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APPROVED 
MEETING MINUTES 

Tuesday, October 12, 2021 Woburn Planning Board Meeting | 7:00 p.m. 
**Meeting held virtually via Zoom Platform** 

 
Chair Kevin Donovan called the meeting to order at 7:01 pm and asked City 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; Mr. Dave Edmonds and Kevin Donovan were absent.  Planning Director Tina Cassidy, City Planner/Grant 
Writer Dan Orr, and Planner Karen Smith were also in attendance.  
 
Cassidy stated the meeting was being recorded by both video and audio.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING (CONTINUED): SPECIAL PERMIT APPLICATION to authorize 37,728 sq. ft. of light 
manufacturing floor space at 32 Cabot Road (CONTINUUS Pharmaceuticals, Inc.) 
 
Cassidy provided a brief overview of the application stating various department heads have been working their 
way through a number of questions and concerns in their review of a.) the initial applications and submissions; b.) 
a second round of submissions received mid to late September; and c.) additional revisions submitted within the 
past week to address remaining concerns. The Police, Inspectional Services, and Fire Departments are currently 
satisfied with the application and any remaining issues they have will be addressed at the building permit stage. 
Engineering, Public Works, Board of Health, and the Conservation Commission still need to submit their comments 
to the Board.  
 
The petitioner’s attorney, Joseph Tarby, of Rubin and Rudman, 600 Unicorn Park Drive, Woburn, MA stated he 
recently met with DPW Director Jay Duran and City Engineer Jay Corey and all outstanding issues were addressed. 
Revised plans were submitted on October 6, 2021 and DPW and Engineering comments still await. Tarby 
suggested a continuance to October 26, 2021.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
Bolgen stated this is a Public Hearing and Cassidy explained how members of the public may participate. Cassidy 
stated she did not see any attendees expressing a willingness to speak.  
 
Bolgen asked Cassidy if she had any additional recommendation for action other than to continue the public 
hearing to October 26, 2021 at 7:00pm. Cassidy stated she did not have any additional recommendation. 
 
Motion to continue the Public Hearing to October 26, 2021 at 7:00pm made by Doherty;  
Seconded by Callahan; 
 
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. 



 

 
 

Approved Planning Board Minutes                                           Page 2 of 7                                                        October 14,2021 
  

 
SUBDIVISIONS (DISCUSSION OF CONSTRUCTION STATUS & COMPLETION DATES): 
Alan R. Gerrish Drive (88-92 Pearl Street) / Cattle Crossing LLC 
 
Cassidy stated this 3-lot subdivision was approved approximately three years ago. Delays have included discussion 
of the relocation of a utility pole and issues with legal documents.  
 
Mr. Doug Ahern, 62 Giller Road, Andover, MA addressed the Board stating the granite curbing has been completed, 
sidewalks have been installed, trees have been planted on Pearl Street, and the handicapped sidewalk on Pearl 
Street has been completed. Next on his agenda are the stone bounds which should be installed October 13th; 
driveways on the two lots will be paved (Lots 1 and 3 and 5 and 7) along with the finished concrete on the 
driveways and finished coat on the roadway. Ahearn stated his Engineers plan to have the As-Built and Acceptance 
Plans in a timely manner once the road is hot topped. 
 
Noting the Board did not have any questions, Cassidy recommended the Alan R. Gerrish Drive subdivision 
construction completion date be extended to December 31, 2021.   
 
Motion to accept the Director’s recommendation made by Doherty’ 
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. 
 

 RECOMMENDATION TO CITY COUNCIL:  SITE PLAN REVIEW WITH SPECIAL PERMIT APPLICATIONS 
TO DEVELOP +/- 1,041,620 SQUARE FOOT LIFE SCIENCE CAMPUS WITH A MIX OF R&D LAB 
BUILDINGS; A cGMP BIOMANUFACTURING BUILDING AND AN AMENITY BUILDING (IN ADDITION TO 
FIRST FLOOR RETAIL/AMENITY SPACE WITH THE R&D LAB BUILDINGS) AT THE FORMER KRAFT 
SITE ON HILL STREET (Montvale Land LLC, c/o Leggat McCall Properties) 
 
Joseph Tarby, attorney with Rubin & Rudman, began to address the Board on behalf of the petitioner by 
introducing members of his team: George Ryan, Civil Engineer with Stantec; Bill Gause and Chad Reynolds, 
Executive Vice-Presidents for Leggat McCall Properties; Chad Reynolds, Leggat McCall Properties; Christine 
Trearchis, VHB Traffic Engineer; and Theo Kindermans, Stantec Site Planner. 
 
Tarby outlined the number of approvals his client is seeking, including the uses that are allowed by right but 
subject to site plan review. The first approval they are seeking is for 881,634 square feet of research and testing 
and lab use; the second request is for 130,256 square feet of biomanufacturing; the third request is for amenity, 
retail, and personal service establishments including full service and fast-food restaurants with the retail uses 
being located in a single story 10,000 square foot amenity building that will be located within the center of the 
development. The fourth site plan review request is to allow for accessory uses normally incidental to a permitted 
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use including high-hazard and other uses accessory to a permitted proposed use. The fifth request is to allow for 
parking facilities below grade at Buildings 1, 2, 4, and 5. 
 
Tarby continued to summarize the Special Permit requests are similar to the previous Special Permit applications 
for Mass General, Pulte and LCS and they are looking for relief from Section 5.2.14 which is access to the buildable 
portion of the lots legal street frontage. The access will be provided along the access drive that goes through the 
site. The second Special Permit request is to allow for parking facilities above-grade as shown on the site plan. The 
third Special Permit request is to allow for requested parking ratios and the fourth request is to allow for all 
signage as set forth on the plans. Tarby stated he met with City department heads on September 27, 2021 to 
discuss the proposal and he awaits their comments. Tarby noted the City Council has requested peer reviews on 
stormwater management and water and sewer distribution throughout the site.  
 
Gause began the applicant’s presentation with an overview of the original Master Concept Plan and the proposed 
amended plan. He noted that several years ago the original plan envisioned a higher office use, a higher retail use, 
and a hotel. The plan has been modified as the mix of uses has changed to reflect the changing economics and 
dynamics of the market. Gause stated they shifted away from office-centric to more of a life-science centric use 
while incorporating a biomanufacturing component as well. They have also reduced the amount of retail they 
initially contemplated. The number of parking spaces have been reduced on site and hence the need for the 
number of parking garages. That is by virtue of the nature of the life science buildings as opposed to a more general 
office building type use. Life Science use has a lower demand requirement in terms of occupants per square foot of 
space resulting in lower traffic counts than their original projection.  
 
Gause summarized the original Master Concept Plan included three parking garages. Originally, the medical office 
building had their own garage planned but now the idea is to consolidated into one central parking garage along 
with surface parking to the north. Employee parking for the medical building will now be in the central parking 
garage.  
 
Ryan spoke of considerations he took into account as he reviewed access to this mixed-use site while considering 
pedestrian, vehicles, and loading and unloading of manufacturing types of uses. He discussed primary and 
secondary pedestrian access into the site, the roundabout, sidewalks on both sides, pedestrian connection in and 
out of the parking garage and across the Sweetwater Brook, and connections to the mixed-use path to the Tri-
Community bikeway. Ryan discussed entry points into the ground level parking under the buildings with 100 
spaces each and also into the central parking garage. Ryan stated an additional consideration in laying out the site 
was for vehicular access for any type of loading and unloading to back-of-house type areas with the intention of 
keeping them out of the main corridor coming out of the roundabout to separate service and loading areas from 
pedestrian access and passenger type cars. 
 
Ryan touched briefly on stormwater management and utilities as they are both currently under peer review. He 
spoke of a 16” water main that will provide as a connection from the MWRA’s main line to Montvale that is an 
important distribution to the site and also the city. He discussed underground Stormwater areas and their 
connection points as this site drains to Sweetwater Brook and the Aberjona River and it is conceptually in line with 
what the Conservation Commission has already reviewed and approved.  
 
Trearchis spoke of how the proposed change in the use of the site has presented a decreased density with a lower 
employee count as it has shifted from traditional office to R&D lab and bio-manufacturing type uses.  They are also 
swapping out a fairly significant square footage of retail space which is an intense generator, as well as the hotel, 
with a less intense use. In terms of comparison with the previous trip generation volumes that were analyzed for 
state and local permitting, this is a wash from trip generation perspective for a weekday peak period. Less retail 
space will reduce weekend volumes that were previously approved.  
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Ventresca inquired about the overall flow of truck traffic on the site and questioned the truck turning radius for 
vehicles servicing the office buildings, specifically several of the “pinch -points” in the roadway.  
 
Ryan responded noting the areas Ventresca pointed out are the primary areas they’d like delivery trucks to go 
noting they are becoming more efficient and smaller. He agreed with Ventresca’s concerns on the “pinch-points” in 
relation to tractor trailers or 18-wheelers but stated they will work with the tenants of the buildings as to what 
type of vehicles they will expect as there may be some modifications required for their turning radiuses.  
 
Kindermans stated they analyzed turning radii for the fire apparatus and these movements are sufficient.  
 
Ventresca stated he understands the adequate turning radii for emergency vehicles but voiced his concern 
regarding truck routes. Kindermans stated they will review that concern.  
 
Callahan stated he would like to see a plan dictating traffic routing for each building, its loading zone, and tractor 
trailer access for each building. He also inquired as to which buildings were going to have underground parking. 
Kindermans responded Buildings 1, 2 4 and 5 and Tarby clarified that is consist of parking under the building at 
grade as it will not go into the ground. 
 
Callahan asked for clarification regarding curbing for the project. Kindermans responded granite curbing and some 
integral concrete along the sidewalks where it abuts a side aisle, for example, in front of a building where you exit 
your car and step onto the sidewalk will be a concrete notched curb. Callahan asked if they would delineate it 
clearer and Kindermans responded in the affirmative. 
 
Callahan inquired about the lighting proposal on the site and the lighting standard for the parking areas. 
Kindermans responded there is a photometrics plan with detail.  Callahan also asked for an explanation and 
clarification regarding the management of drainage along Route 93. Ryan noted Route 93 is elevated from the site 
with a slope along the western side and records show there are several connections into Sweetwater Brook which 
is under Route 93 and the majority of the runoff from the highway is managed at-grade on the highway or connects 
into the brook. They are not proposing any grading off the property line as they expect the drainage from Route 93 
to remain intact as is. 
 
Callahan had a follow up question and looked through his paperwork for the grading plan on the easterly side of 
the project where the property abuts Route 93 South to no avail. 
 
Bolgen stated she understood the pedestrian and car flows through the site but asked for an explanation regarding 
the bicycle flow noting the site is adjacent to the Tri-Community Bikeway. In past hearings regarding this site, 
there was specific discussion regarding bicycles separate from pedestrians and she would like further explanation 
from the applicant. Ryan responded the Tri-Community bikeway is a direct connection and further explained the 
mixed use path on the plan will be bituminous and 8 feet wide as it is meant to be shared for cyclists and 
pedestrians. It is viewed as primarily a bicycle route as there are also sidewalks that come directly off Hill Street 
and from the Park and Ride lot. Ryan noted the sidewalks on the interior of the site are not proposed to be 8’ wide 
but the petitioners feel they are very connected throughout the site. Each building will have interior bicycle 
parking.  
 
Bolgen commented that, as a cyclist, she does not look to sidewalks as her main ability to traverse, adding, in most 
situations, cyclists are not welcome on sidewalks. Bolgen indicated she would like to see share arrows or actual 
striping on the street to acknowledge that cyclists are welcome to use a portion of the roadway.  Bolgen inquired as 
to whether or not there will be some sort of indication that cyclists are welcome on the sidewalk.  
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Reynolds emphasized that the 8’ wide multi-use path that has its own crossing over the Sweetwater Brook is 
designed to be the link for the bicyclists. Reynolds also stated they are planning for signage along the Tri-
Community Bikeway to draw the bicyclists into the campus in addition to updating and modifying the bike path at 
the crossing where you enter the site and there will also be additional parking north of the bikeway in working 
with Mass DOT as they have requested signage directing people to the bikeway. Reynolds feels confident that with 
the upgrades for safety and access, along with signage, that the route finding for the bicyclists making their way to 
the heart of the site will be accommodating. 
 
Bolgen asked for clarification in terms of the signage on the 8’ multi-use path and if they have given thought to how 
expressly they are welcoming the bicyclists to the site noting she visualizes a “sidewalk” and wonders if it is the 
same thing that is in the design mind. Bolgen questioned as to whether or not cyclists will be aware that they are 
allowed to use the sidewalk. Reynolds replied the sidewalk is for both pedestrians and bicyclists given its width 
and design and added signage and wayfinding will aid the bicyclists signifying they are welcome and desired to use 
that path. Bolgen added she would like additional information regarding her concern and noted the developer has 
a prime opportunity to lead in alternative transportation with this site and would like to see the leadership on that 
issue for bicyclists. Bolgen added that pedestrians and cyclists are often not complimentary users on exactly the 
same path without additional information for each of them as to how everyone stays safe.  
 
Callahan inquired about the language regarding the biomedical building agreements for the airflow coming from 
the buildings in regards to the proximity of the Aberjona River and waterways; specifically, in the case of an 
inadvertent release and how it will be managed in addition to the controls that need to be in place. Gause 
responded the building is being discharged into the sewer and they will meet all MWRA discharge requirements 
for the building. He does not see it as an issue or a concern as they will meet all code requirements as well. Callahan 
noted there should be secondary preventative measures in place along with controls that can be shut down. Gause 
stated they are planning for a generic biomanufacturing tenant and more specific processes will meet all code 
requirements as it relates to the sewer connection and the discharge. He added when a specific tenant is identified 
there will be a thorough opportunity to review that in the future.  
 
Callahan noted the biomanufacturing building has a proposed penthouse shown on the plan and an elevator 
overrun and inquired about the rooftop equipment and exhaust fans that may be greater than ten feet in height. 
Gause stated at this time they are providing generic details, and when the actual tenant and mechanical systems 
are identified that will be the correct time to have that discussion about the specifics that must meet all code 
requirements, etc.  
 
Cassidy noted that the zoning ordinance has a limitation with respect to mechanicals on the roof to maintain the 
integrity of the district.  
 
Bolgen inquired about the medical office building and the need for surface handicapped parking spaces accessible 
to the building. Gause replied the surface handicapped spaces will be directly in front of the building and added the 
intent of the parking garage is more for employee parking. Guest parking is in the surface lot for the medical office 
building.  
 
Tarby stated the medical office building is not part of this development as it was a separate special permit that was 
granted by the City Council on August 5, 2021 adding that all of your concerns were addressed as part of the 
previous City Council Special Permit. 
 
The Board had no further questions 
 
Cassidy stated through our discussion tonight there is additional information the applicant needs to supply.  There 
are also a few department head comments outstanding that may be helpful to the Board. 
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Cassidy recommended the Board continue the discussion to October 26, 2021 at 7:00pm. 
 
Motion to accept the Planning Director’s recommendation made by Doherty; 
Seconded by Turner; 
 
No further discussion.  
 
Roll call vote on the aforementioned motion: 
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Aye 
Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Aye 
Bolgen – Aye 
 
Motion carried, 5-0-0. 
 

 PLANNING BOARD DIRECTOR UPDATE 
 

 Cassidy provided an overview of forthcoming matters at the October 26th meeting. She indicated that in addition to 
a continuance of the Hill Street (Kraft site) proposal, the agenda will cover matters including review of the Legacy 
Lane definitive subdivision and at least two new public hearings involving zoning map and text amendments 
pertaining to a Life Science and Business Overlay Drive for five parcels off of Middlesex Canal Park Drive and a new 
zoning definition for the term of “Outdoor Dining.” She added that the meeting will also include a continuance of the 
32 Cabot Road public hearing. 

 
 Orr stated that his tenure as City Planner/Grant Writer will conclude this week but he is grateful to the Board for 

their contributions to his positive and enlightening experience during nearly six years of staff service in Woburn. 
Bolgen and other members stated they are sorry to see Dan leave and thanked him for his service to the Board while 
wishing Dan and his family the very best.  

 
 Cassidy stated that staff will endeavor to provide draft meeting minutes from both the September 28th and October 

12th Planning Board meetings for proposed adoption at the next scheduled meeting on October 26th.  
 
 ADJOURNMENT 
 
 Seeing no further business, Doherty made a motion to adjourn the October 12, 2021 Planning Board meeting at 

8:01 p.m.;  
 Seconded by Ventresca; 
 
  
 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 8:01 p.m. 
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Table of Documents Used and/or Referenced at Meeting 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

Karen Smith 
 
Karen Smith 
Planner 
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