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Approved 
MEETING MINUTES 

Tuesday, July 27, 2021 Woburn Planning Board Meeting | 7:00 p.m. 
**Meeting held virtually via Zoom Platform** 

 
Chair Kevin Donovan called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm and asked City Planner Karen Smith to 
call the roll.  
 
Ms. Claudia Bolgen, Mr. Jim Callahan, Ms. Carolyn Turner, Mr. Michael Ventresca, and Chair Kevin 
Donovan were in attendance; Mr. Bob Doherty and Mr. Dave Edmonds were absent.  Planning 
Director Tina Cassidy and City Planner/Grant Writer Dan Orr were also in attendance.  
 
Cassidy stated the meeting was being recorded by both video and audio.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING: PROPOSED ZONING AMENDMENT TO AMEND SECTION 25 OF THE 1985 
WOBURN ZONING ORDINANCES BY REVISING THE MAXIMUM PERMITTED DENSITY 
AUTHORIZED IN SUBSECTION F THEREOF BY DELETING THE NUMBER “FIFTY-SEVEN (57)” 
AND REPLACING IT WITH “TWENTY (20) UNITS PER ACRE” (Attorney Joseph Tarby, on behalf 
of ND Properties LLC) 
 
Attorney Joseph Tarby, Rubin & Rudman, 600 Unicorn Park Drive, addressed the Board on behalf of 
the Petitioner and provided an overview of the zoning amendment Petition relative to Section 25 
(Upper Main Street Overlay District [UMSOD]). In effect, the proposed amendment would increase 
the allowable density within the UMSOD subject property, located at 1071R Main Street. 
 
Tarby continued to provide a summary of the history of the property by indicating the status of 
special permit previously approved by the Council for the property, which followed zoning 
amendments and a variance granted to a previous property owner. Following the variance was the 
creation of the Upper Main Street Overlay District and subsequent City Council special permit 
Petition, which authorized a residential development with a density of fifty-seven (57) units. The 
residential project ultimately was not built due to the significant amount of environmental 
remediation required, and the economic conditions at that time.  
 
Tarby continued to provide an overview of the history of activities at 1071R Main Street relative to 
its former industrial and commercial uses.  
 
Tarby then provided an overview of the contamination currently present at the property by 
explaining the presence of soil stockpiles (as documented by the US Environmental Protection 
Agency [EPA]), the assessments conducted by Massachusetts Department of Environmental 
Protection (MassDEP) and the required actions that the property owner needed to take to remove 
ground waste (specifically PCBs/metal-contaminated soil) from the site.  
 
Tarby described the current redevelopment concept plan as a 24,600-square foot apartment building 
containing 89 residential units with clubhouse, paved parking areas, landscaping, and limited garage 
parking. He added that the remediation plan for the property involves the excavation and off-site 
removal of contaminated soils, entailing a cost between $4-6 million. 
 
Tarby continued to describe the recent scope of the environmental remediation (soil stabilization 
and removal) already undertaken onsite, which has enabled the financial conditions under which the 
Petitioner would proceed with a purchase and sale agreement for the property.   
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Callahan asked for clarification of the number of stories proposed in connection with the 
redevelopment concept plan. Tarby responded that the proposal entails one level of ground-level 
parking, along with a total of four (4) stories of residential units above the ground-level garage 
 
Donovan opened this matter for a public hearing and turned to Cassidy to explain the logistics of 
using the “raised hand” or phone participation functions to identify audience members who wish to 
speak.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
Mr. Michael Raymond, 10 North Maple Street, addressed the Board, noting he is chairman of the 
Woburn Neighborhood Association and former City Alderman who had a role in conceiving the 
UMSOD and participated in the previous special permit process for the property.   
 
Raymond summarized the prior cleanup efforts and formerly proposed project details relative to the 
1071-1073 Main Street properties based on his recollection. He added that before cleanup efforts 
ceased recently, the 1073 Main Street property was successfully remediated and presented a picture 
of the result via screensharing.  
 
Raymond proceeded to explain the reasons for his opposition to the proposed zoning amendment to 
Section 25. He cited opposition based upon the size of the development and the number of residential 
units already under construction in the neighborhood (“the Ledges” project) as a major impact to the 
immediate neighborhood. He continued to express his concern relative to the cumulative effect of 
mixed-use developments under construction across Woburn and their impact on public services.  
 
Raymond expressed his concerns relative to traffic congestion and the pressing need to assess 
cumulative impacts citywide. He added that recent zoning amendments intended to restrict 
residential density in zoning districts across the city had exempted the UMSOD.  
 
Raymond further stated that it is his belief that the “brownfield” designation for the 1071R Main 
Street property will continue to facilitate EPA/MassDEP cleanup efforts, particularly as such 
designation makes the property eligible for remediation-related grant funding.  
 
Mr. Brian Ross, 11 Poole Street, spoke and asked what kind of hardship the applicant is presenting to 
support the rationale for the proposed zoning amendment.  He added that he would like clarification 
as to how the proposed amendment would positively impact the community, especially in light of 
acute traffic concerns among neighborhood residents.   
 
Cassidy responded by explaining the process for evaluating the traffic conditions for a project, which 
typically takes the form of a traffic impact study as part of a broader Development Impact Statement, 
once a project reaches the point of filing for a special permit. 
 
Tarby proceeded to responded to Mr. Ross’s comments. He stated that in addition to the required 
traffic study to be submitted as part of the special permit filing, the City retains the right to evaluate 
traffic via independent analysis by hiring a traffic engineer for purpose of identifying mitigation 
measures.  
 
Mr. Ross again asked what the benefit would be to residents of the Upper Main Street/North Woburn 
area if the zoning amendment were to be approved. Tarby responded that the benefit to 
neighborhood residents would be significant cleanup of documented property contamination, in 
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which in the case MassDEP/EPA defers to landowners to take responsibility for that effort. He added 
that the development will be proposed in the same building footprint envisioned as the prior special 
permit proposal that was never constructed, and that the cleanup would be completed more quickly 
if a private development occurred than it would if it was left to the government. 
 
Cassidy asked if MassDEP/EPA cleanup efforts would proceed in the absence of development of the 
1071 Main Street property. Tarby stated that is a fair assumption. However, he added that questions 
would remain relative to the timeline of a government-sponsored cleanup of the properties as 
opposed to cleanup being prompted by private development.  
 
Mr. Ross proceeded to provide his final comment that he does not find this project to present a 
hardship and that it serves as an economic benefit to the developer, as opposed to being driven by a 
desire to improve environmental conditions. 
 
Ms. Jayne Germano, 8 Naples Avenue, next addressed the Board. She stated that she believes the 
environmental cleanup is a positive. However, she expresses concerns regarding the development of 
the property relative to its size and height in the context of the current scale/density of the 
neighborhood and anticipated traffic resulting from the development.   
 
Donovan asked if there were any additional comments that members of the audience would like to 
provide. There were none. Donovan proceeded to invite questions from Board members.  
 
Bolgen directed a question to Mr. Michael Raymond and asked whether he had a notion of use in mind 
for remediated properties if not private residential development. Raymond responded that a 
recreational use was utilized for another remediated property and reiterated that, given the volume 
of residential development underway in Woburn, it is not a detriment to maintain the remediated 
property as open space. He added that his understanding is the remediation of the 1071 Main Street 
property would cost significantly less (per EPA memorandum) than the figure cited by Attorney 
Tarby on behalf of the Petitioner and is confident that government-sponsored cleanup efforts would 
continue as they have in the past.  
 
Bolgen asked Tarby to clarify the ownership of the property and indicated her understanding that 
the property is currently faced with liens and the pending terms of sale agreement would likely take 
into account the financial risk and cleanup responsibility balanced with the prospect of new 
residential development. Tarby confirmed that Bolgen’s understanding is correct.  
 
Bolgen stated that the policy decision the Board has to make is whether allowing for an increase in 
the density is a benefit to the neighborhood in the context of potential removal of environmental 
contamination. She added that she is mindful of the neighborhood opposition to the proposed zoning 
amendment in light of this scenario.  
 
Mr. Raymond was recognized to address the Board and stated that the current mounds of stabilized 
soil are a major improvement over the previously-existing, deteriorating structures on the property.  
 
Donovan asked if there were any additional comments that members of the audience would like to 
provide. There were none. Donovan proceeded to invite questions from Board members.  
 
Ventresca stated that he is not necessarily in support of allowing for an effective increase in density, 
particularly given the activity of the Ledges project across the street. 
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Mr. Lou DiMambro, 210 School Street, was recognized to address the Board. He asked for clarification 
of the utility improvements that are required as a result of the development. Tarby responded that 
some mitigation measures identified in the past regarding sewer upgrades, water servicing and 
sidewalk installation could be applied to the latest proposed residential project during the special 
permit review phase.  
 
DiMambro asked for clarification of the City's role in working with the developer to evaluate site 
impacts, such as increased traffic and utility capacity. Tarby and Cassidy responded that developer 
will often work proactively to identify an initial Scope of Work. However, for significant projects, a 
Development Impact Statement is very often required, which serves as the basis for conditions of 
approval relative to infrastructural improvements that may be imposed on the developer.  
 
Motion to close public hearing on the matter of the proposed zoning amendment to Section 25 
(UMSOD), made by Bolgen;  
Seconded by Callahan;  
 
Roll call vote on the aforementioned motion: 
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Absent 
Edmonds-Absent 
Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Aye 
Bolgen-Aye 
Donovan-Aye 
 
The motion carried, 5-0-0.  
 
Donovan asked the Planning Director for a recommendation. Cassidy stated that due to the 
sentiments and concerns expressed this evening regarding the proposed residential density in the 
context of the existing neighborhood, she would recommend that the Planning Board consider 
issuing a recommendation to the City Council that it not adopt the proposed zoning amendment to 
Section 25.  
 
Motion to accept the Planning Director’s recommendation, made by Bolgen; 
Seconded by Ventresca; 
 
Roll call vote on the aforementioned motion: 
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Absent 
Edmonds-Absent 
Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Aye 
Bolgen-Aye 
Donovan-Aye 
 
The motion carried, 5-0-0. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING: SPECIAL PERMIT APPLICATION TO AUTHORIZE 37,728 SQ. FT. OF LIGHT 
MANUFACTURING FLOOR SPACE AT 32 CABOT ROAD (CONTINUUS Pharmaceuticals, Inc.) 
 



   

Approved Planning Board Meeting Minutes                        Page 5 of 12                         July 27, 2021 (Virtual) Meeting 
 

Attorney Joseph Tarby, Rubin & Rudman, 600 Unicorn Park Drive, began to address the Board on 
behalf of the Petitioner, providing an overview of the light manufacturing use request and 
introducing representatives of the project applicant, including Ernest Penachio, Vice President of 
Technical Operations; Dick Priesta, project manager; Joe Weed, project engineer with PARE Corp.; Ed 
Flagg, project manager, and Bill Furze, subject matter expert of hazardous materials, both of 
Integrated Project Services (IPS). 
 
Tarby continued to provide an overview of the project proposal by explaining the proposed uses, 
project location and City Council special permitting history. He turned to Mr. Penachio to provide a 
product presentation on behalf of the applicant.  
 
Mr. Ernest Penachio, representative of Continuus Pharmaceuticals, provided an overview of the 
applicant's business and the background on the manufacturing that would occur onsite, the corporate 
structure, and an overview of the specialized manufacturing process that would take place within the 
facility. He continued by stating the purpose of the proposed manufacturing is to enable a continuous 
supply chain and provide more efficiency, security and consistency relative to local pharmaceutical 
supplies, particularly in response to recent shortages.  
 
Penachio continued to review the scope and importance of the proposed work to the pharmaceutical 
industry taking place at the facility and summarized the anticipated volume of production and onsite 
employment. He added that Continuus Pharmaceuticals will do everything it can to ensure that no 
contamination will take place on the site.  
 
Engineer Weed addressed the Board to present an overview of the proposed site plan by describing 
current site conditions and locations of utilities and environmentally sensitive areas. He reviewed 
the scope of the proposed building addition and related components, zoning dimensions, parking 
calculations, loading areas, stormwater treatment/drainage, and truck maneuverability.  
 
Weed then explained the planned areas of storage/containment, drainage/pervious surface areas, 
and the maneuverability of large vehicles.  
 
Donovan invited questions from the Board.  
 
Cassidy stated that there were several questions that arose from department head comments relative 
to anticipated actions that will be taken to obtain appropriate approvals from MassDEP and the EPA. 
Weed responded that the Petitioner has hired a consultant to engage with the EPA to ensure 
necessary approvals are in place and that a filing with the Conservation Commission will be 
completed to satisfy requirements of MassDEP. He deferred to the applicant’s environmental 
consultant for additional information.  
 
Callahan asked for clarification of the Petitioner’s anticipated effluent, waste treatment process and 
process to address “backup” preventing release. Flagg responded that they have been working with 
the MWRA and have separate channels for “process” and sanitary effluent, for which an original, 
existing manhole may be utilized. He explained that manufacturing waste treatment would be treated 
by an automated system adjusting primarily for pH level (and any other required content) prior to 
final release into the municipal system. He added that there are storage components at multiple 
points in the manufacturing process intended to prevent the release of untreated effluent.  
 
Donovan asked if there was any additional information to present or any questions from Board 
members. There were none.  
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Donovan opened this matter for a public hearing and turned to Cassidy to explain the logistics of 
using the “raised hand” or telephone functions to identify audience members who wish to speak.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
Donovan asked Cassidy if any members of the audience wished to address the Board on this matter.  
No members of the audience indicated a desire to speak. 
 
Bolgen asked for an explanation of all department comments that have been obtained to date and 
whether any comments/materials are outstanding. Cassidy proceeded to summarize all of the 
department comments received to date and highlighted those that pertain to site plan approval, 
including installation of granite curbing, utility components, and wastewater treatment components.  
 
Cassidy continued to describe comments from the Police and Fire Departments, both of which posed 
questions related to containment/disposal of hazardous materials that has already been addressed 
by the Petitioner’s representatives this evening. She added that the Fire/Police comments relative to 
a Hazard Mitigation Plan, emergency response contingency plan, and in-person security measures 
and fire suppression should be further addressed. Flagg responded by explaining that pertinent 
chemical safety, hazard mitigation planning, and fire suppression system-related documents are 
currently being drafted and will be provided for the record. He added that 24-hour/7-days-a-week 
in-person security personnel and exterior surveillance are proposed for the facility, in addition to 
security fencing.  
 
Bolgen asked for clarification relative to the Planning Board's review of the special permit light 
manufacturing use application and how this contrasts with the special permit requests before the 
City Council. Tarby and Cassidy responded by articulating the scope of the request before the City 
Council, which pertains to Site Plan Review, modification to the Plan of Record/Decision, approvals 
pursuant to floodway/floodplain-affected property and a proposed high-hazard use. Tarby added 
that the City Council and Planning Board reviews are overlapping and refer to the same site plan.  
 
Bolgen stated it appears that the Board cannot impose any conditions of approval on this special 
permit relative to physical components of the site plan. 
 
Cassidy stated that a draft Decision letter typically provided to members could not be created in time 
for this evening’s meeting due to the fact that the department head meeting was held relatively close 
to the Planning Board’s hearing.  
 
Bolgen stated that while she is in support of the project conceptually she would like clarification as 
to why a vote might be required this evening. She added that additional time for review may be 
beneficial to verify that any outstanding concerns raised this evening have been addressed. Tarby 
responded that the anticipated timeline of potential City Council approval the aforementioned special 
permit filings would occur by September 21st.   Cassidy added that the Planning Board’s next meeting 
scheduled on September 14th is one week from the earliest Council Decision on this matter. 
 
Bolgen stated that she is not in support of making a decision this evening without having a formally 
proposed recommendation letter and more assurance that departmental concerns raised this 
evening have been adequately addressed by the applicant. Ventresca and Turner indicated their 
agreement with the foregoing comments, and expressed support for a continuance of this 
matter. Turner added that she would also like to see required modifications to the site plan relative 
to depicting as-built conditions in final form.  
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Donovan asked Cassidy if any members of the audience wished to address the Board on this matter.  
No members of the audience indicated a desire to speak. 
 
Tarby asked for clarification as to what members are looking for in preparation for a continued public 
hearing on this matter. Bolgen stated that verification that all departmental comments have been 
addressed and/or any potential conditions of approval are incorporated into a draft Decision would 
be helpful.   She would also like to have a draft letter of action to review/consider. 
 
Turner stated that it may be helpful if the applicant could identify all environmental aspects of the 
project requiring review by MassDEP/EPA for permitting purposes to ensure that it is on the 
record. Cassidy responded that this measure would be helpful in response to department comment 
letters.  
 
Callahan stated site plan modifications should be addressed immediately by the applicant and that 
he would like to obtain more input from the Fire Department as to the accessibility of the site by fire 
apparatus given the proposed high hazard use. 
 
Motion to continue the special permit public hearing for 32 Cabot Road to Tuesday, September 14, 
2021 at 7:00 pm, made by Bolgen; 
Seconded by Callahan; 
 
Roll call vote on the aforementioned motion:  
 
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Absent 
Edmonds-Absent 
Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Aye 
Bolgen-Aye 
Donovan-Aye 
 
The motion carried, 5-0-0. 
 
REQUEST FOR (MINOR) MODIFICATION TO SPECIAL PERMIT SITE PLAN OF RECORD (Lord 
Hobo Brewery) 
 
Cassidy provided an overview of the proposed requests by the Petitioner. In summary, the Board is 
being asked to find the proposed site plan modification is “minor” in nature and also to consider 
modifying the site plan to eliminate the requirement for Dumpster screening, in recognition that this 
requirement was removed from the Municipal Code by City Council action earlier this year.  
 
Attorney Mark Salvati, 10 Cedar Street, addressed the Board on behalf of the Petitioner. He explained 
that Lord Hobo Brewery is requesting the site plan modification to formalize the current lack of 
screening, as it has not found to be necessary given that the Dumpsters are naturally screened from 
abutting residences by surrounding vegetation and the rescission of the Dumpster screening 
requirement by the City.   
 
Donovan asked if Planning members had any questions for the Petitioner. There were none.  Seeing 
none, he invited the Planning Director to present any input.  
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Cassidy stated that she would recommend that the Board consider voting to find that the applicant’s 
request to eliminate the requirement for Dumpster screening constitutes a minor modification, to 
grant the request to eliminate the Dumpster screening requirement and to approve the modified site 
plan, as submitted. 
 
Motion to accept the Planning Director’s recommendation, made by Bolgen;  
Seconded by Ventresca; 
 
Roll call vote on the aforementioned motion: 
 
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Absent 
Edmonds-Absent 
Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Aye 
Bolgen-Aye 
Donovan-Aye 
 
The motion carried, 5-0-0. 
 
DOWNS COURT SUBDIVISION: REQUEST FOR ACCEPTANCE OF REVISED AS-BUILT PLAN AND 
RELEASE OF REMAINING SURETY BEING HELD TO GUARANTEE SUBDIVISION COMPLETION 
(Fred Cialdea) 
 
Cassidy provided an overview of the proposed request and summarized affirmative comments 
obtained from the Engineering Department and the Department of Public Works relative 
to satisfaction with the submitted as-built plan and sidewalk repair work at the intersection of Downs 
Court and Bedford Road, respectively.  
 
Cassidy stated that given that all outstanding construction and post-construction issues have been 
addressed for this subdivision, she would recommend the Board consider a vote to accept the As-
built plan, as submitted, and to release all remaining surety being held to guarantee completion of 
the subdivision, in the amount of $63,000 (Treasurer’s Check) plus any accrued interest.  
 
Cassidy further stated for the record, at the request of the DPW Superintendent, that the City’s snow-
plowing service will continue to occur on a limited basis for basic public safety access only, as agreed 
upon by the homeowner. In the future, the DPW would consider doing full roadway plowing if the 
curbing on Downs Court was converted from the current bituminous concrete curbing to granite.  
 
Motion to accept the Planning Director’s recommendation, made by Bolgen;  
Seconded by Turner; 
 
Roll call vote on the motion on the aforementioned motion:  
 
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Absent 
Edmonds-Absent 
Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Aye 
Bolgen-Aye 
Donovan-Aye 
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The motion carried, 5-0-0. 
 
ALAN R. GERRISH DRIVE (88-92 PEARL STREET) SUBDIVISION:  REQUEST TO ACCEPT REVISED 
DRAINAGE AND ACCESS EASEMENT AND RELEASE ALL LOTS FROM RESTRICTION REGARDING 
SALE OF UNITS (Cattle Crossing LLC) 
 
Cassidy provided an overview of the status of this subdivision and the current requests before the 
Board: To accept a proposed Drainage and Access Easement Document (requiring City Council 
authorization and Mayor execution); to accept affidavit document intended to correct prior errors 
relative to depicted lot sizes on the approved site plan; and to release all residential units for the 
purpose of sale. She added that a separate easement plan is intended to accompany the legal 
document to rectify the lack of such easement being depicted on the recorded definitive subdivision 
plan.   
 
Cassidy stated that, following any comments from the applicant’s attorney, Jim Juliano, she would 
recommend that the Council consider voting to accept the submitted, executed Drainage and Access 
Easement document and to release the residential units from the current restriction prohibiting their 
sale. She added that she has conferred with City Solicitor Callahan Doucette on this matter, who 
verified that acceptance of the Drainage and Access Easement document and recording it along with 
the separate easement plan will suffice for the purpose of releasing all residential units for sale 
purposes and satisfaction of the Planning Board’s conditions of subdivision approval.  
 
Attorney James Juliano, 42 Pleasant Street, proceeded to address the Board and state that he and his 
client have worked hard to address outstanding issues and secured all required resident signatures 
for the Drainage and Access Easement. He added that while the Board may consider taking future 
action to accept modified definitive plan Mylars for recordation as the most comprehensive approach 
to document corrections to lot sizes, he agrees that the affidavit document presented this evening is 
sufficient for Board action to release residential units for sale purposes.  
 
Motion to accept the Planning Board Director’s recommendation, made by Bolgen; 
Seconded by Callahan;  
 
Roll call vote on the aforementioned motion: 
 
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Absent 
Edmonds-Absent 
Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Aye 
Bolgen-Aye 
Donovan-Aye 
 
The motion carried, 5-0-0.  
 
PRESENTATION OF DRAFT UPDATED HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN (Planning Director Tina 
Cassidy and MAPC’s Principal Environmental Planner Anne Herbst) 
 
Cassidy began by providing an overview of the efforts to update the City’s existing Hazard Mitigation 
Plan to be more prepared for current environmental trends and to put the City in a position to 
maintain eligibility for Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and Massachusetts 
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Emergency Management Agency (MEMA) mitigation grant funding. She turned to Ms. Anne Herbst to 
continue the presentation.  
 
Anne Herbst, Principal Environmental Planner of the Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC), 
presented an overview of Hazard Mitigation Plan activities, topic areas, and mitigation measures that 
will be the focus of the City's future hazard mitigation planning and action efforts via screenshared 
PowerPoint. 
 
Herbst stated that resident experience with flooding is one of the focal areas of the hazard mitigation 
study, and she invited residents to send her feedback in that regard, or on the drafted Hazard 
Mitigation Plan generally. She added that the draft plan may be accessed on the City’s website by 
those who are interested, and provided her contact information for the benefit of the audience.  
 
Donovan asked if Planning Board members had any questions. There were none.  
 
COMMERCE WAY CORRIDOR OVERLAY DISTRICT (CWCOD) AND CONCEPT PLAN FOR 0 NEW 
BOSTON STREET DEVELOPMENT:  SELECTION OF PLANNING BOARD MEMBERS TO SERVE ON 
CONCEPT PLAN REVIEW COMMITTEE 
 
Cassidy provided an explanation of the current Commerce Way Corridor Overlay District (CWCOD) 
activities. She added that, as in past instances, the Board is responsible for appointing two (2) 
members to serve on the CWCOD Concept Plan Review Committee for this project.  She added that 
the first (and perhaps only) meeting has been proposed for August 17th. The Committee must meet 
again to review an expired concept plan that had lapsed prior to the proponent filing a special permit 
application.  
 
Discussion ensued among Board members. Members opted to keep the same Board representatives 
as during the previous review process, and Robert Doherty and Jim Callahan were again agreed upon 
as the CWCOD Concept Plan Review Committee appointees. No motion is required on this matter.  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES: June 21, 2021 meeting. 
 
Motion to accept the draft June 21, 2021 meeting minutes, as submitted, made by Bolgen; 
Seconded by Turner; 
 
Roll call vote on the aforementioned motion: 
 
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Absent 
Edmonds-Absent 
Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Aye 
Bolgen-Aye 
Donovan-Aye 
 
The motion carried, 5-0-0. 
 
PLANNING BOARD DIRECTOR UPDATE  
 
Cassidy confirmed that the next meeting will occur on September 14, 2021 and at the moment it is 
anticipated to be in-person. She explained that members will begin to hear required updates from 
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developers of approximately seven (7) different subdivisions but may want to consider keeping the 
option of a virtual meeting on the table given recent pandemic-related concerns. 
 
Bolgen stated that she believes that having the option of a virtual meeting in September is ideal, 
potentially by keeping the meeting posting open-ended in terms of location. She added that it is 
important to again be able to attend to the standard business of Planning Board oversight of 
subdivision construction timelines, but discussion of seven (7) different subdivisions may be too 
much to cover in one evening with a continued public hearing now scheduled for that meeting.  
 
Ventresca stated that he is not opposed to a virtual meeting but does want to ensure that developers 
are beginning to report their progress to the Board as in the past. He suggested that groups of three 
(3) reporting developers may be more manageable for each meeting. Remaining members expressed 
their agreement with no preference for a virtual versus in-person meeting for developer progress 
reports to the Board and deferred to the Planning Director as to scheduling subdivision update 
discussions given the volume of additional matters at upcoming meetings. Cassidy responded that 
she would take members’ feedback into account. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Bolgen asked if there was any other business for the Board to conduct. There was none.   
 
Seeing no further business, Bolgen made a motion to adjourn the July 27, 2021 Planning Board 
meeting at 9:56 pm; 
Seconded by Turner;  
 
Roll call vote on the aforementioned motion: 
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Absent 
Edmonds-Absent 
Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Aye 
Donovan-Aye 
Bolgen-Aye 
 
The motion carried, 5-0-0. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 9:56 p.m.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table of Documents Used and/or Referenced at Meeting 

ORDER for Proposed Zoning Amendments to Section 25 Upper Main Street Overlay District; 
Map of Upper Main Street Overlay District Boundaries; and public comments submitted via email 
prior to the meeting. 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 

Dan Orr 
 
Dan Orr 
City Planner/Grant Writer 
 

Petition for Special Permit by CONTINUUS Pharmaceuticals, Inc. c/o Ernest Penachio: for 
property located at 32 Cabot Road to develop site with over 15,000 square feet of light 
manufacturing use; City of Woburn Departmental comments; and Abutter’s email inquiry;  
Lord Hobo Letter of Request for Minor Modification to Special Permit: Site plan; Inspectional 
Services and Board of Health comment letters; Excerpt of 1985 Zoning Ordinance 11.12 Modification 
of Special Permit definition;  
Downs Court Subdivision: Request from developer for full release of surety and acceptance of final 
as-built plan; Comment letters from City Engineering office and Department of Public Works; Copy 
of Section 81U of the Subdivision Rules and Regulations 
88-92 Pearl Street / Alan R Gerrish Drive: Letter from developer’s attorney Jim Juliano; Copy of 
Drainage and Access Easements document; Affidavit (by Attorney); Drainage and Access Easement 
plan; Copy of 88-92 Pearl Street Definitive Subdivision Plan approval letter. 
Draft Meeting Minutes:  Monday, June 21, 2021 (virtual) meeting 


