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APPROVED 
MEETING MINUTES 

Tuesday, September 22, 2020 Woburn Planning Board Meeting | 7:00 p.m. 
**Meeting held virtually via Zoom Platform** 

 
Chair pro tem Claudia Bolgen called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm and asked City Planner/Grant Writer Dan Orr 
to call the roll.  
 
Ms. Claudia Bolgen, Mr. Jim Callahan, Mr. Bob Doherty, Mr. Dave Edmonds, Ms. Carolyn Turner, and Mr. Michael 
Ventresca were in attendance; Chair Kevin Donovan was absent. Planning Director Tina Cassidy and City 
Planner/Grant Writer Dan Orr were also in attendance.  
 
Bolgen served the role of Chair pro tem in the absence of Donovan.  
 
Cassidy stated the meeting was being recorded by both video and audio.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING: 316 NEW BOSTON STREET DEFINITIVE SUBDIVISION (DM Five, Inc.) 
 
Cassidy provided an overview of the status of the application and reiterated the proposal to create a subdivision on 
approximately 19 acres by constructing a 600-foot roadway with a cul-de-sac dead end. She informed the Board that 
it has received a communication from a consulting engineer that was submitted on behalf of an abutting property 
owner.  
 
Cassidy added that the engineer review memo provided by the abutter has been forwarded to the Engineering and 
Public Works Departments for comment and those comments will be subsequently provided to the Board for 
consideration when available.  Since City review of this information is outstanding, her recommendation would be 
to continue the public hearing on this matter after offering the public an opportunity to comment during this 
evening’s segment of the public hearing.   
 
Bolgen stated that the public hearing is currently open and invited audience members to speak via the “raised hand” 
function if they wished to do so at this time. Cassidy provided detailed instructions to audience members as to how 
to participate electronically and/or by telephone. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
Cassidy stated that she sees no hands raised in the audience.  
 
Seeing no members of the audience wishing to speak, Bolgen called for a motion from Board members to act upon 
the Planning Director’s recommendation.  
 
Motion to continue the public hearing on the 316 New Boston Street definitive subdivision plan filing to October 27, 
2020, at 7:00 pm, made by Edmonds;  
Seconded by Turner;  
 
Roll call vote on the motion to continue the 316 New Boston Street public hearing to October 27, 2020 at 7:00 pm: 
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Aye 
Edmonds-Aye 
Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Aye 
Donovan-Absent 
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Bolgen-Aye 
 
Motion carried, 6-0-0. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING: 0 NEW BOSTON STREET DEFINITIVE SUBDIVISION (Industriplex Woburn LLC) 
 
Cassidy provided an overview of the definitive subdivision proposal. The subject property consists of multiple lots 
of land comprising approximately 44 acres, entailing the construction of a 400-foot long dead-end roadway with cul-
de-sac and the creation of three industrial lots. 
 
Cassidy further stated that one of the critical items for Board consideration is the proposed set of waivers for the 
definitive subdivision plan, feedback on which is centered on comments submitted by the Engineering and Public 
Works Departments.  She added that Mr. Tim Williams, project engineer from Allen & Major, is in attendance this 
evening to discuss the waivers in more detail for the purpose of clarity or to identify any issues that appear 
problematic to Board members.  
 
Attorney Joseph Tarby, of Murtha Cullina, 600 Unicorn Park Drive, approached the Board on behalf of the Petitioner. 
He asked Williams to review the proposed lotting plan for the subdivision to allay any confusion as to the affected 
properties, frontages, and the proposed roadway configuration.  
 
Cassidy stated that Woburn does not recognize a roadway known as “Congress Street” which is shown on the plan 
as coinciding with the Woburn-Anderson Regional Transportation Center driveway.  Williams responded that he is 
aware of this; the reference to Congress Street originated from references on older survey plans where the name 
appears to have been only proposed.  
 
Mr. Williams provided an overview of the subdivision plan via “screen shared” presentation to clarify the affected 
parcel boundaries.  
 
Williams continued to review the roadway layout for the Board’s information, including travel lanes, planting strips, 
and sidewalk widths. He added that the reason for requesting a waiver from the requirement to depict a roadway 
layout servicing all lots is that not all lots are to be developed due to their natural state (wetlands) or being reserved 
for a non-residential/commercial use (solar panel installation).  
 
Cassidy asked for clarification of the roadway pavement and right-of-way widths for the proposed collector street. 
Williams confirmed that the proposed right-of-way width is 60-feet (Type III subdivision).  
 
Cassidy stated that she believes the subdivision meets the definition for a collector street, as opposed to a Type III 
subdivision, which would require 80-feet of right-of-way width and a 48-foot pavement width. If the roadway were 
to qualify as a collector street, it must contain, at a minimum, a 60-foot right-of-way and 44-feet of pavement width.  
Williams added that he would characterize the roadway as a “hybrid” between a collector street and a Type III 
subdivision, although the proposed pavement width is narrower (34 feet) than either requirement. 
 
Williams continued to review the regulations impacting the proposed subdivision roadway and why he believes it 
would qualify as a Type-III roadway given that such regulations rely upon a threshold of anticipated traffic demands 
and that the property will only result in the development of Lot 1.  
 
Callahan asked for clarification of the cross-section measurements relative to the amount of space dedicated to 
pavement and sidewalks. Williams responded by verifying that information from the subdivision plan.  
 
Callahan further stated that it would appear that some of the additional landscaping to the right of each sidewalk 
could be eliminated to achieve a greater pavement width. Williams responded that it is theoretically possible to 
reduce the width of the landscaping strip in favor of increased pavement width. However, that redesign would 
decrease the amount of green space and increase the amount of impervious surface. He added that 44-feet of 
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pavement width would mean two (2) lanes of travel in both directions on the roadway, which is not justified by the 
projected traffic volumes.  
 
Cassidy stated that she has observed that Chair pro tem Bolgen has lost her connection from the meeting. She asked  
Mr. Michael Ventresca to assume the role of Chair pro tem in the absence of the Vice Chair. Ventresca agreed to this 
arrangement.  
 
Ventresca asked if members had any additional questions prior to asking Williams to continue his presentation. 
Callahan responded that he would like clarification of findings from the traffic analysis conducted for the intersection 
of the proposed subdivision road with New Boston Street.  
 
Bolgen returned to the meeting at 7:31 pm and re-assumed the role of Chair pro tem.  
 
Mr. Giles Ham, traffic engineer, Vanesse & Associates, 35 New England Business Center Drive, Andover, MA, 
addressed the Board on behalf of the Petitioner to provide an overview of the traffic estimate analysis data and trip 
generation data. He added that the highway engineers were comfortable with this level of new traffic being 
accommodated by singular, clearly-defined 12-foot traffic lanes (including 5-foot shoulders) in both directions and 
that any additional street width would be excessive.  
 
Callahan asked about the utility of a 4-lane roadway to alleviate queuing during peak travel hours and whether a 
left-hand turn, in particular, would be very challenging given the substantial changes that will happen to grading. 
Ham responded that he believes the current roadway is sufficient as designed to handle peak-hour queuing. The 
question on the safety of left-hand turns will need to be addressed by a more technical, forthcoming traffic study 
focusing on site distance/sight lines, but he is confident critical standards can be met through this process.  
 
Bolgen asked if there were any additional questions for the Petitioner. Cassidy responded that she would like 
members to bear in mind that traffic estimates cited by the applicant are based on a future concept plan for a multi-
family residential project, whereas the Board is currently reviewing an industrial-based subdivision. She added that 
the Board consider that there is nothing that would preclude the applicant from seeking an industrial use on this 
property. 
 
Williams provided an overview of the waivers proposed in connection with the proposed subdivision relative to 
street layout affecting water main looping and roadway configuration. He reiterated the rationale for each waiver 
the applicant is requesting by reviewing each justification that had been provided to the Board in writing. He added 
that there is no intent to develop Lot 2 due to the extensive presence of wetlands, contaminated fill (hide piles) and 
other environmentally sensitive areas.  
 
Callahan asked for clarity regarding the width of the Boston Edison easement transmission line. Williams responded 
that the easement is 150 feet wide.  
 
Bolgen asked Cassidy for any comment she might have as to whether any of the proposed waivers would not be 
acceptable given the potential for an industrial use at the site, despite the planned residential/commercial use. 
Cassidy responded that her earlier comments were not in the context of targeting a particular waiver. Her concern 
about the traffic generation data that was presented is that it does not align with the potential industrial use of this 
property.  
 
Bolgen asked Williams for clarification as to whether the proposed roadway configuration would be appropriate for 
either industrial or residential/commercial uses and whether truck traffic could be specifically accommodated. 
Williams and Ham responded that although the proposed configuration was designed with the intent to 
accommodate the amount of residential/commercial space envisioned, it is possible that the proposed roadway 
could sufficiently handle a much greater volume of traffic than is currently envisioned, with little to no additional 
modification to the roadway layout. Ham added that the number of lanes is not necessarily a concern regarding truck 
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traffic but instead the design of the turning radii. In addition, he believes that a 34-foot pavement width would be 
sufficient to accommodate all potential uses at the site, including industrial, residential or commercial.  
 
Williams stated that the subdivision roadway was in fact redesigned with a potential industrial use in mind based 
on the Board’s prior denial of the preliminary application when the roadway was designed to meet “Type II” 
standards.  
 
Ventresca asked about the adequacy of the various turn lanes proposed to accommodate an industrial use. Ham and 
Williams responded that the proposed 50-foot right turn lane would be sufficient to accommodate industrial traffic, 
as well as fire apparatus, based on the engineering design process and standards. Ham added that addition of a right-
turn lane on New Boston Street preventing the delay of traffic bypassing the property would be considered at a later 
phase of design review.  
 
Ventresca asked about specifically about the sufficiency of a 50-foot turning radius to accommodate a fire apparatus. 
Ham confirmed that such radius of measurement would be sufficient to accommodate fire apparatus.  
 
Bolgen asked if members of the Board had any questions. Seeing none, she opened the public hearing and invited 
audience members to speak via “raised hand” function if they wished to do so at this time.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
Cassidy stated that she sees no hands raised in the audience.  
 
Bolgen asked if the applicant would like to make any additional presentation this evening. Tarby stated that there is 
no further presntation and reiterated that the applicant believes that the subdivision is designed to accommodate 
all potential uses.  
 
Bolgen stated that she is in support of the proposed subdivision roadway with proposed waivers so long as the 
proposed the waivers will not result in a roadway inappropriate for industrial-related truck traffic.   
 
Bolgen further commented that she would like clarification on the topic of water looping. She understands that there 
are limits to the engineering but would appreciate more insights from the Engineering Department on this particular 
issue given that the project could be constructed differently than anticipated. Cassidy responded that although the 
waiver summary sheet does not reveal any detailed comments on this topic, she intends to revisit those comments 
with the Departments of Public Works and Engineering to flesh out additional details for the Board’s information by 
its October meeting.   
 
Callahan stated that he would like to like to see a right-hand turn lane be incorporated with the intersection of the 
subdivision with New Boston Street. He added that he would like clarification of the existence of any water looping 
currently via the nearest hydrant on the MBTA parking lot and whether there is any restriction from planting trees 
on the edge of the proposed sidewalk resulting from an existing Eversource easement.  
 
Ventresca stated that he is in support of Callahan’s comments relative to requiring a right turn-only lane and that 
the topic of water looping should be further clarified.  
 
Bolgen asked if members of the Board had any questions. Seeing none, she asked if the Planning Director had a 
recommendation. Cassidy responded that her recommendation is to continue the public hearing and Board 
discussion on this matter to the Board’s next scheduled meeting, on October 27, 2020, at 7:00 pm.  
 
Motion to continue to the public hearing on the 0 New Boston Street definitive subdivision to October 27, 2020, at 
7:00 pm, made by Ventresca;  
Seconded by Doherty;  
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Roll call vote on the motion to continue the 0 New Boston Street public hearing to October 27, 2020 at 7:00 pm: 
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Aye 
Edmonds-Aye 
Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Aye 
Donovan-Absent 
Bolgen-Aye 
 
Motion carried, 6-0-0. 
 
FERULLO DRIVE (MURRAY SHANNON FARM) SUBDIVISION: DISCUSSION OF GROUNDWATER BREAKOUT 
ISSUE ON STRAWBERRY LANE, COMPLIANCE WITH TOPOGRAPHY SHOWN ON APPROVED SUBDIVISION 
PLAN, AND REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF CONSTRUCTION COMPLETION DATE (Robert Murray) 
 
Cassidy provided an overview of the status of this matter and recent conversations with the project developer, Mr. 
Robert Murray, as well as pertinent staff in different departments.  Following the Board’s last discussion of this topic 
in August, she has been in touch with the Engineering and Public Works Departments and Mr. Murray to conduct 
more research, particularly regarding the historic existence of groundwater.  
 
Cassidy further stated that staff is in receipt of a letter from Mr. Murray requesting a continuance of discussion on 
this matter to the Board’s October meeting due to a scheduling conflict this evening.  
 
Cassidy further stated that correspondence from an abutting resident residing at #8 Strawberry Lane has been 
received by staff, which has been provided to Board members for their information this evening. She added that she 
notified the subject abutter that discussion would likely be continued to the October 27th Planning Board meeting 
rather than held this evening. 
 
Bolgen stated that the grading question and matter of extending the construction complete date are other pending 
issues that must still be addressed. Cassidy responded that there is no update on the grading plan, although she is 
working with Murray Hills regarding a revised timeline to more accurately estimate the sequence and timing of 
completing remaining work tasks.  
 
Edmonds asked if the grading issue is at all related to the flooding issue. Cassidy responded that the grading issues 
are not related to the flooding issues and reiterated that Senior Engineer Greg Rheaume observed a difference 
between field conditions and the plan with respect to grading. She added that Mr. Murray’s engineer will be doing a 
comparison of the approved versus post-construction grading, as well. Tarby spoke to verify the accuracy of 
Cassidy’s statements on how this matter has been handled to date.  
 
Callahan stated that his recollection is that there was a record of a groundwater problem that preexisted the Murray 
development, although it seems that the property owner that was not previously affected by groundwater infiltration 
is now unaffected by such issues. However, another property that had not previously experienced any groundwater 
infiltration issues now does.  Cassidy replied that Callahan’s understanding is accurate, and that it would appear that 
this observation may serve as an engineering-related clue and/or reveal that the path of an underground 
watercourse has potentially shifted.  
 
Bolgen asked if members had any additional questions. Hearing none, she asked if the Planning Director had any 
additional recommendation. Cassidy stated that her only recommendation is to continue discussion on this matter 
to October 27, 2020, at 7:00 pm. 
 
Motion to continue discussion to the October meeting, made by Edmonds; 
Seconded by Doherty; 
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Roll call vote on the motion to continue discussion on the Strawberry Lane groundwater breakout issue and the 
Ferullo Drive topographic issue/completion date extension request to October 27, 2020 at 7:00 pm: 
 
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Aye 
Edmonds-Aye 
Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Aye 
Donovan-Absent 
Bolgen-Aye 
 
Motion carried, 6-0-0. 
 
ROBERTSON WAY: ACCEPTANCE OF PROPOSED ACCESS EASEMENT AND SCHEDULING BOND REVOCATION 
DISCUSSION FOR NEXT MEETING (Bryan Melanson) 
 
Cassidy provided an overview of the discussion of the Robertson and Carlson Way subdivisions and the status of 
uncompleted work in each. One of the items on the agenda this evening is to formally accept an Access Easement 
document that had never been submitted to or accepted by the Board and, subsequently, by the City Council.  
 
Cassidy further stated that aside from the easement document, she would recommend the Board’s consideration of 
bond revocation at the October or November Board meeting. Although the amount of physical work to complete is 
minimal and no complaints have been received from abutters recently, her primary concern is that there has been 
no progress on completing the work in either subdivision despite months of repeated staff attempts to resolve this 
issue with the developer and his attorney. She added that she is open to other alternatives should any Board 
members believe that there are better approaches to handling this situation.  
 
Edmonds asked Cassidy if there was sufficient amount of bond monies to cover the cost of completing the remaining 
subdivision work. Cassidy stated that is her hope is that the current bonds would be sufficient, as it is limited to the 
gate installation and As-built plan (in the case of Robertson Way). Though she is confident that the cost estimate 
reflects up-to-date numbers, her plan is work with the Engineering Department to verify pricing accuracy. 
 
Ventresca stated that he would appreciate verified cost estimate numbers, and he is surprised that the subdivision 
has reached this stage. Cassidy clarified that the purpose of the bond revocation is not intended to be punitive and 
stated that she understands unforeseen delays. She provided an overview of how this subdivision has been handled 
by the developer and the lack of responsiveness that has precipitated the notion of revoking the bond.  
 
Ventresca added that his recollection is that there may have been discussion about eliminating the requirement for 
gate installation on Robertson Way. Cassidy responded that this would be possible via a formal subdivision plan 
modification, and Planning staff has communicated the process to Mr. Melanson and his attorney. She added that her 
understanding of the intended purpose of the gate, based on records of past discussion, was to prevent any 
unwarranted vehicular or foot traffic from using the access easement.  
 
Bolgen asked the Planning Director for clarification as to the process that follows a bond revocation and completing 
the outstanding subdivision work. Cassidy responded that the task of completing outstanding subdivision work and 
submission of an As-built plan would likely take the form of bid/contract via the City’s Purchasing Department to 
solicit interest from outside contractors, although she could obtain clarity on this point.  
 
Bolgen stated that although she understands the frustrations that have resulted from incomplete subdivision tasks 
over such a long period, it is important to consider the administrative burden that bond revocation and initiation of 
a bidding process would place on City Departments, in addition to the challenge of selecting qualified 
bidders/adequate materials that may be difficult to obtain. Cassidy responded that she would do some background 
research on this topic.  
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Bolgen stated that the matter of potential acceptance of the Robertson Way Access Easement document is also before 
the Board this evening and, pending any discussion, called for a motion.  
 
Motion to accept the Robertson Way Access Easement document, as submitted, made by Ventresca; 
Seconded by Turner;  
 
Roll call vote on the motion to accept the Robertson Way Access Easement document, as submitted: 
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Aye 
Edmonds-Aye 
Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Aye 
Donovan-Absent 
Bolgen-Aye 
 
Motion carried, 6-0-0. 
 
Cassidy stated that she would appreciate feedback from members as to how to proceed with a potential bond 
revocation discussion, which would be scheduled for the Board’s November meeting.  
 
Bolgen asked members how they would like to proceed with this matter. Callahan responded that he would prefer 
that the developer is invited to appear before the Board with one final opportunity at the November meeting to 
indicate any progress made on outstanding work relative to the Robertson Way and Carlson Way subdivisions, with 
explicit intent to take potential action on bond revocation at the same meeting. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  August 18, 2020 Virtual Meeting  
 
Bolgen asked if members were prepared to make a motion to accept the draft August 18, 2020 meeting minutes, 
pending any modifications. 
 
Motion to accept the August 18, 2020 meeting minutes, as submitted, made by Doherty;  
Seconded by Edmonds;  
 
Roll call vote on the motion to accept the August 18, 2020 meeting minutes, as submitted: 
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Abstain 
Edmonds-Aye 
Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Aye 
Donovan-Abstain 
Bolgen-Aye 
 
Motion carried, 5-0-1.  
 
PLANNING DIRECTOR UPDATE  
 
Cassidy reviewed the meeting calendar for the purpose of finalizing the meeting dates for the remainder of 2020. 
She proposed the dates of October 27th, November 17th, and December 8th for meetings for the rest of the year.  
 
Bolgen asked if there is any member feedback on the proposed meeting schedule for the remainder of 2020. Seeing 
none, she called for a motion. 
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Motion to accept the Planning Director’s recommended meeting schedule for October, November and December 
2020, as stated, made by Turner;  
Seconded by Doherty;  
 
Roll call vote on the motion to accept the Planning Director’s recommended meeting schedule, as stated: 
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Aye 
Edmonds-Aye 
Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Aye 
Donovan-Absent 
Bolgen-Aye 
 
Motion carried, 6-0-0.  
 
Cassidy brought to the Board’s attention that there were two (2) ANR plans endorsed by the Chair and Vice-Chair 
since the last meeting.  The divisions were located at 518 Lowell Street (Woburn and Lexington) and 93 Middle Street 
and copies have been provided to members for their information.  
 
Cassidy further stated that Planning staff received an opinion from City Solicitor Callahan-Doucette on the two-part 
question relative to clarification of the notarization requirement for Board members. Her response indicates that 
only one Board member is required to have their signature notarized for validation of a document, and the 
signatories do not necessarily have to have been present during the vote to approve/authorize such document given 
that it is considered a “ministerial” act.  
 
Bolgen stated that although the City Solicitor did not note such in her opinion, it would be a prudent practice of the 
Board to require that any notarized signature to have been present during the vote to approve/authorize the 
document being signed. Cassidy responded that she agrees with that and added that Planning staff will work with 
developers to reflect the singular signature notarization requirement in all future draft legal documents submitted 
for Board consideration.  
 
Edmonds asked whether the fact that signatures on legal documents can be provided by Board members who did 
not participate in a vote to authorize such documents could apply in a scenario of members voting on minutes for 
meetings at which members were not present. Bolgen responded that while she understands the logic behind 
Edmonds question, it still appears to be a matter of good Board policy to continue the practice of members 
participating in votes to adopt meeting minutes only for meetings at which they were present. Members expressed 
general agreement with this policy.  
 
Cassidy stated that staff is still seeking an opinion from City Solicitor Callahan Doucette relative to City regulation of 
on-street parking on private ways and hopes to have an opinion to forward to members by the October meeting.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Seeing no further business, Bolgen called for a motion to adjourn the September 22, 2020 Planning Board meeting. 

Motion to adjourn the September 22, 2020 Planning Board meeting, at 8:46 pm., made by Doherty; 
Seconded by Edmonds;  
 
Roll call vote on the motion to adjourn the September 22, 2020 Planning Board meeting at 8:46 pm:   
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Aye 
Edmonds-Aye 
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Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Aye 
Donovan-Absent 
Bolgen-Aye 
 
Motion carried, 6-0-0. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 8:46 p.m.  
 
 
Table of Documents Used and/or Referenced at Meeting 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dan Orr 

Dan Orr 
City Planner/Grant Writer 

316 New Boston Street Definitive Subdivision: Copy of engineering analysis memo submitted on 
behalf of abutting property owner (Nitsch Engineering)    

0 New Boston Street Definitive Subdivision: Waiver request and departmental comment comparison 
spreadsheet  

Ferullo Drive Definitive Subdivision: (1) Staff memo to Engineering and Public Works Departments 
requesting information relative to groundwater breakout concerns affecting #8 Strawberry Lane; 
(2) Attorney’s letter of request to continue to October meeting 

Robertson Way Definitive Subdivision: (1) Copy of proposed Access Easement document; (2) Email 
correspondence with City Solicitor relative to draft easement review  

Carlson Way Definitive Subdivision: (1) Photos taken in September 2020 of easement with ground 
covering 

Planning Director Update: (1) Copies of Chair-endorsed ANR plans affecting properties at 581 Lowell 
Street (Winchester & Woburn) and 93 Middle Street; and (2) Copies of staff memo to City Solicitor 
and response memo relative to signatory requirements for Board notarization  

Draft Meeting Minutes:  August 18, 2020 meeting 


