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APPROVED 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
Tuesday, October 27, 2020 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/Grant Writer Dan Orr 
to call the roll.  
 
Ms. Claudia Bolgen, Mr. Jim Callahan, Mr. Bob Doherty, Mr. Dave Edmonds, Ms. Carolyn Turner, Mr. Michael 
Ventresca and Chair Kevin Donovan were in attendance; 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.  
 
Bolgen stated that she would be willing to serve as Chair given Chairman Donovan’s absence at the prior 
segments of public hearings for the 316 and 0 New Boston Street agenda items. Cassidy responded that she 
would be in favor of that approach.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING: 316 NEW BOSTON STREET DEFINITIVE SUBDIVISION (DM Five, Inc.) 
Cassidy began by providing an overview of the status of the public hearing on this matter, which began in 
July and continued to meetings in August, September and subsequently to this evening. The reason for the 
most recent public hearing continuance was that, just prior to the last meeting, the Board received a 
communication from a consulting engineer on behalf of the abutting property owner at 216 New Boston 
Street pertaining to engineering-related concerns and purported design deficiencies.  
 
Cassidy further stated that the abutter’s consultant engineer memo was forwarded DPW and Engineering 
for review and comment and also provided to the applicant, who after receiving the communication, 
submitted a number of documents to the Board in response, including an October 13th letter to the Planning 
Board. The October 13th-dated letter responded to the consultant engineering letter, point by point; the 
engineer also submitted a revised stormwater management report and an amended plan, revised to address 
what was stated in the consultant engineer memo.  
 
Cassidy further stated that the public hearing was continued to this evening in order to obtain feedback 
from not only from the applicant’s engineer but also from City departments. Department feedback has been 
distributed as of this evening. She advised the Board to proceed with the public hearing at this time and 
provide Attorney Tarby with the opportunity to give an opening statement. She added that, depending on 
how Mr. O’Connell wants to proceed, she will entertain any responses or any questions that the Board might 
have at this time. 
 
Bolgen asked if Attorney Tarby would like to take the Planning Director up on her offer to offer any initial 
statement. Tarby indicated that he would.  
 
Attorney Tarby, Murtha Cullina, 600 Unicorn Park Drive, addressed the Board on behalf of the Petitioner by 
provide an overview of lotting plan/lot sizes and individually reviewed all of the waivers being requested 
based on the current version of the subdivision plan. He also reviewed the engineering rationale for each of 
those proposed waivers.  
 
Tarby further provided clarification about the genesis of the Nitsch Engineering memo produced on behalf 
of the property owner abutting 316 New Boston Street.  
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Tarby further stated that comments received from Superintendent of Public Works Jay Duran, and City 
Engineer Jay Corey, indicate that R. J. O’Connell has sufficiently addressed all of the design concerns raised 
by Nitsch Engineering pertaining to the design of the definitive subdivision.  
 
Tarby further stated that due to the affirmative DPW and Engineering comments, he requests that the Board 
consider a motion to approve the definitive subdivision this evening, as submitted.  
 
Callahan asked the design engineer to provide clarification on the impervious area that is proposed under 
future development scenarios. Brian McCarthy, project engineer with R.J. O’Connell and Associates, stated 
that there’s currently an existing impervious surface percentage of 30%. Under their proposed stormwater 
mitigation measures, the contemplated development will not only redirect runoff from wetlands under 
existing conditions, but it will also reduce peak flows of stormwater channeled into the wetland in the 
proposed development scenario.  
 
Callahan asked for clarification as to the specific amount of impervious surface area being added to the site 
under the proposed development (i.e., building roof area). McCarthy responded that at this point the 
development of each of these lots is not accounted for in the surface area calculation; only the proposed 
roadway and removal of any existing surface area has been accounted for. The impervious surface area 
resulting from future development will be incorporated into a future stormwater runoff calculation 
submitted as part of a formal building review process for each individual lot.  
 
McCarthy further stated that each property would be outfitted with its own infiltration basin prior to 
potential discharge into an area of wetlands.   
 
Bolgen asked if members of the Board had any additional 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 
 
Jennifer Johnson, project manager/consultant engineer for an abutter to 316 New Boston Street, Nitsch 
Engineering, 2 Center Plaza, Suite 430, Boston, MA, expressed concerns relative to stormwater management 
and hydrological impacts of the subdivision as a whole and the relationship with New Boston Street.  
 
Johnson further stated that the purpose of her review on behalf of her client, the abutting property owner 
of 216 New Boston Street, was to ensure that the subdivision design was prepared with mutually agreed 
upon models and assumptions relative to soil infiltration and rainfall levels. In particular, she had numerous 
comments pertaining to the proposed design of the stormwater swale. Overall, her client is most concerned 
with redirecting any new runoff from entering the wetlands.  
 
Johnson further stated that there does not appear to be sufficient consideration for stormwater mitigation 
for the proposed New Boston Street, which also leaves open the unaddressed possibility for additional 
runoff into the adjacent wetlands in question.  
 
Bolgen asked Cassidy if she sees any additional members of the audience indicating they would like to speak. 
Cassidy responded that she does not see any others. Seeing none, Bolgen asked if any Board members would 
like to pose any additional questions.  
 
Callahan asked for additional information from R.J. O’Connell & Associates Engineering as to whether the 
stormwater management report has considered all of the potential runoff into all potential discharge areas. 
O’Connell stated that the Stormwater Management Report has considered all of the water discharge areas 
and has accounted for peak flow reduction in the design of the definitive subdivision. 
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Callahan stated that he wants to ensure that the abutter’s engineer concurs with the calculations submitted 
with the applicant’s Stormwater Management Report. Brian McCarthy, R.J. O’Connell & Associates, 80 
Montvale Ave # 201, Stoneham, MA, on behalf of the applicant, responded that the report demonstrates that 
the peak flow reduction has been achieved for the definitive subdivision. He added that the reconstruction 
of New Boston Street can employ different mitigation methods, such a grass channel swale within the right-
of-way to ameliorate a minor increase in impervious surface area, as recommended by the City Engineer.  
 
Callahan asked Johnson to confirm whether she agrees with the explanation provided by McCarthy as to his 
representation that the Stormwater Management Report demonstrates a reduction in peak volume and rate. 
Johnson stated that she agrees with McCarthy’s representation of the Stormwater Management Report. 
However, there are some design details that must be explained to ensure that the runoff occurring from the 
New Boston Street redesign reaches the proposed swale prior to reaching the existing wetlands.  
 
Callahan stated that he is attempting to establish a baseline between the two parties for the record on this 
matter. He asked Johnson to confirm that she would like to see additional detail before being expressing 
agreement that the proposed swale will capture runoff as contemplated. Johnson responded affirmatively.  
McCarthy stated that the City Engineer’s memo expressed that any new runoff created by 
redesign/reconstruction of New Boston Street will be accounted for in the design of the new segment of 
bridge.  
 
Ventresca stated that he believes the applicant’s engineer is doing their due diligence, but he would like to 
focus on the memorandum provided by the Department of Public Works, which expressed that comments 
would be forthcoming upon receipt of Engineering and Conservation Commission correspondence. 
Recognizing that Engineering has already responded, he asked if the latter had yet been received.  
 
Bolgen asked Tarby to provide any insight where possible. Tarby responded that he has a record of an email 
sent by the Conservation Administrator, Theresa Murphy, to the Planning Office stating that due to the 
proximity of wetlands, the applicant must obtain a decision of wetland delineation by filing Notice of Intent 
(NOI), followed by an Order of Conditions.  
 
Ventresca asked whether the Conservation Commission intends to provide any more specific comment as 
to the wetland infiltration. Tarby responded that the Conservation Commission process tends to rely on a 
peer-review of an affected plan, followed by recommendations from the peer reviewer to the Commission. 
Tarby added that he anticipates a peer review of this property to comment on the findings of the Stormwater 
Management Report.  
 
Bolgen asked Cassidy if she saw any additional members of the audience expressing that they would like to 
speak during the hearing via the “raised hand” function. Cassidy responded that she does not. Seeing none, 
she asked the Planning Director if she has a recommendation to share on this matter.  
 
Cassidy stated that her recommendation to the Board is to consider a continuance of this matter and the 
public hearing to the Board’s November meeting so that she can properly consider all of the information 
submitted by the applicant to date. More specifically, she added that she would like to explore the traffic 
generation data submitted by this project, which may not have provided site distance critical information 
as far as left-hand turning traffic. 
 
Cassidy further stated that prior to drafting a Decision letter on this matter, she would like the Board to 
consider another issue warranting discussion, which pertains to the fact that the definitive subdivision plan 
was drafted without regard to the planned reconfiguration of New Boston Street bridge and construction of 
a new bridge. McCarthy verified that the subdivision plan was designed with the current New Boston Street 
bridge layout in mind, as that is what exists on the ground today.  
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Cassidy further stated that she is aware that the New Boston Street bridge design plans are now at a point 
of being fully designed, aside from minor tweaks, which have been submitted to MassDOT for 
Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) funding and construction beginning by late spring 2021. She added 
that the Planning Board may or may not be inclined to take the multi-year construction timeline into account 
with its decision, as well.  
 
Bolgen asked if any Board members have any additional questions to pose.  
 
Ventresca stated that although there are some potential variables that the Board cannot predict, the project 
is currently before the Board for a decision right now. He added that he is in favor of an additional 
continuance this evening to consider all of the information before the Board at the moment.  
 
Edmonds asked if there was any guidance or legal standard for the Board to issue a decision on the basis of 
factors of future development. Cassidy stated that this is a topic for which she would have to seek the 
opinion of the City Solicitor. Bolgen added that the Board should consider that the applicant is entitled to 
file a project for review and decision regardless of the timing of other factors that may influence the 
development. However, the Board retains authority to evaluate an application based on its compliance with 
the Subdivision Control Law and/or Woburn’s Subdivision Rules & Regulations (SRR), in addition to the 
potential merit any waivers being requested by an applicant.  
 
Bolgen further stated that if a subdivision application comes before the Board meeting every requirement 
of the Board’s rules and regulations, and the Board opts to deny the application, that could become a 
potential legal issue. There is reason to believe that the subdivision application before the Board currently 
will not be built as proposed and that the public way from which this subdivision obtains access will change 
significantly. It places the Board in an uncomfortable position.  
 
Edmonds stated that, given the current scenario of unknowns, he would be in favor of another continuance 
of discussion on this matter, in particular to obtain legal guidance from the City Solicitor.  
 
Cassidy stated that a continuance of this matter would not only enable staff to obtain legal guidance from 
the City Solicitor but also, as previously mentioned, allow staff to again review all materials and 
correspondence in connection with this application to identify any other outstanding loose ends (in addition 
to the traffic generation data-related concern referenced earlier) and draft a thoughtful decision letter for 
Board consideration in light of City Solicitor feedback.  
 
Callahan stated that he would like to request that the Planning Director initiate a meeting involving the City 
Engineer, Jay Corey, the applicant’s engineer, Brian McCarthy, and Jennifer Johnson, the consultant engineer 
hired by the abutting property owner at 216 New Boston Street. He added that the purpose of this meeting 
should be to establish a mutually agreed upon design of the roadway entrance to the subdivision in 
recognition of either the current New Boston Street configuration or the reconfigured New Boston Street 
design (at the 75% design threshold), as well as agreement upon the baseline of drainage calculations.  
 
Callahan further stated that the design specifics relative to the redesigned New Boston Street heights and 
grading are available at this point and should provide a sufficient amount of information to come to an 
agreement between the applicant and abutting property owner with regard to roadway design.  
 
Cassidy asked for clarification from Callahan relative to referencing the 75% design threshold as the basis 
for an agreement between all parties, as opposed to the 100% design threshold plans currently available. 
Callahan stated that his reasoning for using the 75% design threshold plans is that, based on his experiences 
in the construction field, the final 25% design threshold is not necessarily reliable until completion of a 
given project is much more imminent. He added that going back six (6) months from completion would 
provide a pretty accurate timetable for development. Cassidy responded that she would see what she could 
do in terms of addressing his request.  
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Bolgen stated that relative to ensuring that all comments are addressed, she wanted to make sure that the 
fairness is provided to both the applicant in terms of unknowns outside of its control, but she also believes 
City is entitled to fairness in this scenario. The Board cannot make a completely informed decision when 
what is being presented by the applicant is far from what will be on the ground post-construction of 
subdivision and the public way; and it’s very unusual for the Board to have to contend with two major 
unknowns. To the extent that the Planning Director is given additional time to conduct one final, 
comprehensive review of all correspondence and issues raised during the subdivision review process and 
to draft a detailed decision letter, that would be to the benefit of the Board.  
 
Turner stated that she wanted to remind members and the Planning Director of issues referenced in 
Superintendent Jay Duran’s comment letter, dated October 16th, that identified possible maintenance 
concerns with the sewer main and potential water main relative to the extraordinary depths of proposed 
utility installation. She added that it would be important to clarify what those concerns are and how those 
concerns may be addressed. Cassidy responded that her initial thought is that Superintendent Duran raised 
that concern in the context of the where the newly-configured New Boston Street will be constructed, but 
she will nonetheless seek clarification on that point by the next Planning Board meeting.  
 
Bolgen asked if there were any additional comments from Board members. Seeing none, she called for a 
motion on this matter.  
 
Motion to continue the public hearing on the 316 New Boston Street definitive subdivision plan filing to 
November 17, 2020, at 7:00 pm, made by Doherty;  
Seconded by Callahan;  
 
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-Abstain 
Bolgen-Aye 
 
Motion carried, 6-0-1, with Donovan abstaining due to ineligibility to participate in this matter.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING: 0 NEW BOSTON STREET DEFINITIVE SUBDIVISION (Industriplex Woburn LLC) 
 
Cassidy provided an overview of the proposed application and a summary of how the public hearing process 
has proceeded on this matter to date. Outstanding September questions included: potential traffic impacts 
on New Boston Street based on a traffic analysis of residential uses instead of  industrial type development; 
concerns about the adequacy of the roadway design to accommodate left hand turns on to New Boston 
Street; whether the roadway design is adequate to accommodate turning movements of large vehicles, 
specifically relative to a potential dedicated left turn lane; and concern about the request that they may not 
be required to loop the water main.  
 
Cassidy further provided an overview of materials submitted by the applicant to address some of the issues 
that had been raised at the prior meeting, including: an updated list of waivers and justifications for them; 
a memo from Vanesse & Associates that provided a trip generation comparison between office uses and 
industrial uses; a plan showing a total buildable area of the entire parcel being only represented as 3.87 
acres of the 44+ acres total; and a truck turning plan submitted by the applicant. New materials were 
forwarded to the various city departments and staff received comments from both Engineering and DPW. 
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Attorney Tarby provided an overview of the lotting plan for the proposed subdivision, noting that it is a 
subdivision with lot sizes of 3.36 acres (Lot 1), 9.254 acres (Lot 2) and 30.972 acres (Lot 3).  
 
Nick Dellacava, project engineer on behalf of the Petitioner, Allen & Major Associates, 100 Commerce Way, 
addressed the Board on behalf of the Petitioner. He explained that since the last meeting, updates have been 
made based on some of the comments received. He added that the plan has been modified to incorporate a 
designated left turn and right turn lane exiting the subdivision roadway, which was created by reducing and 
eliminating the five-foot shoulder near the throat of the intersection of the new road with New Boston 
Street, allowing for a 12-foot right turn exit lane, a 12-foot-wide left turn exit lane and the 12-foot entry into 
the subdivision.  
 
Dellacava further stated that the same existing connection point in New Boston Street is proposed, which is 
in anticipation of potential looping of the water main should this roadway be constructed and approvals be 
required to actually loop into the Anderson Regional Transportation Center property. He added that a 
temporary flush hydrant has been included at the dead end of the main.   
 
Dellacava further stated that a truck turning plan has been created showing a WB67 truck, which is over 70-
feet in length, exiting the subdivision road out onto New Boston Street. Also submitted is a developable area 
plan depicting Lot 1 with a buildable area of 2.43 acres (shown in blush hash on plan). He added that Lot 2 
has a buildable area of approximately 1.44 acres (Lot 2), which is largely unbuildable due to the wetland 
resource areas and contaminated soils.  
 
Dellacava further referenced Superintendent Jay Duran’s memo (dated 10/16/20) noting that he has 
reviewed revised plans, spoke to project engineer Tim Williams, and indicated that Allen & Major’s 
responses seem to answer the concerns posed. He added that Superintendent Duran deferred in his 
comments to Engineering and the Conservation Commission with regard to the drainage design.  
 
Dellacava further referenced the three waiver requests that have been eliminated with the modified plan: 
1) the water main diameter has been increased from 8” to 12” pursuant to Chapter III Section E.1. of the 
Planning Board’s subdivision Rules and Regulations; 2) the roadway grading has been increased to 3.1% 
corresponding to a 3/8” slope per linear foot, pursuant to Chapter IV, Section G.1. of the regulations; and 3) 
additional shading trees have been incorporated around the perimeter of the right-of-way (spaced 40’ 
apart) to comply with Chapter IV, Section G.8. of the regulations. 
 
Dellacava concluded his overview by stating that the other, previous waiver requests remain unchanged.  
 
Giles Hamm, traffic engineer on behalf of the Petitioner, of Vanasse Associates, 35 New England Bus Center 
Dr, Andover, MA, began to address the Board by reviewing the questions that came out of the last meeting 
relative to office traffic versus industrial traffic. He added that they have prepared a memo (dated October 
8, 2020) looking at traffic generation for 274,000 square feet of office versus industrial space, which 
indicates that the office use would generate a much greater volume of traffic over the course of a particular 
day.   
 
Hamm further stated, in his opinion, the proposed cross-section shown on the plans is more than adequate 
to accommodate 300 peak hour trips. Looking at capacity, the concern appears to relate more to peak hour, 
not daily, numbers.  He added that 12’ wide travel lanes with 5’ shoulders would also be more than adequate 
to accommodate the more traffic-intensive office use.  
 
Cassidy stated that she had two questions of clarification related to the truck turning plan. She noted, based 
on interpretation, the potential for large trucks being forced to cross into the opposing lane of traffic upon 
turning out of the property.  
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Dellacava responded by confirming that her interpretation is correct. However, he explained that the 
turning calculation software is conservative with respect to the radius on turning movements.  
 
Bolgen opened the public hearing and invited audience members to speak via the “raised hand” function if 
they wished to do so at this time.   Cassidy re-explained the “raised hand” function.  Cassidy stated that no 
member of the audience is indicating a desire to address the Board. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
Seeing no members of the audience wishing to speak, Bolgen asked the Planning Director for her 
recommendation.  
 
Cassidy stated that she recommends a continuance of the public hearing until the Board’s meeting in 
November based on understanding that the Board would be in a better position to issue a Decision on this 
matter at its next meeting.  She added that she has begun to go through the correspondence received to date 
and identified some unresolved issues from the Engineering Department’s June memo and DPW’s July 
memo.  
 
Cassidy further stated that she has found one error on the latest plan in particular causing concern and, as 
a result, she has requested additional review by the project engineers to identify any others. This is 
specifically due to an observed inconsistency with the plan with respect to frontage on Lot 1. She added that 
she would like a chance to share that information with the applicant and work in separate efforts to see if 
any other issues/plan deficiencies/discrepancies can be identified.  
 
Cassidy explained that there are several other questions she would like to pose to the Board providing the 
applicant with an idea of any other outstanding issues necessary before issuing a Decision. She further 
elaborated on outstanding questions pertaining to the status of the Boston Edison easement, contaminated 
soils, and discussions with Boston Edison and EPA about placement of features (such as trees, sidewalks 
and curbing) and asked the Board to indicate their level of interest in seeing any progress on these matter 
in written form.   
 
Cassidy further explained that the applicant continues to seek a waiver in lieu of providing a fire flow test, 
as they were not being authorized by DPW to perform such test. However, it was represented by the 
applicant that DPW has indicated that there is sufficient water pressure in the neighborhood to service this 
development. She further stated that if the Board would like to see written correspondence directly from 
DPW on this point to confirm the representation, staff will seek it for the record.  
 
Cassidy further explained that there is a final big question to still consider regarding grade difference. While 
she appreciates adding a left and right turn, it does not appear that a left turn onto the existing right-of-way 
for New Boston Street will be likely to occur, as it will be abandoned and because there are no properties to 
the south to warrant use of that stretch of New Boston Street. She foresees that drivers will tend to take a 
right to go onto the bridge to go to other destinations, which may be a factor in the Board’s decision.  
 
Cassidy further posed her final question to pose to members, which is to request additional time to do one 
final comprehensive review of the proposed waivers, in particular the waivers for what is now generally 
categorized as Type-III subdivisions. She added that she spoke with project engineer Tim Williams a couple 
of meetings ago on this point and would like to gather a better summary of what they are proposing in 
adherence to required Type-III standards.  
 
Turner stated that, regarding comments on the documentation, she would like to see anything that could be 
submitted relative to the easement and/or the communications with the utility company and anything else 
that may be relevant to be made as part of the record.  
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Bolgen stated that, with respect to the utility company, she understands that as a Planning Board this plan 
is unlikely to be built out as presented, and in addition, the situation of New Boston Street being in flux is 
another complication. She added that additional clarity on any easement discussions would be helpful in 
making her ultimate determination.   
 
Bolgen asked for clarification, with respect to the New Boston Street bridge replacement and the fact that 
100% design is now completed and the bidding process imminent, on the extent to which this particular 
project is impacted by the pending roadway realignment/bridge replacement project. She added that more 
context as to lesser or greater impact on this project in comparison to 316 New Boston Street would also be 
helpful.  
 
Cassidy stated that she would asked the Engineering staff today to provide an estimate of the difference in 
impact to elevation, because this project is designed to the existing layout of New Boston Street and not to 
the bridge design. The estimate obtained from City Engineer Jay Corey was approximately 20-25 feet.  
 
Bolgen stated that in order to do the best possible job for the city and its inhabitants as well as being fair to 
the applicant, there’s got to be collaboration here as to design standards that have a shot at being reality. 
She added that if there is any way that design-related information could be provided for Board 
consideration by November 17th, that would be very helpful. 
 
Bolgen asked again if anyone participating in the virtual meeting/public hearing wanted to be heard and 
offered them the opportunity to speak via the “raised hand” function.  Cassidy responded that no hands are 
currently raised. 
 
Cassidy recommended that the Board vote to continue the public hearing on this matter, to 7:00 p.m. on 
November 17, 2020.  
 
Motion to accept the Planning Director’s recommendation on this matter, made by Doherty;  
Seconded by Turner;  
 
Roll call vote on the motion to continue the 316 New Boston Street public hearing to November 17, 2020 at 
7:00 pm: 
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Aye 
Edmonds-Aye 
Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Aye 
Donovan-Abstain 
Bolgen-Aye 
 
Motion carried 6-0-1, with Donovan abstaining. 
 
Donovan returned to the meeting to re-assume the role of Chair.  
 
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 concerned 
abutting property owners, 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 
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regarding the historic existence of excess groundwater to address groundwater breakout complaints 
originating on Strawberry Lane.  
 
Cassidy stated that a site visit was conducted earlier this Fall and included City Engineering and Planning 
staff, in addition to the developer and affected property owners and the ward councilor.  After this meeting, 
the project developer, Mr. Robert Murray, indicated that if home construction-related site work associated 
with the Ferullo Drive subdivision was found to have caused the groundwater breakout problem being 
investigated now, he would commit to paying for a remedy. However, it remains to be confirmed whether 
such work is a factor in altering what has been documented to be a problematic area for excess groundwater 
historically.  
 
Cassidy further stated that the second and third issues for Board considerations with regard to the Ferullo 
Drive subdivision involving apparent site grading inconsistencies observed during a field visit and a 
potential extension to the subdivision construction completion date. 
 
Cassidy reviewed the memo that she submitted to the Department of Public Works and Engineering staff 
requesting consideration of this matter and to ascertain whether there is any documentation or recollection 
of groundwater issues existing at the retaining wall to #8 Strawberry Lane prior to February of this year.  
Responses from both departments indicated that they do not have any historic knowledge or 
documentation of complaints/concerns regarding water seeping from the retaining wall at #8 Strawberry 
Lane.   However, they could they not definitively link the problem to recent sitework associated with the 
Ferullo Drive subdivision  
 
Cassidy further elaborated on the previously-referenced issue of grading sitework inconsistent with the 
Plan of Record. No further explanation/information has been provided by the applicant since the Board’s 
last discussion of this matter. She added that, because this is an important issue to consider in terms of 
granting the requested extension of the construction completion date, it might be prudent to consider 
requiring the applicant to submit an interim as-built plan indicating grading work completed by the 
applicant to date.  
 
Cassidy further stated that the applicant’s request to extend the current completion date by two (2) years 
is “aggressive” but technically doable, as per comment from Engineering staff. However, she has concerns 
with recommending that the Board grant the request given that the sitework completed to date is 
potentially non-conforming to the Plan of Record. She added that Board discussion this evening might assist 
in determining what the best course of action should be.  
 
Ventresca stated that he is concerned that he is not fully aware of the issue of grading. Cassidy clarified the 
grading concern is related to the area of land within the looped roadway of the future Ferullo Drive. 
Engineering staff observed that this area was previously a small hill and appears to be much lower in 
elevation “in the field” than what is depicted on the subdivision’s approved grading plan.  
 
Ventresca stated that he is not inclined to grant an extension request at this time given what is known about 
potential grading nonconformities. He would like to see more detail regarding what has been completed in 
the field and its conformance to the Plan of Record prior to taking further action on the extension request.  
 
Ventresca further stated, on the point of groundwater breakout concerns, that the option of deploying test 
pits onsite was raised as a method of observing current groundwater flows by City Engineering Jay Corey. 
He would like to confirm that the developer was presented with this option and whether Mr. Murray intends 
to take any action in that regard.  
 
Cassidy stated that this matter is difficult for the Board to assess, because it does not relate to a matter of 
subdivision design necessarily, but rather an unseen impact of the construction process. She added that one 
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other option she would like to raise for consideration is to ask Department of Public Works staff whether 
they may be able to assess whether there are other factors leading to the shift in groundwater flows.  
 
Bolgen stated that it is within the Board’s purview to grant a subdivision extension request, but she is also 
mindful of the fact that the current grading status came to the Board due to an unusually timed observation 
by City staff on another matter and that the grading could still be altered in the intervening time between 
now and when the developer submits a request to accept an As-built plan at the point of completion. She 
added that this is a point for the Board to consider in whether any action is really necessary on the observed 
grading. 
 
Bolgen stated that it is worth considering the ombudsman role that the Planning Board is being asked to 
play in this situation and also the limited authority of the Board in the context of an already-approved 
subdivision plan that had relied upon the expertise of the City’s Engineering staff. She is unsure of what 
potential actions the Board could take given current factors, particularly without additional information 
from the developer since the Board’s discussion in September.  
 
Cassidy stated that she will have to explore the question of whether there may be any additional factors at 
play relative to groundwater breakouts affecting abutters on Strawberry Lane and also obtain any 
additional clarity from Department of Public Works and Engineering staff as to any potential actions of 
which the Board may not be aware. She added clarification on the point of the observed grading change by 
noting that the removal of fill and ledge comprising the topography is unusual, because it has been removed 
from the site and there may be no intention to replace it.   
 
Attorney Tarby began to address the Board on behalf of the developer, Mr. Robert Murray. He stated that 
Mr. Murray has indicated in the past that if the source of the problem could be pinpointed, he would mitigate 
it. He added that Engineering and DPW staff communications cannot definitely attribute any of the 
subdivision construction activity to the groundwater issues being experienced by the abutting property 
owners, and as such, believes that it would be incumbent on the abutter(s) to hire private engineer(s) to 
ascertain any fault of the developer given the limited purview the Board and/or City staff.  
 
Tarby further stated that Mr. Murray has, as of this afternoon, submitted an interim As-built Plan for 
Engineering staff review and comment relative to the aforementioned concerns about completed grading 
work but emphasized the property is still in the process of being developed.  
 
Tarby stated that the extension date extension request has been revised to incorporate an additional year 
compared to earlier requests (to 2023 instead of 2022) in response to timing concerns. He added that it is 
the developer’s intent to post a bond for the subdivision to release the lots for building and sale purposes.  
 
Doherty stated that based on the information presented from the abutters it is clear that something has 
changed beneath the surface for evidence of groundwater to have changed so significantly, and it would be 
important to try to determine a cause. He added that he does not believe it is appropriate to place the 
responsibility on the abutters to hire an engineer to identify a cause.  
 
Doherty further stated that he is in favor of asking the Planning Director to make the request, as offered, to 
again follow up with DPW and Engineering staff to further investigate this matter. 
 
Bolgen stated that the Board does have an expired completion date to consider as part of this matter.  
 
Cassidy stated that she understands why the question has been posed and that the Board is only being asked 
to consider the feedback of the DPW and Engineering Departments as it would for any other matter within 
the Board’s purview.  
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Tarby further stated that the developer would be inclined to mitigate the groundwater issues if it could be 
proven that it was the result of the developer’s site work.  
 
Doherty stated that he would be supportive of the Planning Director circling back with the Engineering and 
Public Works Departments to see if the City is in a position to work with the abutting property owners to 
determine what the source of their reported flooding might be, and particularly if it is in connection with 
Ferullo Drive site work.  
 
Doherty further stated that he does not think any further Board action is required with regard to the 
observed grading issue and believes that it will be resolved upon review of the now-submitted interim As-
built Plan. He added that he does not believe any of the issues discussed this evening should preclude Board 
action on the request to extend the subdivision completion date.  
 
Callahan stated that it is possible that the blasting work completed as a result of this project has had an 
impact relative to the subterranean flow of groundwater (i.e., the ledge has shifted and oriented the flow of 
groundwater in different directions). He added that it would be prudent for the City to attempt to address 
this issue to the extent possible sooner rather than later, as it will be more difficult to take corrective 
measures, such as requiring the installation of drainage infrastructure, further into the construction 
process.  
 
Callahan further stated that if this issue is found to have been caused by subdivision construction, it would 
be the developer who is responsible for paying the costs.  
 
Donovan asked if Board members had any additional questions. Seeing none, he called for a motion on this 
matter.  
 
Motion to extend the subdivision completion date to October 15, 2022, made by Doherty; 
 
Ventresca stated, for discussion, that the revised request letter submitted by the developer references a date 
of October 15, 2023 for the requested extension.  
 
Cassidy stated for clarification that the written request does in fact reference to a new completion date in 
2023.  
 
Doherty withdrew his motion.  
 
Turner asked for clarification of the month in 2023 to which the Petitioner is seeking an extension. Tarby 
responded that the exact date of the extension request was referenced in a separate communication and 
identifies October 15, 2023.  
 
Tarby asked Cassidy if the Engineering Department has offered any feedback on the proposed bond-setting 
request. Cassidy stated that given the insufficient amount of time for Engineering staff review, it is 
anticipated that this request will be considered at the Board’s November meeting.  
 
Motion to extend the Ferullo Drive subdivision construction completion date to October 15, 2023;  
Seconded by Ventresca;  
 
Bolgen asked Tarby for further clarification as to what construction tasks remain unfinished and the 
rationale for the extension. Tarby responded by summarizing that the subdivision gas and water utility 
installation and laying of the subgrade (gravel with binder) roadway have been completed after extended 
delays attributable to the earlier gas company strike. He added that Mr. Murry fully intends to begin pouring 
foundations once a bond is established.  
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Bolgen stated that, due to the developer’s concerted effort to make progress on completing the subdivision, 
unforeseen delays related to utility installation, and the revised timeline for subdivision completion that has 
been submitted, she is supportive of this particular subdivision completion date extension request. 
 
Ventresca stated that he has observed that the subdivision worksite is active, given its proximity to where 
he lives.  
 
Callahan asked for clarification as to the timeline for completing each homesite. Tarby responded to confirm 
that the timeline is for the developer to complete approximately one (1) home per month and that the 
timeline does include submission of an As-built/Street Acceptance Plan.  
 
Callahan further responded that he finds this timeline to be very aggressive and recommended that the 
developer reassess his timeline.  Otherwise, he does not intend to vote in favor of another subdivision 
completion date extension should it be requested.  
 
Roll call vote on the motion to extend the Ferullo Drive subdivision construction completion date to October 
15, 2023: 
 
Bolgen-Aye  
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Aye 
Edmonds-Nay 
Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Aye 
Donovan-Abstain 
 
Motion carried, 6-1-1, with Edmonds opposing and Donovan abstaining.  
 
Bolgen asked for clarification from the Planning Director as to the course of action on handling the 
remaining issues of grading inconsistencies and the prospect of City inspections of groundwater migration 
concerns of abutting property owners on Strawberry Lane. Cassidy responded that she intends to follow up 
with DPW and Engineering staff as previously noted on these points.  
 
Cassidy further stated that she also intends to look further into Callahan’s explanation of test wells/pits to 
assist in pinpointing groundwater issues and will await the review of the interim As-built plan to address 
any grading issues of grading deviation.  
 
Bolgen asked for feedback from fellow members as to whether they would like to see this matter on the 
agenda again for future discussion or the purpose of an update. Doherty stated that he would be in support 
of a written progress report on the outstanding Ferullo Drive groundwater and grading concerns within the 
next couple of months with potential resolution by way of a Planning Director update. Cassidy stated that 
she would commit to this request and members expressed agreement with this approach.  
 
Cassidy added that the request for bond-setting and acceptance of surety would be slated for the November 
and/or December Planning Board meetings, depending on when it is received.  
 
RECOMMENDATION TO CITY COUNCIL: RECOMMENDATION TO CITY COUNCIL ON REQUEST TO “LAY 
OUT A RECONSTRUCTED AND WIDENED HILL STREET” AS A PUBLIC WAY (Alderman Gately) 
 
Cassidy provided an overview of the Petitioner’s request to consider accepting the proposed widening and 
other improvements to Hill Street, with the intent to adopt the roadway as a public way.  She added that this 
matter is before the Board as part of the initiative to provide access to the pending redeveloped Kraft site.  
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Cassidy stated that the Planning Board is tasked with reviewing the Petition and issuing a report to the City 
Council with a recommendation for adoption or denial of the request to accept the layout of Hill Street for 
public acceptance.  
 
Cassidy stated that she has drafted such a report for the Board’s consideration this evening with the 
assistance of Engineering staff. She clarified that the report takes no exception to the fundamental request 
but registers concern with the method by which the roadway would be laid out. She added that Attorney 
Tarby is present this evening on behalf of the Petitioner for questioning.  
 
Tarby began to address the Board on behalf of the Petitioner and stated that the roadway engineer, Mr. 
George Ryan is also present this evening to provide an overview of the proposal. He added that the all legal 
review required in connection with establishing easements with the City are complete, and the Petitioner is 
continuing discussions on easement matters with MassDOT.  
 
Donovan asked if any members had any initial questions prior to hearing from the project engineer. There 
were none.  
 
Mr. George Ryan, project representative, Stantec Planning & Landscape Architecture, 226 Causeway Street, 
Boston, MA, addressed the Board with an overview of the Hill Street proposed widening and roadway 
acceptance plan. He elaborated on the process of securing appropriate easements to complete the plan, the 
intent of rehabilitating the adjacent MBTA “Park-n-Ride” lot, and the improved pedestrian accommodations 
envisioned as part of the improved roadway. 
 
Tarby further stated that the proposed work is being completed in accordance with the Development 
Agreement executed between the property owner and the City of Woburn contemplated as a result of the 
Kraft Site redevelopment project.  
 
Donovan asked if members had any additional questions. Seeing none, he asked if the Planning Director had 
any additional comments. Cassidy responded that she would recommend adoption of the draft 
report/recommendation on this matter to the City Council, as submitted to the Board for consideration.  
 
Motion to adopt the Planning Director’s recommendation to send the draft Hill Street roadway adoption 
report to the City Council, as submitted, made by Doherty;  
Seconded by Bolgen;  
 
Roll call vote on the motion to send the drafted report relative to laying out and reconstructing Hill Street 
to the City Council, as submitted: 
Bolgen-Aye  
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Aye 
Edmonds-Aye 
Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Aye 
Donovan-Aye 
 
Motion carried, 7-0-0.  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  September 22, 2020 (Virtual) Meeting  
 
Donovan stated that the next piece of Board business is adoption of the minutes of the Board’s September 
22, 2020 meeting.  He asks if any members have any edits to suggest. 
 
Motion to accept the September 22, 2020 meeting minutes, as submitted, made by Bolgen;  
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Seconded by Doherty;  
 
Roll call vote on the motion to accept the September 22, 2020 meeting minutes, as submitted: 
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Aye 
Edmonds-Aye 
Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Aye 
Donovan-Abstain 
Bolgen-Aye 
 
Motion carried, 6-0-1, with Donovan abstaining due to his absence at the September 22, 2020 meeting.  
 
PLANNING DIRECTOR UPDATE  
 
Cassidy reviewed the meeting calendar for the purpose of finalizing the meeting dates for the remainder of 
2020 and for 2021, and asked members to identify and respond to staff with any known scheduling conflicts.  
 
Cassidy further stated that the November meeting is slated to cover both continued New Boston Street 
subdivision matters and a public hearing to modify the Conditions of Approval for the Robertson Way 
subdivision. She added that the developer, Mr. Robert Melanson, has asked the Board to consider 
eliminating a condition of subdivision approval (Condition #14) which requires an access gate to be 
installed at the end of the cul-de-sac.  She also noted that two of Mr. Melanson’s subdivisions (Robertson 
Way and Carlson Way) will be before the Board for discussion of completion of these subdivisions which 
has been outstanding for quite some time. 
 
Cassidy stated that the Board may also be asked to accept an As-built Plan and release the remaining surety 
for the Downs Court subdivision. 
 
Ventresca asked for clarification of what information is available for the Board’s consideration relative to 
the residential development projects being planned for the two New Boston Street properties (#316 and 0 
[off] New Boston Street). Cassidy confirmed that the concept plans already forwarded to members gathered 
from recent Commerce Way Corridor Overlay District (CWCOD) Review Committee materials is all that has 
been made publically available.  
 
Ventresca stated that he does not necessarily need to see any more concept plan documents but wants to 
ensure that the projects will be vetted further beyond the Planning Board. He asked for further clarification 
of the zoning by which the project will be permitted. Cassidy responded that the project would utilize the 
Commerce Way Corridor Overlay District zoning provisions that previously applied to the site, prior to the 
revisions adopted by the Council in January of this year. She added that she is able to provide a summary on 
the topic of zoning in writing to members to better understand all of the applicable zoning provisions. 
 
Ventresca stated that he would like everyone to be aware of what is being proposed holistically to consider 
both applications with all possible outcomes.  
 
Cassidy stated that any residential project would require a Special Permit, and Planning Board staff always 
submits written comments on pending special permit applications to the City Council before it acts. She 
added that she is also able to schedule formal discussion of a Special Permit Petition with Board members 
and that a recommendation letter typically issued by Planning staff could instead be written as a letter 
originating from the Board.  
 
Cassidy stated that she will provide any additional zoning/development-related information on this project 
she can identify that may assist members in making a decision on the subdivision plans.  
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Donovan asked if there were any additional questions from Board members.  There were none.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Seeing no further business, Bolgen made a motion to adjourn the October 27, 2020 Planning Board meeting 
at 9:26 pm; 
Seconded by Turner;  
 
Roll call vote on the motion to adjourn the October 27, 2020 Planning Board meeting at 9:26 pm:   
Bolgen-Aye 
Callahan-Aye 
Doherty-Aye 
Edmonds-Aye 
Turner-Aye 
Ventresca-Aye 
Donovan-Aye 
 
Motion carried, 7-0-0. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 9:26 p.m.  
 
Table of Documents Used and/or Referenced at Meeting 
 

316 New Boston Street Definitive Subdivision: (1) R.J. O’Connell response memo; (2) Revised 
definitive subdivision plan; and (3) Revised Stormwater Management Report     
0 New Boston Street Definitive Subdivision: (1) Updated waiver request justifications; (2) Vanasse 
& Associates trip generation comparison; (3) Plan depicting total buildable land area; (4) Truck-
turning plan 
Ferullo Drive Definitive Subdivision: (1) Staff memo to Engineering and Public Works Departments 
requesting information relative to groundwater breakout concerns affecting #8 Strawberry Lane 
Proposed Acceptance of Hill Street as a Public Way: (1) Petition accompanied by roadway layout 
plan; (2) Draft Planning Board report/recommendation letter to the City Council  

Planning Director Update: Draft schedule of Planning Board meetings for 2021  

Draft Meeting Minutes:  September 22, 2020 meeting 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Dan Orr 
 
City Planner/Grant Writer 
 

  

 

 


