels will follow the slope of the roof.  Mr. Gentile noted there will be solar photovoltaicPV to the grid and will be 
through buried conduit.  There is no change to the footprint, FAR or parking.  The Town is looking at sustainability 
issues and invited the Planning Board to the PPBC meeting last week to go over net zero. 
 
Ms. McKnight noted the trees that were to be planted along Central Avenue are not doing well.  The area shown on 
the plan is doing the worst.  She wants to see the landscape area looking better when the applicant comes back for a 
permanent Certificate of Occupancy.  Mr. Gentile stated there was a replacement of some trees.  Ms. McKnight noted 
the grasses are dried out and there are a lot of weeds.  Mr. Gentile will keep an eye on it. 
 
Upon a motion made by Mr. Block, and seconded by Mr. Jacobs, it was by a roll call vote of the five members present 
unanimously: 
VOTED: to accept the amendment for a deminimus change. 
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Upon a motion made by Mr. Block, and seconded by Mr. Jacobs, it was by a roll call vote of the five members present 
unanimously: 
VOTED: to grant the requested modifications as requested. 
 
Request to Extend Temporary occupancy permit: Amendment to Major Project Site Plan Review No. 2013-
02: Town of Needham, 1471 Highland Avenue, Needham, MA, Petitioner (Property located at 1407 Central 
Avenue, Needham, MA). 
 
Mr. Gentile, representative, noted this is the 7th extension of the temporary Occupancy Permit.  Mr. Heep is working 
with the land court.  There is an easement issue with the DEP.  Mr. Heep thought it was minor but a judge thought 
otherwise.  The applicant is requesting 120 days and hopefully the legalities will be worked out. 
 
Upon a motion made by Mr. Jacobs, and seconded by Mr. Block, it was by a roll call vote of the five members present 
unanimously: 
VOTED: to approve the request for a 120-day extension. 
 
Mr. Jacobs left the meeting at 9:00 p.m. 
 
Discussion about planning studies to undertake this year. 
 
Ms. Newman shared a memo she had prepared for the Finance Committee and what the priorities are for the next year 
including affordable housing issues and sustainability. For (1) she updated the current affordable housing plan to 
articulate the goals and strategies and (2) she looked at inclusionary zoning in Needham and what other towns have 
adopted, and made adjustments across the districts.  She has looked at the rezoning done for Chestnut Street and the 
Needham Center corridor to identify any regulatory barriers and parking kinds of issues.  She looked at the Business 
District along Highland Avenue. Rosemary Street to Webster Street is the only Business District that remains in 
Needham from the 1950s.  The Board needs policy goals for that area.  She asked what the priorities are for the next 
year.  The Board needs to put together a schedule and timeline.  She has laid it out to discuss.  Ms. McKnight asked 
if the Board should be revisiting the rules on accessory dwelling units (ADUs).  It has been a year since the first 
permit was given out.  Mr. Alpert noted it has only been a year and itthe rules were was discussed at length when 
adopted.  The Board has changed since then but there is so much on their plates with what Ms. Newman put together.  
That process (of adopting zoning provisions to allow ADU’s) took a few years and he is not ready to revisit it.  The 
Board did their job on that. 
 
Ms. McKnight noted discussion of ADUs began in 2015 and nothing really happened until 2017.  The Board of Health 
and Council on Aging wanted the elderly to be able to have a small unit to rent out to help out.  Do we really need to 
put people through a special permit process for ADU’s to be occupied by family members or caretakers, or could it 
just be an approval by the Building Department?   
 
Mr. Block stated Ms. Newman has a number of areas for study.  The Council of Economic Advisors (CEA) will also 
be looking at various commercial districts over a long period.  The CEA may be a resource for the Board.  Ms. Espada 
noted the Board needs to work on community outreach.  Some of this is reviewing precedents.  The Board needs to 
create a master work plan.  Ms. Newman sees the housing plan as a community project overseen by a broad committee.  
There will be community meetings and reports with strategy recommendations. 
 
Mr. Alpert suggested the members focus on the materials Ms. Newman supplied and give their thoughts to Ms. 
Newman, and copy him, on their priorities to study now and what could wait a year.  Ms. Newman, Mr. Block and 
Mr. Alpert can discuss these priorities at the Chair/Vice-Chair meeting.  Then a fuller Board discussion could be had 
at the meeting on 6/29/21.  Ms. McKnight stated she has already shared a spreadsheet she had prepared regarding all 
districts and if apartments are allowed and what kinds.  Ms. Newman will resend that out tomorrow to all members.  
Mr. Alpert noted the sustainability amendment does not seem to need a lot of time.  He feels the Board can fine tune 
that and have it ready for the next Spring Town Meeting.  Ms. Espada agreed and noted the Board should talk with 
Green Needham also.  Housing will take a lot of time. 
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Mr. Alpert suggested, for the housing, an ad hoc committee should be put together consisting of one member from 
the Select Board, the School Committee, the Finance Committee and the Planning Board.  Also someone from Equal 
Justice Needham.  They could start having meetings and see where we are going starting with Ms. McKnight’s 
spreadsheet.  All zones should be made the same.  Ms. McKnight noted the League of Women Voter’s is putting 
together a program for the Fall on housing.  Mr. Block suggested asking Green Needham or Steven Frail, on the 
sustainability piece, to come and present their ideas as a first step.  The second step should be to speak to existing 
resources in town like the Building Inspector and DPW and identify what is feasible, the impacts and how to 
implement any changes. 
 
Ms. Espada stated the Board needs to align with others doing the same work.  There are a lot of resources right now.  
Sustainability initiatives and housing are the big issues.  Mr. Alpert would like to see the CEA focus on mixed use 
districts and incorporate housing into those districts. 
 
Revise temporary outdoor seating/outdoor display policy to extend applicability date to October 31, 2021 or 
another later date deemed appropriate by the Board. 
 
Mr. Alpert noted there is a proposal in the packet with changes to the current policy.  It is fine with him. 
 
Upon a motion made by Mr. Alpert, and seconded by Ms. McKnight, it was by a roll call vote of the four members 
present unanimously: 
VOTED: to approve changes made to the temporary outdoor seating and outdoor display policy enacted 5/20/20. 
 
Committee Appointments 
 
Ms. Newman noted the position held by Steven Tanner on the Design Review Board (DRB) expires on 6/30 and the 
position held by Stephen McKnight on the Transportation Committee expired on 5/31.  They would both like to 
continue on the committees.  Ms. Newman explained the process for Ms. Espada.  After discussion, Ms. Espada feels 
others that may want to get involved should be given the opportunity to apply to determine who is the best candidate.  
Mr. Alpert feels it is a good idea to open it up rather than just reappoint.  Ms. Newman will put a notice in the paper 
with a timeline and will follow up with the Town Manager.  Mr. Alpert commented the Board never receives updates 
from the Board appointees and asked if they are supposed to report to the Board.  Ms. Newman stated the appointees 
have never reported in her tenure here.  She suggested the Board could change that.  Mr. Block noted he is not going 
to continue to be the Planning Board representative to the Community Preservation Committee.  He nominated Ms. 
McKnight for the position.  Ms. McKnight agreed to serve. 
 
Correspondence 
 
Mr. Alpert noted the following correspondence for the Glen Gary Road matter: communication from the Chief of 
Police, Tara Gurge of the Health Department and Thomas Ryder of the DPW.  All had no issues. 
 
Minutes 
 
Ms. McKnight noted in the minutes of 2/16/21, under the Highway Commercial 1 discussion, the sentence where Ms. 
Newman is noting the use changes should be deleted as it is unclear.  Also, on the Hunnewell Street discussion, it 
says pre-existing, non-conforming use but it should be pre-existing, non-conforming structure.  This was agreed. 
 
Upon a motion made by Ms. McKnight, and seconded by Mr. Block, it was by a roll call vote of the four members 
present unanimously: 
VOTED: to accept the minutes of 2/16/21 with the 2 changes discussed. 
 
Upon a motion made by Ms. McKnight, and seconded by Mr. Block, it was by a roll call vote of the four members 
present unanimously: 
VOTED: to accept the minutes of 3/2/21. 
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Report from Planning Director and Board members 
 
Ms. Newman noted the Select Board meeting on 6/8 will have a discussion on allowing remote participation under 
the current meeting law.  The Community Development staff is transitioning back to working in the office.  They will 
be working on site and remotely.  The office will be staffed by one person every day and all will be back in 2 weeks. 
 
Ms. McKnight noted the Select Board can adopt regulations that would require a quorum to be present in person but 
others to participate remotely. If members participate remotely the public would be allowed to participate remotely 
also.  Mr. Alpert stated he is in favor of the Select Board adopting what they can under current laws.  It is good in 
situations such as when a member is away.  If the member can call in that is what is best for the Board. 
 
Upon a motion made by Mr. Block, and seconded by Ms. McKnight, it was by a roll call vote of the four members 
present unanimously: 
VOTED: to adjourn the meeting at 10:15 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Donna J. Kalinowski, Notetaker 
 
 
 
________________________________ 
Adam Block, Vice-Chairman and Clerk 
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Alex-
 
I hope you are well. We want to follow up on the discussion we had earlier this year regarding
permit requirements for the Needham Shuttle. Here is the status of three of them:
 
Homewood Suites: 
4/6/21 Received a call from Jennifer Hartley requesting reinstatement of membership and shuttle
service
6/1/21 Membership and shuttle stop reinstated (200 First Ave)
 
Trip Advisor:
 
5/28/20 Received a call from Bri Murphy requesting pricing for membership and shuttle
participation
7/23/21 Kayla Malone confirmed participation beginning 8/30/21 (400 First Ave)
 
Bulfinch:
12/3/20 Received email from Jim Cronin stating they would not be participating until further notice
(250 First Ave and 117 Kendrick Street)
3/18/21 Received an email from Jim Cronin telling us that they were considering resuming
participation on July 1 
6/18/21 Sent Jim an email with pricing for Q3 2021
7/12/21 Set up a call with Robert Schlager to discuss their participation (Jim Cronin is no longer with
Bulfinch)
7/13/21 Call with Robert Schlager regarding reinstating membership and shuttle stops at 250 First
and 117 Kendrick. He said they would not participate and intimated that the Town understands the
business climate and why it makes no sense for them to participate.
 
We want the Town to be aware of where we are with these properties and seek any guidance you
might have in moving forward with Bulfinch. Thank you for your time and consideration.
 

mailto:mtibbits@128bc.org
mailto:aclee@needhamma.gov
mailto:LNewman@needhamma.gov
mailto:ahaelsen@needhamma.gov
mailto:lstiglich@128bc.org


































































Best-
 
Monica
 
Please note: If there are other recipients cc’d on this message, it is important to respond to all.
 
Monica G. Tibbits-Nutt, AICP, LEED AP BD+C  

Pronouns: She/Her (Here's why!)
Executive Director
128 Business Council

  mtibbits@128bc.org
  www.128bc.org

  
 

From: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov>
Date: Friday, March 19, 2021 at 10:57 AM
To: Monica Tibbits-Nutt <mtibbits@128bc.org>, Amy Haelsen <ahaelsen@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lisa Stiglich <lstiglich@128bc.org>, Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>
Subject: RE: Needham Shuttle Special Permit Requirement

Hi Monica and Lisa,
 
Lee discussed this issue with the Planning Board on Tuesday night. Generally speaking, the Board
was unhappy that conditions of the permits are not being followed. They are going to ask the
property owners to attend a Zoom Planning Board meeting to explain why they are not, or explain
some alternate shuttle arrangement they may have made. I think the plan is to have them attend at
the Board’s second meeting in April, which is April 20. I know you may have hoped to have this
resolved sooner, but the Planning Board is in the midst of a very busy season and that was the
soonest they felt they could do it.
 
When the Town uploads the meeting to youtube (likely this weekend), I can send you the link in case
you wish to see the discussion. It was the 5 or so minutes at the end of the meeting.
 
Lee has asked me to see if you can send us a list of all Needham Participants and the locations.
 
Thank you. Alex.
 
 
Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Needham, MA
www.needhamma.gov
 

From: Monica Tibbits-Nutt <mtibbits@128bc.org> 
Sent: Monday, March 15, 2021 1:16 PM
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To: Amy Haelsen <ahaelsen@needhamma.gov>; Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lisa Stiglich <lstiglich@128bc.org>; Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Re: Needham Shuttle Special Permit Requirement
 
I want to thank all of you for taking the time on Friday to meet with us. I have attached the memo.
Please let us know if you need anything else.
 
Best-
 
Monica
 
Please note: If there are other recipients cc’d on this message, it is important to respond to all.
 
Monica G. Tibbits-Nutt, AICP, LEED AP BD+C  

Pronouns: She/Her (Here's why!)
Executive Director
128 Business Council

  mtibbits@128bc.org
  www.128bc.org

  
 
 
 

From: Amy Haelsen <ahaelsen@needhamma.gov>
Date: Tuesday, March 9, 2021 at 8:42 AM
To: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov>, Monica Tibbits-Nutt <mtibbits@128bc.org>
Cc: Lisa Stiglich <lstiglich@128bc.org>, Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>
Subject: RE: Needham Shuttle Special Permit Requirement

Yes, I plan on attending.

Thank you,
Amy
 
 
Amy Haelsen
Economic Development Manager
Town of Needham
1471 Highland Avenue
Needham, MA 02492
Office: (781) 455-7500 ext 255
Cell:  (781) 514-0498
ahaelsen@needhamma.gov
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From: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov> 
Sent: Monday, March 8, 2021 5:41 PM
To: Amy Haelsen <ahaelsen@needhamma.gov>; Monica Tibbits-Nutt <mtibbits@128bc.org>
Cc: Lisa Stiglich <lstiglich@128bc.org>; Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Re: Needham Shuttle Special Permit Requirement
 
No problem, great. 
 
Amy, are you available? If not, we will move forward and update you, if that's OK.  Lee will
send out a zoom invite.  
 
Thanks. 
 
 

Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Town of Needham, MA
Google voice phone: 339-225-9522
 

From: Monica Tibbits-Nutt <mtibbits@128bc.org>
Sent: Monday, March 8, 2021 5:10:47 PM
To: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov>; Amy Haelsen <ahaelsen@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lisa Stiglich <lstiglich@128bc.org>; Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Re: Needham Shuttle Special Permit Requirement
 
Friday at 11:30 AM works on our end. Thank you for making the time.
 
Best-
 
Monica
 
Please note: If there are other recipients cc’d on this message, it is important to respond to all.
 
Monica G. Tibbits-Nutt, AICP, LEED AP BD+C  

Pronouns: She/Her (Here's why!)
Executive Director
128 Business Council

  mtibbits@128bc.org
  www.128bc.org

  
 
 
 

From: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov>
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Date: Monday, March 8, 2021 at 5:05 PM
To: Amy Haelsen <ahaelsen@needhamma.gov>, Monica Tibbits-Nutt <mtibbits@128bc.org>
Cc: Lisa Stiglich <lstiglich@128bc.org>, Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Re: Needham Shuttle Special Permit Requirement

Hi there,

Would either 11:30 am Friday or 1:15pm that same day work for you? Lee and also the
Planning Board chair, Jeanne McKnight, are available at those times, with the earlier time
being the preference.  
 
Let me know, thanks.  
 
 

Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Town of Needham, MA
Google voice phone: 339-225-9522
 

From: Monica Tibbits-Nutt <mtibbits@128bc.org>
Sent: Monday, March 8, 2021 11:27:03 AM
To: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov>; Amy Haelsen <ahaelsen@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lisa Stiglich <lstiglich@128bc.org>; Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Re: Needham Shuttle Special Permit Requirement
 
Thank you so much!
 
Best-
 
Monica
 
Please note: If there are other recipients cc’d on this message, it is important to respond to all.
 
Monica G. Tibbits-Nutt, AICP, LEED AP BD+C

Executive Director

128 Business Council

  mtibbits@128bc.org
  www.128bc.org

  
 
 
 

From: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov>
Date: Thursday, March 4, 2021 at 12:59 PM
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To: Monica Tibbits-Nutt <mtibbits@128bc.org>, Amy Haelsen <ahaelsen@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lisa Stiglich <lstiglich@128bc.org>, Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>
Subject: RE: Needham Shuttle Special Permit Requirement

HI there,
 
We have received this email. We will look at dates and get back to you.
 
Thank you,
 
Alex.
 
 
_________
Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Town of Needham
Google Voice Phone: 339-225-9522
** Please note: Due to Covid-19, I am working primarily remotely. Email is the quickest way to
reach me.
 

From: Monica Tibbits-Nutt <mtibbits@128bc.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 03, 2021 10:57 AM
To: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov>; Amy Haelsen <ahaelsen@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lisa Stiglich <lstiglich@128bc.org>
Subject: Needham Shuttle Special Permit Requirement
 
Amy-
 
I wanted to follow up with you about a permit conversation we had towards the end of last year and
give an update.
 
Background
 
128 Business Council offers commuter shuttle bus service for numerous developers and corporate
member locations in the area. Many of our members have special building permit requirements,
stating that they need to provide shuttle service to their sites as part of their TDM plan to reduce
traffic congestion. Many of them meet this requirement by participating in our shuttle services, an
effective and affordable way to satisfy the permit requirement. By participating in our group/shared
service each member pays a fraction of the cost and receives more robust service than they would
by funding something alone.
 
Needham Shuttle Service
 

Our Needham shuttle is in its 21st year of serving businesses and reducing traffic congestion in the
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area.  The success of this program is due to the continued participation of all members.  Before
March 2020, the service consisted of two 30-passenger vehicles that provided seven morning
departures from the Newton Highlands Green Line Station and seven afternoon/evening departures
back to the station.  As a result of the pandemic, in June 2020 we had to reduce service operation to
less equipment (one bus) and significant disease prevention protocols. We plan to operate the same
way through at least Q2 2021.
 
Pandemic Service Impact
 
Late last year, two members with special permit requirements for shuttle service with the town
decided not to continue participating in our service. In Q1 this has resulted in a significant financial
loss to our non-profit organization.  In addition, as we move to Q2 2021, the remaining members will
have to cover the resulting loss of participation dollars to keep the service going.  This means a 53%
increase to their shuttle costs.
 
In November of 2020 we reached out to you and others in the planning and economic development
departments regarding whether there would be any change to these special building permit
requirements for 2021.  The response was that the town would not be modifying the enforcement
of its special permit requirements for shuttle service in 2021. (See entire conversation in the
attached file.)
 
We are working diligently to ensure our service is available for commuters who need it in 2021 and
beyond. We expect that traffic congestion levels will worsen post-COVID and need to be ready to
meet that demand.
 
Next Steps
 
I’d like to schedule a Zoom meeting to discuss this with you further and determine if you may be
able to assist us with encouraging these members to return to shuttle service participation.  Please
propose a few times that you are available, and I will set it up.  Thanks for your understanding and
cooperation as we attempt to preserve this important service to the area.
 
Best-
 
Monica
 
Please note: If there are other recipients cc’d on this message, it is important to respond to all.
 
Monica G. Tibbits-Nutt, AICP, LEED AP BD+C

Executive Director

128 Business Council

  mtibbits@128bc.org
  www.128bc.org
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