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APPROVED 
MEETING MINUTES 

Tuesday, November 16, 2021 Woburn Planning Board Meeting | 7:00 p.m. 
**Meeting held virtually via Zoom Platform** 

 
Vice-Chair Claudia Bolgen called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm and asked Planner Karen Smith to call the roll.  
 
Ms. Claudia Bolgen, Mr. Bob Doherty, Mr. Jim Callahan, Ms. Carolyn Turner, and Mr. Michael Ventresca were in 
attendance; Chair Kevin Donovan and Mr. Dave Edmonds were absent.  Planning Director Tina Cassidy and Planner 
Karen Smith were also in attendance.  
 
Cassidy stated the meeting was being recorded by both video and audio.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING (Cont’d): PROPOSED ZONING AMENDMENT:  ADOPTION OF A LIFE SCIENCES AND 
BUSINESS MIXED USE OVERLAY DISTRICT AND PLACEMENT OF THE NEW OVERLAY DISTRICT ON FIVE 
LOTS ON MIDDLESEX CANAL PARK DRIVE  
  
Bolgen stated the proposed zoning amendment is a continuation of the public hearing segments on October 26th 
and November 9th  to (a) amend the City of Woburn Zoning Ordinance by adding a new Section 32 entitled Life 
sciences and Business Mixed Use Overlay District (LBOD) and (b) amend the Woburn Zoning Map to overlay the 
new LBOD district onto the parcels shown on Woburn Assessors Maps as Map 29, Block 1, Lot 1; Map 29, Block 1, 
Lot 2; Map 29, Block 1, Lot 3; Map 29 Block 1, Lot 4; and Map 29, Block 1, Lot 5.  
 
Attorney Anne Reynolds of Rubin and Rudman LLP, representing the applicant TD Development Group, LLC in 
place of Attorney Joseph Tarby, introduced the applicant’s team including: Michael Cantalupa, Chief Development 
Officer for the Davis Companies; Christopher Yetman, Vice President of Development for the Davis Companies; Tim 
Williams of Allen and Major; Scott Thornton, Site Engineer of Vanasse and Associates; and Jonathan Eisenberg, 
ARUP Fire Protection and Chemical Engineer. 
 
Reynolds stated the applicant has submitted documents that provide an overview of the LBOD; a brief history of 
the 1,500’ zoning setback requirement for high hazard uses; a summary of regulations from other communities 
showing high hazard use is not listed in their zoning tables;  information on accessory high hazard use and how it 
is defined in the International Building Code (IBC) and limited to 10% of the floor area of the story in which it is 
located; a summary of the Building Codes, Fire Codes and Safety Codes regulating buildings that store and process 
hazardous materials; Google Earth photos showing various Life science buildings in local communities abutting 
residential properties; an Eisenberg memorandum providing an explanation of current mass biopharma facility 
design and operational requirements; a list of alternative uses for the site, including those currently allowed by 
right and those that are allowed with a special permit; and an example of a compliance report that illustrates the 
numerous requirements in place to protect both residents and first responders.  She also outlined the applicant’s 
position as to why the LBOD would not be setting a precedent elsewhere in the City with respect to the 1,500’ 
setback requirement.  
 
Yetman provided a snapshot of the Life science Industry noting that in the past year 5 million square feet of Life 
science lab space has come to Massachusetts with a projection of 20 million additional square feet of bio- 
manufacturing space to be built out by 2024 providing a demand of 40,000 new jobs. Given Woburn’s prime 
location it is well positioned to capitalize on this economic growth within the Life science and pharmaceutical 
industry. Yetman stated the proposed 200,000 square foot project will generate an estimated 400 to 450 new jobs 
with an average salary of $191,000. The existing 13.49 acres of land currently generates $66,500 annually in real 
estate taxes. The proposed project, housing cGMP tenants, could generate an estimated $2,500,000 in taxes 
annually once stabilized, or potentially $2,425,000 in net new taxes in Fiscal Year 2025.  
 
Bolgen asked Yetman’s opinion if the trend since the pandemic is a decline in general office space and an increase 
in demand for lab space. He noted the pool for straight office tenants is on the decline and the suburbs are seeing 
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a strong demand for Life science and lab renovation projects. Boston and San Diego are currently the market 
leaders for Life science space.  
 
Bolgen stated perhaps this project is on the leading edge of a new project coming into the City and it is underscoring 
where our zoning code has failed to keep up with the times and is potentially putting the City at a competitive 
disadvantage regarding the tax and job benefits that Life science and Research and Development companies 
provide. Yetman agreed that this project is on the front end of the wave and noted Woburn currently has cGMP 
and bio-manufacturing companies operating and it is his understanding these companies have not run into the 
zoning issue of the 1,500’ zoning setback due to modifying their business practices with inventory management.  
 
Cassidy and Callahan discussed the potential for jobs created downstream in addition to the 400-450 potential 
jobs that would be created in the new overlay district. Callahan asked how many of the $191,000 positions would 
be allocated to Woburn residents. Yetman stated a qualified Woburn resident would be offered the same 
opportunity as any other qualified applicant. Yetman also followed up on Callahan’s inquiry regarding the 
difference in tax revenue for a Life science and Research and Development occupant versus regular office building 
tenants.  
 
Ventresca inquired as to the major differences the applicant is envisioning in this proposed Overlay District versus 
current allowed uses such as a hospital or funeral home, assuming both have some hazardous materials on site. 
Yetman confirmed with Eisenberg that hospitals require a high hazard use occupancy group for a certain 
percentage of the building. He noted funeral homes use a lot of chemicals and the industry is heavily regulated. 
Yetman stated this particular proposal is for bio-manufacturing firms that will most likely require some form of 
chemical use in storage at a limited quantity. Yetman emphasized that without knowing, at this point in time, the 
exact tenant and/or the processes that tenant will require, to be able to allow flexibility in the marketplace, they 
must imagine a scenario where they do not trigger those quantities, it is very likely that the tenants will require 
some form of chemical use. 
 
Eisenberg addressed the Massachusetts Building Code (780 CMR) and Fire Code (527 CMR) stating each of those 
codes has storage or in-use quantity limits in them for specific classes of chemicals that can be stored or be in use 
in a building. Eisenberg explained that the buildings are compartmentalized in their designs, for example, a fire 
area is created and specific codes dictate allowable quantities. In each of these fire areas within a cGMP 
pharmaceutical or biological manufacturing building, thresholds are quite low. Eisenberg provided an example of 
a typical liquid that is used in the previous mentioned industries. A very common solvent, isopropyl alcohol, is used 
in the development and manufacturing of drug compounds and is flammable. Code quantity thresholds dictate how 
much of a product may be in storage and in use to manufacture small quantities for trials and for proof of concept. 
Eisenberg stated this is why a tenant coming in is likely going to need a high hazard use, adding that given a 
snapshot on any given day, a manufacturer may have in process an amount in the equipment that may exceed what 
codes allow for a closed system process, and therefore, while a need for high hazard for storage may not be 
required, one may be needed for processing. Companies may use material management tactics to manage 
quantities at any given time that may allow them to not to need a high hazard use; but other companies require a 
high hazard use due to the processing quantities as batch sizes of pharmaceutical compounds are slightly larger.   
 
Discussion continued around comparison with the recent Special Permit application from Continuus 
Pharmaceuticals at 32 Cabot Road for 65,000 square feet of manufacturing space. Cabot Road required a high 
hazard use but they are far removed from a residential area. Eisenberg stated Continuus is not limiting themselves 
to accessory high hazard use and they have acknowledged they might need more than 10% of the area on the floor 
for high hazard as they are full-scale manufacturing whereas this proposal is relatively small in comparison. 
 
Reynolds stated the applicant is done with their initial presentation and asked if there were any additional 
questions.  
 
Callahan asked if the City’s assessor’s office has evaluated the zoning change for the different uses on that site to 
determine which actually maximizes the tax benefits. Callahan asked which City Councilor sponsored the proposal 
and Cassidy responded Attorney Tarby submitted the application on behalf of the petitioner. 
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Seeing no further questions from the Board, Bolgen opened the PUBLIC HEARING and asked if any audience 
members wished to speak. Cassidy provided instructions as how to use the ‘raise hand’ function in a Zoom meeting.  
 
Sean Sullivan of 387 Massapoag Avenue, Sharon, Massachusetts, Senior Vice President for National Amusements 
(the owner and operator of the Showcase Cinema property) discussed other potential uses of the property and 
why the current proposal is being pursued versus other options.  Over four years ago Sullivan met with City officials 
to discuss a path forward for a potential use for the parcel, and the City made it very clear that it was not in favor 
of car dealerships, multi-family housing, big box stores, or last-mile distribution centers despite significant interest 
and offers from those types of users. Sullivan said National Amusements chose to pursue a use that was more 
favorably received by the City. He noted it is a very valuable piece of property and National Amusement has steered 
away from offers that might yield the highest return on a purchase price, in order to acknowledge that the City has 
the right to be able to express its interest or lack of support. National Amusements feels they are trying to be a 
good neighbor in bringing forth the Davis Companies which is unparalleled in their experience in New England. 
 
Seeing no interested parties wishing to speak, Bolgen asked the Board if there was a motion regarding the status 
of the PUBLIC HEARING. 
 
Motion to close the PUBLIC HEARING made by Ventresca; 
Seconded by Turner;  
 
No discussion on the motion. 
 
Roll call vote on the aforementioned motion: 
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Aye 
Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Aye 
Bolgen – Aye 
Motion carried, 5-0-0. 
 
Cassidy stated that she had drafted a negative recommendation based on comments made at the last meeting, and 
the comments made here again this evening are in line with that.  She stated she would recommend including in 
the report the reasons why a majority of Board members recommended the ordinance not be adopted.  Some of 
those points include: allowing even “accessory” levels of high hazard uses within close proximity to residences is 
unacceptable; the potential impact to a number of residential neighborhoods in other parts of the City that would 
try to seek similar relief from the current 1,500’ setback requirement for high hazard uses; concern about potential 
emissions from rooftop mechanical equipment that could not be quantified or analyzed before a vote to 
adopt/rezone; an inability to identify a clear public benefit to the rezoning; and the necessity of adopting 
definitions for terms such as “life sciences” and “research and development” prior to allowing Life science and 
Research and Development companies so close to residential zoning districts. 
 
Cassidy added that if the Council decides to create the new overlay district, the Planning Board should recommend 
the Council consider making the following changes to the proposed text prior to adoption: Under-building parking 
levels should count toward the calculation of a building’s height; the amount of a building allowed to exceed the 
maximum height requirement should be significantly reduced; the setback requirement for high hazard uses 
should be measured from the nearest residential zoning district boundary line only, and not from both the nearest 
zoning boundary line and nearest residences; and rooftop structures should be required to be set back a minimum 
distance from the rooftop’s edge. 
 
The Board discussed scenarios regarding the proposed amendment including sending a favorable or unfavorable 
recommendation with specific concerns to be addressed and adopted in the final ordinance, if passed. 
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Motion by Doherty to forward the Director’s draft recommendation sending an unfavorable recommendation to 
the City Council; 
Seconded by Turner;  
 
Discussion continued regarding their concerns on the zoning amendment.  Mention was made that perhaps some 
of the major concerns with the amendment could have been vetted out in a collaborative review between the City 
Council and the Planning Board.  In the past, ZORC (the Zoning Ordinance Review Committee) would have played 
that role. 
 
Seeing no further discussion on the matter, Bolgen called for a roll call vote on the motion to send an unfavorable 
recommendation to the City Council, 
 
Roll call vote on to send an unfavorable recommendation to the City Council: 
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Aye 
Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Nay 
Bolgen – Nay 
Motion carried, 3-2-0. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Bolgen asked if there was any other business for the Board to conduct.  There was none.  Seeing no further 
business, Doherty made a motion to adjourn the November 16, 2021 Planning Board meeting at 8:15 p.m.;  
Seconded by Turner; 
 
Roll call vote on the aforementioned motion: 
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Aye 
Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Aye 
Bolgen-Aye 
 
Motion carried, 5-0-0. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:15 p.m. 
 
Table of Documents Used and/or Referenced at Meeting 

 
 
 
 
 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
Karen Smith 
 
Karen Smith 
Planner 

 

PUBLIC HEARING (cont’d): PROPOSED ZONING AMENDMENT:  Draft Recommendation 
letter; Memorandum from Attorney Tarby dated November 11, 2021 RE: Planning Board 
Follow Up; and “Proposed Development Project, Middlesex Canal Park Drive, Woburn, MA” 
PowerPoint Presentation by Cutler Design. 
   


