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Town of Franklin 

 
Planning Board 

 
Due to the continued concerns regarding the COVID-19 virus, we will be conducting a 
remote/virtual Planning Board Meeting. In an effort to ensure citizen engagement and 
comply with open meeting law regulations, citizens will be able to dial into the meeting using 
the provided phone number (Cell phone or Landline Required) OR citizens can participate 
by copying the link (Phone, Computer, or Tablet required).  

 
Please click on the link https://us02web.zoom.us/j/82163735076 or call on your phone  
at 312-626-6799, meeting # 82163735076. 
 
 

August 17, 2020 
 
7:00 PM  Commencement/General Business 
  
7:05 PM  PUBLIC HEARING – Continued 
   162 Grove Street    Adv.:  June 15 & June 22, 2020 
   Special Permit & Site Plan   Abuts: June 15, 2020 
 
7:10 PM  PUBLIC HEARING – Continued  

5 Fisher and 29 Hayward Streets   Adv.: July 27 & Aug 3, 2020  
  Special Permit & Site Plan Modification  Abuts: July. 22, 2020 
 
 
 
 
 
GENERAL BUSINESS: 

A. 81-P ANR: 176-210 Grove Street 
B. Endorsement: 176-210 Grove Street Site Plan 
C. Meeting Minutes: June 22, June 29 & July 13, 2020 

 
 
 
 
 
This agenda is subject to change.  Last updated: August 13, 2020 
The next meeting of the Planning Board is scheduled for August 24, 2020. 
 
 

https://www.google.com/url?q=https://us02web.zoom.us/j/82163735076&sa=D&source=calendar&ust=1597236809833000&usg=AOvVaw11aJO379kJUB0AjykjTR3f
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Town of Franklin 

 
Planning Board 

 

June 22, 2020 

Meeting Minutes 
 

Chair Anthony Padula called the above-captioned Remote Access Virtual Zoom Meeting to order this date 

at 7:00 PM. Members in attendance: Joseph Halligan, William David, Gregory Rondeau, Rick Power. 

Members absent: None. Also present: Michael Maglio, Town Engineer; Amy Love, Planner; Matthew 
Crowley, BETA Group, Inc.; Maxine Kinhart, Administrative Assistant.  

 

As stated on the agenda, due to the growing concerns regarding the COVID-19 virus, the Planning Board 
will conduct a Remote Access Virtual Zoom Meeting. The Massachusetts State of Emergency and the 

associated state legislation allows towns to hold remote access virtual meetings during the COVID-19 

pandemic crisis. In an effort to ensure citizen engagement and comply with open meeting law regulations, 
citizens will be able to dial into the meeting using the provided phone number, or citizens can participate by 

using the Zoom link also provided on the agenda.  

 

7:00 PM     Commencement/General Business  

Chair Padula read aloud the Zoom platform call-in phone number and the Zoom link which were also 

provided on the meeting agenda.  

 

A. Bond Discussion: Sandy Knoll Estates 

Ms. Love stated the Planning Board voted at the June 8, 2020, meeting to release all bond monies except 

$10,000 to be retained until the plans are filed at the Registry of Deeds; plans are filed after the Town 

Counsel accepts the roadway. She reviewed that there are several steps needed to be taken before the Town 
Counsel accepts the roadway. 

Chair Padula discussed the mylars provided by the applicant and that $10,000 has never been withheld from 

a bond release before. He asked when this item would go before Town Council and how long it is expected 
that the $10,000 would be held. Ms. Love reiterated that the money would be held until the streets are 

accepted by Town Counsel and recorded at the Registry of Deeds. Chair Padula stated that there are roads in 

Town that have not been accepted in 15 years. What is the hold up for this development since the developer 
has turned in all that was required?   

 

Mr. Maglio said that in the past five to six years, there has not been too much of a delay with subdivision 

plans. He thinks that after the plans are recorded at the Registry of Deeds, the process would go fairly 
quickly. He stated the updated mylars were received from Mr. Ronca. He deferred to Town Attorney Mark 

Cerel for any formatting issues regarding the mylars. In response to Chair Padula’s question, he reviewed the 

location of an easement and paper road. 
 

Mr. Halligan asked about the timeliness of the Town Counsel and the Registry of Deeds processes. He asked 

if a 35-day window was reasonable with the COVID-19 situation, or should it be a 90-day period. Ms. Love 
said she would confer with Town Administration on this as she is not sure of the Town Councils timeframe. 

She suggested putting this item on the Planning Board agenda in 90 days for an update. Chair Padula stated 

that he would like to allow 90 days, and at the end of the 90 days, even if it is not resolved, they give the 

money back to Mr. Ronca. All Planning Board members verbally stated agreement.  
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No motion or second made; no vote taken.  

 

Mr. Bill Ronca stated that the bond is specific, and he met every criterion. He has provided two sets of 

mylars and documentation in accordance with the bond; he does not understand why this is different. He 

stated that he also paid $3,600 for the street acceptance. He noted some subdivision roads have not been 
accepted in 10 to 15 years. Ms. Love stated that withholding money has been done in the past; although the 

paperwork may have been received, the acceptance is not complete. Mr. Ronca stated that Mr. Maglio 

reviewed this already. The Town Counsel was provided with an up-to-date version of everything on 
December 16, 2019.  Being publicly approved was not on the bond. Chair Padula said that due to COVID-19 

and what is going on with the town attorney, the Planning Board voted to return the money in 90 days if 

nothing is done. Ms. Love confirmed this item would be put on the Planning Board agenda in 90 days, and 
the Planning Board would vote at that time to release or not release the funds. Mr. Ronca stated that he did 

not agree on the 90-day period, and he does not agree with anyone else approving the subdivision other than 

the Planning Board as that is not what the bond required.  

 

B. Endorsement: 1256 West Central Street - Update 
Ms. Love stated that this item is on the agenda for the Planning Board’s vote to endorse the submitted plans. 

She stated that at the June 8, 2020, Planning Board meeting, the applicants requested their plans be endorsed. 
There was concern from the Planning Board about the curbing provided on the Site Plans, and an update for 

local and state levels of permitting as well as construction timelines was requested. The applicant’s engineer 

provided an explanation of the curbing and a detail sheet with information. The applicant provided an email 
explaining where they are currently with the permits. The Host Community Agreement was finalized in 

March 2019, and the applicant is still waiting for final approval from the Cannabis Control Commission, 

which they believe will occur in July or August. They expect construction to being in August or September. 

Chair Padula confirmed the concrete curbing.   
 

No motion or second made. Vote: 5-0-0 (5-Yes; 0-No).   

 

C. Meeting Minutes: April 27, 2020 & June 1, 2020 

Motion to Approve the Meeting Minutes for April 27, 2020. Rondeau. Second: David. Vote: 5-0-0 (5-Yes; 

0-No).   

 

Motion to Approve the Meeting Minutes for June 1, 2020. Rondeau. Second: David. Vote: 5-0-0 (5-Yes; 0-

No).    
 
7:05 PM  PUBLIC HEARING – Initial 

   340 East Central Street 

                  Special Permit & Site Plan  
  Documents presented to the Planning Board are on file.  

  

Motion to Waive the Reading for 340 East Central Street, Special Permit & Site Plan. Rondeau. Second: 

David. Vote: 5-0-0 (5-Yes; 0-No).    

 

Mr. Halligan recused himself.   

 
Mr. Richard Cornetta, attorney representing the applicant; Mr. Erik Poulin, consulting engineer of Jones and 

Beach Engineers, Inc.; and Mr. Jeffrey Dirk, traffic consultant of Vanasse & Associates, Inc., addressed the 

Planning Board. Mr. Cornetta stated this is a 6.5-acre site in the Commercial II Zoning District at the former 
Keigan Chevrolet site located in the DEP approved Water Resource District. He reviewed the history of the 

previously proposed and approved development and noted the economy did not permit that development to 

move forward. He stated the bowling alley is not part of this new proposal. The new proposal involves mixed 



Tel: (508) 520-4907                                                                    Fax: (508) 520-4906 

   3 

 

use: 42,000 sq. ft. of residential apartment style use and 15,219 sq. ft. retail use, including a coffee shop. The 

applicant is looking for approval of a Special Permit for the height of the residential building of up to four 
stories and 50 ft., and a Special Permit for a vehicle service establishment at the proposed coffee shop. He 

noted that they have been before the ZBA for some variances which he reviewed. The project is going before 

the Design Review Commission. He stated that there is a wetland resource area; they will be filing a NOI 

with the Conservation Commission. He clarified that the pervious pavers would not be used for travel lanes 
for residential vehicles; they would be exclusively for the fire access.  

 

Mr. Poulin gave an overview of the proposal. He stated that of the approximately 15,000 sq. ft. for retail, 
2,250 sq. ft. is for a drive-through restaurant. They are proposing two four-story residential buildings with 

104 units between the two structures. He stated that 301parking spaces are required for which they are 

requesting relief. They believe that 1.5 spaces per unit is appropriate and adequate which would reduce the 
requirement to 249 spaces; they are providing 268 spaces. They are proposing a connection with the Big Y 

next door. He reviewed snow storage and stated that they are proposing to use some of the parking for 

temporary snow storage, and then it would be taken off site.  He reviewed the proposed fire lane and 

proposed lighting and gave an overview of the drainage system. He stated that there is a water line with an 
easement that runs through the property. The footprint of the building is 80 ft. x 240 ft. 

 

Mr. Dirk provided an overview of the traffic study. The mixed-use nature of the project is a significantly 
lower generator of traffic of about 83 percent than the prior proposal. This project will generate 140 to 160 

peak-hour trips. He discussed that MassDot did not want another signal in the area; therefore, the traffic 

signal is not proposed. They will be making road improvements as part of the project. He noted they have 
coordinated with GATRA and will have a bus stop within the site. This amenity will reduce traffic and 

parking needs. 

 

Chair Padula stated the applicant is 32 parking spaces short. He does not agree with using spaces for snow 
storage as they are already short, and hauling the snow away never happens. He asked if the applicant knows 

the retail that is going in. He confirmed they are requesting a Special Permit for the fourth story. He stated 

the 83 percent reduction in traffic that Mr. Dirk described is based on the previous development plans. He 
said when there are residential properties there is some green space, and none is shown. He asked about the 

drainage easement. Mr. Maglio stated it appears that the applicant is coordinating with the State. Mr. 

Rondeau requested the number of one, two, and three-bedroom units. He asked if the mechanical units were 

going on the roofs and stated that he wanted some screening on the buildings and the drive through. He asked 
about the delivery access for building D as it has retail. Mr. David asked about snow storage and noted the 

applicant is already 32 spaces short. Mr. Poulin reviewed the planned snow storage areas. He noted that 

although they are short on parking, they feel that two spaces for unit is excessive for this type of building.    
 

Mr. Maglio reviewed some of his comments including questions about the town water main, access out of the 

site, temporary grading easement, exterior grease traps for both retail areas, connection of site sidewalk to Rt. 
140 sidewalk, cast iron covers for drainage system, and can the pervious pavers for the fire lane be plowed 

during the winter.  

 

Mr. Crowley reviewed his comments concerning building height, residential parking location, shared use 
parking throughout the site, snow storage, and general utilities.  

 

Mr. Poulin said they are working on BETA’s comment letter. Mr. Cornetta stated they will address the 
comments and better the proposal as instructed. Chair Padula confirmed the applicant has to go to 

Conservation Commission and Design Review.  

 

Motion to Continue the public hearing for 340 East Central Street, Special Permit & Site Plan, to July 27, 

2020. Rondeau. Second: David. Vote: 4-0-0 (4-Yes; 0-No).    
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Mr. Halligan re-entered the meeting.  
 
7:10 PM  PUBLIC HEARING – Continued 

   Panther Way 

                  Special Permit & Site Plan  

  Documents presented to the Planning Board are on file.  
  

Mr. Michael Doherty, attorney representing the applicant; Mr. Rick Goodreau, United Consultants, Inc.; and 

Mr. Brad Chaffee, Camford Property Group/applicant, addressed the Planning Board. Mr. Doherty stated 
they have been before the Planning Board many times. They have reached a settlement agreement with 

Highwood I and Highwood II condominiums. Part of the agreement of the Special Permit is that the bus 

parking not be relocated onto the property. He stated that a concern of the Highwood neighbors was that in 
the future the client would relocate the bus parking. The applicant assured them that this would not be done. 

The neighbors wanted a condition that an approval of a Special Permit would include the promise to not 

relocate the bus parking. The bus parking shown on the new Site Plan is where it will stay.  

 
Ms. Love stated she had no further comments other than what was provided in her memo. Approval from 

Design Review was received this week. 

 
Mr. Maglio stated the revised submittal was reviewed. He noted only one comment regarding the retaining 

wall in the rear of the building. Mr. Goodreau stated it would be a Redi-Rock retaining wall. He explained 

the materials, location, and dimensions of the wall. There will be a chain link fence on top of the wall. 
 

Mr. Crowley stated he reviewed the revised plans. He noted the turning radius for backing out was a little 

less than desirable. He asked about the feasibility of a sidewalk in front of the building. Mr. Goodreau 

explained that there are locations where the construction of a sidewalk would be challenging. Chair Padula 
stated that if it cannot be done, it cannot be done.  

 

Mr. Rondeau noted that six buses were being stored inside the building; he asked if there is a carbon 
monoxide system installed as the buses will generate fumes when they start. There should be no body or 

mechanical work in the building. He noted this is strictly for the Holmes buses. He asked how much gravel 

removal out of the site is needed, and how much ledge will be blasted? Mr. Goodreau said they have not 

done the evaluation yet, but they will file for an earth removal permit. Mr. Chaffee said all ventilation 
requirements will be met for the building. He confirmed this would be for the Holmes buses only. He said 

they do not have a specific tenant at this time.  

 
Mr. Halligan stated that the applicant did a great job complying to everyone’s needs and wants. The only 

stipulation he would like to see on the Special Permit is that for any tenant besides Holmes busing they must 

return to the Planning Board for a Limited Site Plan before they could get an Occupancy Permit. Mr. Chaffee 
said he is okay with that. Chair Padula asked where the AC units would be located. Mr. Chafee said as there 

was no tenant yet, he does not know where they would be located; but wherever, the units would be 

screened. Mr. Halligan asked for a view of the front side of the building.  

 
Mr. Chris McCarthy, 114 Highwood Drive, stated that when the site walk was conducted, other evergreen 

screening such as spruces was discussed, but it has not been addressed at this meeting. Mr. Chaffee said part 

of his concern about that screening is the grade; the detention pond is lower. Mr. McCarthy asked if the 
applicant was requesting a waiver for screening for 10 or more cars. Chair Padula confirmed that for 10 or 

more cars a 10 ft. strip of screening is needed. Mr. Goodreau read aloud Chapter 185, section 35, about 

required screening. He stated they have provided a planting plan with vegetation. Chair Padula read aloud the 
snow storage section.  
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Mr. Anthony Gallino, attorney representing Highwood I and Highwood II condominiums, abutters to the 

proposed project, stated that one of the things agreed upon was that the location of the buses would not be 
changed, and any new tenant would have to come before the Planning Board.  

 

Chair Padula noted that if this item had gone to the Zoning Board of Appeals first, there would have been no 

Special Permit and therefore no special conditions.  
 

Motion to Close the public hearing for Panther Way, Special Permit & Site Plan. David. Second: 

Rondeau. Vote: 5-0-0 (5-Yes; 0-No).      
 

Chair Padula stated that the Planning Board will vote at the July 29, 2020, meeting.  

 
7:15 PM  PUBLIC HEARING – Continued 

   176-210 Grove Street 

                  Site Plan 

   Documents presented to the Planning Board are on file.  
   

Mr. Edward Cannon, attorney on behalf of Marcus Partners developer of the project; Mr. Levi Reilly, 

Director of Development of Marcus Partners; Mr. David Kelly of Kelly Engineering Group; and Mr. Giles 
Ham of VAI, traffic engineering, addressed the Planning Board. Mr. Cannon said they have satisfied BETA’s 

concerns. He stated the Planning Board expressed concern about not knowing the tenant and therefore not 

knowing the hours of operation. He noted there was concern about an Amazon-type tenant, but this is not a 
good location for that. Those types of commerce facilities are larger and need more parking than is being 

proposed. He pointed out that the applicant is not creating a site that would be appealing to that type of user.  

He stated that the proposed traffic on Grove Street is minimal. He discussed the difficult impact of requiring 

the applicant to return to the Planning Board for a Limited Site Plan for any tenant. He discussed that through 
the bylaw, the Planning Board does have protections. He discussed the hours of operation and deliveries. He 

stated the applicant is comfortable if the Planning Board wants to apply a condition regarding the Town’s 

noise bylaw. He explained that the applicant realizes that Grove Street is in difficult condition, and they have 
proposed a contribution of $100,000 to help with Grove Street repairs; they want to contribute to the 

solution. He further noted that any significant change in use for a tenant would have to come back to the 

Planning Board.  

 
Mr. Halligan expressed that he is concerned about not knowing who the tenant is. He is not comfortable with 

the traffic report. What happens if they get a tenant that exceeds the traffic report. If the tenant is not known, 

how can a traffic study report be written? Mr. Cannon said they understand the concern, but in reality, this is 
difficult on the applicant. The traffic impact is really minimal. Mr. Ham reviewed the scope of the traffic 

impact and said it is a very small impact based on a warehouse tenant similar to what is out there today. He 

noted that if there is a significant change of use, the Building Department can require them to come back to 
the Planning Board. Mr. Power stated that he agrees with Mr. Halligan; this should not be approved blindly 

without knowing what is going in there. It is not out of the ordinary for the Planning Board to request this.  

 

Chair Padula stated that usually the Planning Board approves something and they know what is required of 
the parking. He noted that everything today is delivery. The applicant is already 43 parking spaces short at 

the site. There are residential homes on the street. The Planning Board has legitimate concerns. Mr. Halligan 

said he is in favor of the project and the traffic study; however, he is worried if something exceeds that traffic 
study in the future.  

 

Mr. Cannon discussed that lending and leasing would be virtually impossible with that condition. Mr. Reilly 
discussed that it is difficult to secure lending for new construction; if there are these special conditions, the 

bank will look at it differently which would make it difficult to secure financing. They are trying to have a 

project they can move forward with. Mr. Reilly stated the traffic study is based on best engineering practices. 
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They build and finance the building and then court tenants to come into the town and into the building. If 

there is an atypical condition in the requirements, it will make it impossible to get financing. Mr. Halligan 
said that it seems like the applicant just wants an open book. Mr. Reilly and Mr. Cannon discussed the 

tenants and parking.   

 

Mr. Rondeau agreed with Mr. Halligan and Chair Padula. The Planning Board has to look out for the best 
interests of the Town. They have to consider the traffic. He does not want this to become the building 

commissioner’s problem in the future. Mr. David stated he was in agreement with the other Planning Board 

members. Chair Padula stated that this is the only bite of the apple the Planning Board has. The applicant has 
the right to build this. He noted the traffic issue and the shortage of 43 parking spaces. He stated the initial 

use is not known, so they do not know what a change in use would be. He stated that it is the feeling of the 

Planning Board that they would like to know who the tenant is and what their requirements are going to be 
for parking. The Planning Board cannot give carte blanche for a building without knowing what is going in it 

for use. Mr. Halligan asked if the applicant could do a traffic study that doubles what they have proposed and 

show that it would not be a significant impact; the applicant’s current traffic study seems like it was a 

conservative study. This way, the Planning Board would know if the road could handle the traffic if the study 
doubled. There would be enough leeway there to protect the Town. Mr. Reilly stated that would be 

acceptable. He asked if they could present this at the next Planning Board meeting. Ms. Love asked if the 

Planning Board would like BETA to review it.   
 

Mr. Ken Gutkowski, abutter, stated this is a big concern for him. There is constant traffic coming into the 

neighborhood such as from people who are interested in the state forest and trucks barreling through Grove 
Street. There are kids that are new drivers in the area. There is heavy truck volume. He does not think the 

traffic study has taken into account the current traffic.   

 

Ms. Deborah Bibeault, 185 Grove Street, stated that she has to replace her mailbox often due to trucks 
turning around. More traffic on Grove Street would be horrendous. It is already very congested. She noted 

trucks are currently supposed to take a left turn and they do not.   

 
Mr. Steven Rossetti, 235 Grove Street, disagreed that the traffic impact will be minimal. Currently, the trucks 

go by at all hours of the night. There are landscaping and trash issues. Grove Street is residential and it is 

used commercially. He noted there are no sidewalks on Grove Street; $100,000 will not do a lot to fix Grove 

Street.  
 

Mr. Scott Waite, 198 Grove Street, stated several of his neighbors feel this way. He wants the road fixed; 

$100,000 is not enough. Something else should be put in this site; there are better projects for that location. 
He discussed the intent of the Master Plan.  

 

Mr. Halligan stated that to lead the applicant in the correct direction, is the rest of the Planning Board 
comfortable with his suggestion about a revised traffic study. Mr. Power confirmed that the Planning Board 

would not have to know every tenant as bylaws are in place if there is a big difference in parking. Mr. 

Halligan asked if the Planning Board has discretion regarding how to use the $100,000. Chair Padula said the 

Planning Board has the ability to accept the money for a specific purpose/use. Mr. Halligan suggested the 
money to be used for signage. 

 

Chair Padula stated Grove Street has become a very travelled area. It has needed lights for some time.  He 
feels some of this could be remedied if tractor trailer trucks were made to go north. It is up to the Town to 

address the problem. This public hearing is for expansion of this site; not all of this should be put on the 

shoulders of this developer.  
 

Mr. Cannon reviewed the assumption for the traffic study is to do a 50 percent increase. 
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Motion to Continue the public hearing for 176-210 Grove Street, Site Plan, to July 13, 2020. Halligan. 

Second: Rondeau. Vote: 5-0-0 (5-Yes; 0-No).      
 

Motion to Adjourn the Remote Access Virtual Zoom Planning Board Meeting. Rondeau. Second: David. 

Vote: 5-0-0 (5-Yes; 0-No). Meeting adjourned at 9:34 PM.     

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 

 
 

____________________________ 

Judith Lizardi,  
Recording Secretary  
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Town of Franklin 

 
Planning Board 

 

June 29, 2020 

Meeting Minutes 
 

Chair Anthony Padula called the above-captioned Remote Access Virtual Zoom Meeting to order this date 

at 7:00 PM. Members in attendance: Joseph Halligan, William David, Gregory Rondeau, Rick Power. 

Members absent: None. Also present: Michael Maglio, Town Engineer; Amy Love, Planner; Matthew 
Crowley, BETA Group, Inc.; Maxine Kinhart, Administrative Assistant.  

 

As stated on the agenda, due to the growing concerns regarding the COVID-19 virus, the Planning Board 
will conduct a Remote Access Virtual Zoom Meeting. The Massachusetts State of Emergency and the 

associated state legislation allows towns to hold remote access virtual meetings during the COVID-19 

pandemic crisis. In an effort to ensure citizen engagement and comply with open meeting law regulations, 
citizens will be able to dial into the meeting using the provided phone number, or citizens can participate by 

using the Zoom link also provided on the agenda.  

 
7:00 PM     Commencement/General Business  

Chair Padula read aloud the Zoom platform call-in phone number and the Zoom link which were also 

provided on the meeting agenda.  

 

A. Decision: Panther Way – Special Permit & Site Plan  

Ms. Love stated the Planning Board closed the public hearing at the June 22, 2020 meeting. The applicant 

applied for two Special Permits and there are four waiver requests. She stated special conditions were 
discussed at the June 22, 2020 meeting. She noted the Planning Board waived the traffic study. Chair Padula 

stated the Planning Board did not go along with waiver #4 as listed on Ms. Love’s memorandum to the 

Planning Board dated June 24, 2020; he reviewed the three Special Conditions listed on Ms. Love’s letter. 

 
Mr. Goodreau stated that at this time, the AC units are to be put in the attic space; however, if that changes, 

fence screening of white vinyl will be provided. Chair Padula recommended a Special Condition #4 be 

added: Body work will be by the applicant only. Planning Board members discussed the exact wording. It 
was confirmed that the Special Permit is strictly for the Holmes busing company and not for any other tenant.  

 

Waiver Requests: 

Motion to Allow less than 42’ of cover over the RCP drain pipe. Proposed Class V RCP. Halligan. Second: 

David. Vote: 5-0-0 (5-Yes; 0-No).    

 

Motion to Allow the use of HPDE Pipe for drainage pond 1 and the roof drain collection system. 

Halligan. Second: David. No vote taken.     

 

Motion to Allow index sheet to be at a scale 1’=60’. Halligan. Second: Rondeau. Vote: 5-0-0 (5-Yes; 0-

No).   

 

Motion to Waive sidewalk in front of building and traffic study. Halligan. Second: David. No vote taken.     
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Special Conditions: 

Motion to Accept special condition that a Limited Site Plan is to be filed when a tenant, other than the Bus 

owners, occupies the building. Halligan. Second: David. Vote: 5-0-0 (5-Yes; 0-No).    

 

Motion to Accept special condition to provide screening for any AC units that are added to the exterior of 

the building. Halligan. Second: Rondeau. Vote: 5-0-0 (5-Yes; 0-No).   

 

Motion to Accept special condition that bus parking is to remain as shown on the Site Plans. The Bus 

parking is not to be relocated anywhere else on the site. Halligan. Second: Rondeau. Vote: 5-0-0 (5-Yes; 

0-No).   

 

Motion to Accept special condition that body work and all repairs and other to be by the applicant only. 

Rondeau. Second: David. Vote: 5-0-0 (5-Yes; 0-No).   

 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

 

This determination shall be in addition to the following specific findings: 

 

Special Permit VOTE: Motor Vehicle leasing with repair under §185 Attachment 2, Use Regulations 
Schedule Part II, Section 2.6 and to allow Motor vehicle service leasing with and §185 Attachment 2, Use 

Regulations Schedule Part II, Section 2.7.c Motor Vehicle service, repair-other. 

 
Chairman Padula read aloud the following.  

 

a) Proposed project addresses or is consistent with neighbor or Town need. 

Padula-YES; Power-YES; Halligan-YES; Rondeau-YES; David-YES. Vote: 5-0 (5-Yes; 

0-No) 

 

b) Vehicular traffic flow, access and parking and pedestrian safety are properly addressed. 

Padula-YES; Power-YES; Halligan-YES; Rondeau-YES; David-YES. Vote: 5-0 (5-Yes; 

0-No) 

 

c) Public roadways, drainage, utilities and other infrastructure are adequate or will be upgraded to 
accommodate development. 

Padula-YES; Power-YES; Halligan-YES; Rondeau-YES; David-YES. Vote: 5-0 (5-Yes; 

0-No) 
 

d) Neighborhood character and social structure will not be negatively impacted.  

Padula-YES; Power-YES; Halligan-YES; Rondeau-YES; David-YES. Vote: 5-0 (5-Yes; 

0-No) 

 

e) Project will not destroy or cause substantial damage to any environmentally significant natural 

resource, habitat, or feature or, if it will, proposed mitigation, remediation, replication or 
compensatory measures are adequate.   

Padula-YES; Power-YES; Halligan-YES; Rondeau-YES; David-YES. Vote: 5-0 (5-Yes; 

0-No) 
 

f) Number, height, bulk, location and siting of building(s) and structures(s) will not result in abutting 

properties being deprived of light or fresh air circulation or being exposed to flooding or subjected to 
excessive noise, odor, light, vibrations, or airborne particulates.  

Padula-YES; Power-YES; Halligan-YES; Rondeau-YES; David-YES. Vote: 5-0 (5-Yes; 

0-No) 
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g) Water consumption and sewer use taking into consideration current and projected future local water 
supply and demand and wastewater treatment capacity, will not be excessive. 

Padula-YES; Power-YES; Halligan-YES; Rondeau-YES; David-YES. Vote: 5-0 (5-Yes; 

0-No) 

 
The proposed use will not have adverse effects which overbalance its beneficial effects on either the 

neighborhood or the Town, in view of the particular characteristics of the site and of the proposal in relation 

to that site.   

Padula-YES; Power-YES; Halligan-YES; Rondeau-YES; David-YES. Vote: 5-0 (5-Yes; 

0-No) 

 

Motion to Approve Panther Way, Special Permit & Site Plan, with the approved Waiver Requests, Special 

Conditions, and Suggested Standard Conditions of Approval #1 through #10 as listed on pages 3 and 4 of 

Ms. Love’s memorandum to the Planning Board dated June 24, 2020. Rondeau. Second: David. Vote: 5-

0-0 (5-Yes; 0-No).    
 

7:05 PM  PUBLIC HEARING – Initial 

   162 Grove Street 
                  Special Permit & Site Plan  

  Documents presented to the Planning Board are on file.  

  

Motion to Waive the Reading for 162 Grove Street, Special Permit & Site Plan. Halligan. Second: 

Rondeau. Vote: 5-0-0 (5-Yes; 0-No).    

 

Mr. Rick Goodreau of United Consultants, Inc.; Mr. Don Cooper, attorney representing the applicant; and 
Fran from New England Treatment Access addressed the Planning Board. Mr. Goodreau provided a review 

of the proposed construction of a building addition of 2,583 sq. ft. to the southwest of the existing building 

which is 13,504 sq. ft., entrance walkway to the retail component of the building, relocated driveway, 
parking lot expansion allowing for 141 parking spaces (89 retail customer spaces and 52 employee spaces), 

two stormwater systems, and site grading and landscaping. He stated the site is currently a trucking business 

and consists of approximately four acres of land with an existing building on the site. The site has parking 

spaces and pavement. There is a wetland located to the south and another to the east of the property. He 
clarified parking spaces 8 through 18 as shown on the plans with curb bumpers so vehicles could not go into 

the walkway. Mr. Halligan recommended bollards instead of curb bumpers. Mr. Goodreau stated they are 

proposing to keep the existing cape cod berm. Curbing for the proposed area was discussed. Mr. Goodreau 
explained the current stormwater system and the locations of the detention basins and provided a detailed 

review of the new drainage and stormwater system. He stated pre- and post-development conditions were 

evaluated and show a reduction in rates and volume of runoff. He stated that there are existing utility 
connections which will need to be relocated. He reviewed the proposed trees as shown in the planting 

schedule. He noted there would be one tree removed due to the driveway entrance relocation. He stated a 

traffic study was submitted. Review comments have been received by BETA for the Site Plan, Special 

Permits, and traffic study. He noted the traffic study indicated the applicant exceeded the parking calculation, 
and the area of the intersection of the roadway and the site driveway were adequate. He stated they have 

begun meeting with the Conservation Commission; the next meeting is scheduled for July 16, 2020.   

 
Chair Padula noted snow storage is not seen on the plan. Mr. Rondeau stated traffic will be an issue and 

requested a letter from the Police Department. Mr. Maglio stated he reviewed the plans; he provided an 

overview of his comments as outlined in his letter to the Planning Board dated June 25, 2020.  
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Ms. Love reviewed items from her letter to the Planning Board dated June 24, 2020. She stated the applicant 

submitted to Design Review for a sign which should be shown on the plans. Due to COVID-19 regulations, 
the applicant may want to consider adding a queuing line outside the building. She recommended it be shown 

on the plans how the customers will enter and exit the building. Mr. Goodreau said there will be a separate 

entrance and exit which he will label on the plan. 

 
Chair Padula read aloud the letter from the Fire Department. 

 

Mr. Crowley stated some of BETA’s comments have already been addressed; he reviewed items from his 
letter to the Planning Board dated June 25, 2020.  

 

Ms. Jaklyn Centracchio, BETA Group Traffic Consultant, reviewed her letter to the Planning Board dated 
June 25, 2020 regarding BETA’s peer review of the traffic study. She reviewed the methodology used for the 

traffic study and stated that the study area was found to be inadequate due to the number of vehicles trips 

generated by this project; additional intersections, including the intersections of Grove Street at Washington 

Street and Grove Street and Route 140, should be added to the study area. She stated that empirical trip data 
was collected at a similar NETA facility in Northampton and used as comparison. She discussed the number 

of daily trips, the number of developments on Grove Street, and a sight distance analysis. Regarding the 

parking, there are anticipated 128 spaces demand which is close to the 141 parking spaces proposed; BETA 
would like to see additional backup to support those numbers. Mr. Halligan asked about the population 

difference between Franklin and the Northampton facility used as a comparison, and if the traffic study 

included the other dispensaries in the area as they may take traffic away from this location. Ms. Centracchio 
stated that the population was not taken into account; however, the other competing dispensaries were taken 

into consideration. She thinks the volumes are an accurate depiction of what it would be. Chair Padula stated 

concern about the traffic on Grove Street and stated that a signal at the intersection of Washington Street and 

Grove Street should be looked into.  
 

Mr. John Cetrano, 64 Bridle Path, stated there will be a great influx of traffic on Grove Street and 

Washington Street. He stated concern that people will drive through residential areas to get to Washington 
Street.  

 

Motion to Continue the public hearing for 162 Grove Street, Special Permit & Site Plan, to July 27, 2020. 

Rondeau. Second: David. Vote: 5-0-0 (5-Yes; 0-No).      
 

7:05 PM  PUBLIC HEARING – Continued 

   Maple Hill 
                  Definitive Subdivision  

  Documents presented to the Planning Board are on file.  

  
Ms. Love stated this meeting will regard the traffic summary for the 59 single lot houses accessing through 

Kimberlee Avenue and Bridle Path.  

 

Mr. Jeffrey Dirk of Vanasse & Associates, Inc., provided a slideshow presentation regarding the traffic study 
for the proposed residential community of Maple Hill. He noted that BETA provided a peer review of the 

traffic study. He reviewed the transportation impact assessment summary. He stated the study looked at 

traffic volumes, pedestrian, bike, and public transportation. He stated the traffic will be well distributed 
between Kimberlee Avenue and Bridle Path. There will be no significant increases in delays and queuing. 

Sight lines were reviewed and with the exception of Kimberlee Avenue at Maple Street, all met or exceeded 

requirements. At the Kimberlee Avenue intersection with Maple Street, there is a curvature to the north; 
however, it is appropriate to the speed limit of 30 mph, but at speeds of 40 mph, it is not good. Getting the 

vehicle speeds down to where they should be must be worked on. He reviewed the evaluated traffic area and 

the methodology for the traffic study. He provided recommendations to calm the traffic. He noted that BETA 
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had requested the applicant also look at the Lincoln Street/Main Street/Maple Street intersection. He stated 

that they found no changes; delays increased by less than two seconds and no significant increase in queuing. 
He reviewed the trip generation summary and stated that overall, the average daily trips would be 

approximately 630 vehicle trips—315 in and 315 out. He reviewed the trip distribution pattern and discussed 

the parameters used. He stated that about 50 percent of the project will use Bridle Path and 50 percent will 

use Kimberlee Avenue. He reviewed the traffic operations analysis summary. As a result of the analysis, they 
provided recommendations to reduce vehicle speeds including install radar speed feedback signs north of 

Franklin Springs Road and Kimberlee Avenue, provide speed enforcement, reduce the width of Franklin 

Springs Road, install a crosswalk across Franklin Springs Road and Maple Street, and install a crosswalk 
across Bridle Path and Lincoln Street. He discussed traffic calming measures for both Kimberlee Avenue and 

Bridle Path which he said the applicant has committed to design and construct. He stated they have 

responded to each of BETA’s peer review comments.  
 

Ms. Jaklyn Centracchio, BETA Group Traffic Consultant, stated that her comments are related to safety 

concerns. She discussed that the traveling speeds on Maple Street are 9 to 10 mph over the posted speed. She 

stated that the sight distance at Kimberlee Avenue should be reviewed and that a tree restricts a sight line.  
The proposed speed radar feedback signs were okay, but the sight distance at Kimberlee Avenue should be 

improved. She noted that if the Planning Board wants to install the suggested crosswalks, ADA complaint 

ramps should be installed.  
 

Mr. Roy Cornelius, 25 Bridle Path, stated that a crosswalk at Bridle Path and Lincoln Street must be a school 

crossing, there should be no through traffic signs, and the Bridle Path road name should not be used in the 
Maple Hill development. He asked how the construction vehicles will access for phase I and discussed the 

repaving of Bridle Path last year with only chip seal. He asked why more developments are being put in as 

the Town does not have sufficient funds to maintain the roads and there are water bans. Chair Padula stated 

the water bans are due to a state mandate, not because the Town is out of water.  
 

Mr. Bruce Stivaletta, 10 Surrey Way, stated that there are 13 different types of vehicles used for house 

construction; the weight of such trucks going down these old streets will destroy the roads and asphalt along 
the curbing. Chair Padula stated that once most of the heavy equipment vehicles arrive, they stay on site. He 

noted that the trucks have numerous tires to disperse the weight. 

 

Mr. John Cetrano, 64 Bridle Path, asked what is a raised medium. Mr. Dirks explained that it is an island in 
the middle of the road. He said they are trying to avoid speed bumps and would like to reduce the roads to 22 

ft. He discussed a raised intersection to slow vehicles down. Mr. Cetrano stated there is no information about 

traffic coming into Bridle Path where the development ties into the existing Bridle Path and Kimberlee 
Avenue. He does not want the Planning Board to waive the required sidewalks on both sides of the street 

especially with all the foot traffic due to COVID-19. Chair Padula discussed that islands used to be on 

Franklin roads but were removed because they were damaging the plows and making it difficult to plow. He 
noted there were rumble strips in the center of Town which were also removed. The bylaws require 32 ft. 

roads; the roads get narrower with snow and delivery trucks which are commonly parked in the street. He 

stated the Planning Board often waives the two-sidewalk requirement in order to get upright granite curbing, 

roundings in the driveways, and concrete sidewalks.  
 

Mr. Lawrence Maggio, 4 Bridle Path, encouraged the Planning Board to require a temporary entrance off of 

Maple Street to be used for construction at least during phase I. He stated that he liked the idea of crosswalks 
and stop signs and advocated they be installed at the commencement of construction.  Chair Padula stated he 

thought the Planning Board would make those recommendations for phase I. Chair Padula asked about a 

wetland crossing. Mr. Maglio stated he does not think there is one. Mr. Maggio discussed street sweeping 
during construction to keep the neighborhood clean. Chair Padula stated he does not like the idea of islands 

in the roads. He stated the Planning Board will resume the traffic discussion at the July 13, 2020 meeting.   
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Motion to Continue the public hearing for Maple Hill, Definitive Subdivision to July 13, 2020. Halligan. 

Second: David. Vote: 5-0-0 (5-Yes; 0-No). 
 

7:15 PM  PUBLIC HEARING – Continued 

   70, 72 & 94 East Central Street – Multi-Family 

                  Special Permit & Site Plan Modification 
   Documents presented to the Planning Board are on file.  

   

Chair Padula recused himself. 

 

Mr. Brad Chaffee, owner/applicant; Mr. Richard Cornetta, attorney representing the applicant; Ms. Liz 

Ranieri and Mr. Rob Marcalow of Kuth Ranieri Architects; and Mr. Rick Goodreau of United Consultants, 
Inc. addressed the Planning Board. Mr. Chaffee stated that from previous meetings, the Planning Board 

expressed concern regarding items such as the position of the building and access roads. He stated he has 

submitted a letter to the Planning Board dated June 24, 2020 regarding those challenges which he reviewed.   

He stated the house at 88 East Central Street would have to be demolished in order to move the new building 
forward; the current owners will not move out of their home. In addition, almost the entire property at 88 

East Central Street is made up of solid ledge; the height of the building on top of that ledge would cause the 

building to be too high. And, if the proposed building were moved forward, the current residents at 70/72 
East Central Street would be adversely affected due to their view. During the last three weeks, his team has 

looked at this in depth. He stated that the house at 88 East Central Street is registered with the Massachusetts 

Historical Society. 
 

Ms. Ranieri presented the historical background of the house at 88 East Central Street and said the house is a 

piece of Franklin’s history. They would like to preserve it and provide educational information about its 

unique past. She reviewed older buildings in the downtown area that are now gone. She stated that the 
restoration of historic buildings is encouraged rather than demolition. Such buildings will add richness to the 

community; the Town should have a mix of new buildings and historic preservation. Mr. Marcalow 

discussed proposed plans for the historic house at 88 East Central Street. He explained the house is intended 
to blend into the ensemble of buildings in the area. The historic home will serve as a reminder of the history 

and legacy of the Town.  

 

Vice Chair Halligan stated that this house is not part of the plan that has been presented to the Planning 
Board. He reviewed the project from the beginning. He said it was a tight project and the Planning Board had 

concern about the parking, but the roadside parking in the Commercial zoning district complemented that. 

The second part of the project was that Mr. Chaffee wanted a modification to the existing two buildings as he 
felt he could not sell the garages in the back. The Planning Board granted the modification to eliminate the 

garages as long as the number of parking spaces was maintained. No future development was mentioned at 

that time. Then another proposal from the applicant to add another lot was presented. There was concern 
from the Planning Board regarding sidewalks throughout the project and possibly sliding the building 

forward as the Planning Board members felt it was a little tight in the back area. Now, there is conversation 

about the lot at 88 East Central Street being obtained. The Planning Board thought that maybe if that house 

was gone, it would open up the area and allow the proposed building to be moved forward. Now, the 
Planning Board learns that it is a historical building and will never be demolished. However, that home does 

not technically have anything to do with the plans submitted. He reiterated that he has recommended that the 

applicant return to the Planning Board with all three parcels as one Site Plan. Mr. Chaffee stated that he has 
been trying to address the concerns of the Planning Board. He would like to put the house on a modified Site 

Plan. He will look into the different levels of historical designation regarding what can be done with the 

home.  
 

Vice Chair Halligan requested information as to the level of historical designation of the building. Mr. 

Rondeau stated he recommends a full Site Plan with the two lots, pulling the building forward, and making it 
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feasible for the neighbors. He noted the building as proposed is too big for the lot. He asked how much of 

said building is historical. Mr. Chaffee asked if he increased the setbacks for the building, would that be 
amenable. Vice Chair Halligan noted that if all the lots were combined, there would not be any setback lines. 

Ms. Love reminded the Planning Board that Mr. Chaffee would not own 88 East Central Street; she would 

have to speak with the Town Attorney about the process. Mr. Chaffee stated he will talk to counsel regarding 

the properties and make one Site Plan.  
 

Mr. Cornetta stated that the original filing included all three parcels; the middle piece was already included. 

He noted that one challenge is that Mr. Chaffee would not obtain ownership of the parcel until the 
construction of the proposed building was completed. They recognize this is an issue they need to solve. 

They would like to continue this meeting and move forward with a comprehensive plan of all three parcels. 

Vice Chair Halligan asked if Mr. Chaffee does not own that parcel, how can the Planning Board issue a 
Special Permit including that parcel. Mr. Cornetta reviewed the process for that situation. Vice Chair 

Halligan stated it seems like to put all three parcels together is moving in the right direction.  

 

Mr. David stated he would like to see the building moved forward. Mr. Chaffee stated they will be returning 
to the Planning Board with a new plan. Vice Chair Halligan noted that the building as proposed seems a little 

large. Mr. Chaffee asked if the setbacks on the rear and sides were increased, would the Planning Board be 

happy with that. Vice Chair Halligan stated that it seems like that would be the right direction. He requested 
clarification about the level of historical designation. Mr. Rondeau said he would like to see full drawings 

including drainage, catch basins, sidewalks, etc., not just a conceptual plan. Mr. Chaffee agreed it would be a 

full plan. Mr. David stated he does not want a dumpster in the back. Mr. Rondeau requested drive through 
access and parking around the building; the building should be pulled forward.  

 

Motion to Continue the public hearing for 70, 72 & 94 East Central Street – Multi-Family, Special Permit 

& Site Plan Modification, to August 10, 2020 at 7:05 PM. Rondeau. Second: David. Vote: 4-0-0 (4-Yes; 0-

No).      

 

Motion to Adjourn the Remote Access Virtual Zoom Planning Board Meeting. Rondeau. Second: David. 

Vote: 4-0-0 (4-Yes; 0-No). Meeting adjourned at 10:01 PM.     

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
 

 

____________________________ 
Judith Lizardi,  

Recording Secretary  
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Town of Franklin 

 
Planning Board 

 

July 13, 2020 

Meeting Minutes 
 

Chair Anthony Padula called the above-captioned Remote Access Virtual Zoom Meeting to order this date 

at 7:00 PM. Members in attendance: Joseph Halligan, William David, Gregory Rondeau, Rick Power. 

Members absent: None. Also present: Amy Love, Planner; Matthew Crowley, BETA Group, Inc. 
 

As stated on the agenda, due to the growing concerns regarding the COVID-19 virus, the Planning Board 

will conduct a Remote Access Virtual Zoom Meeting. The Massachusetts State of Emergency and the 
associated state legislation allows towns to hold remote access virtual meetings during the COVID-19 

pandemic crisis. In an effort to ensure citizen engagement and comply with open meeting law regulations, 

citizens will be able to dial into the meeting using the provided phone number, or citizens can participate by 
using the Zoom link also provided on the agenda.  

 

7:00 PM     Commencement/General Business  

Chair Padula read aloud the Zoom platform call-in phone number and the Zoom link which were also 
provided on the meeting agenda.  

 

A. Final Form H: 300 Financial Way (formerly 100 Financial Way) 
Ms. Love stated a Partial Form H was completed in January for the site work; the applicant is currently 

before the Planning Board for the Final Form H. She stated there was concern about the signal at the 

intersection of Washington Street and King Street; however, Town Engineer Michael Maglio stated the 

signal was complete. She stated that BETA has been to the site and provided a report.  
 

Mr. Crowley, BETA Group, stated he conducted a site visit on July 7, 2020; the site primally conforms to the 

plans. He reviewed some exceptions which were reported in detail in his Site Observation Report dated July 
7, 2020. Chair Padula discussed the pictures submitted with Mr. Crowley’s report. He expressed concern 

about the curbing and asked about a sidewalk for the children who may walk to school. Mr. Crowley stated 

he did not recall a sidewalk being required. Ms. Love discussed requirements for walking distance to school. 
She stated that as it is a Charter School, most children do not walk to school. Chair Padula stated he would 

like to see the final draft; he does not recall that the Planning Board approved the school without requiring a 

sidewalk. He stated there are issues that need to be addressed before the Planning Board can issue a Final 

Form H. Mr. Rondeau and Mr. Halligan stated they recollected discussions about sidewalks. Chair Padula 
requested the documentation/decision on what was voted on regarding the sidewalk.  

 

Mr. Doug Hartnett of Highpoint Engineering stated that he recalled the discussion about sidewalks; as the 
Charter School is basically a drop-off school, it was agreed a sidewalk was impractical. Therefore, there was 

nothing in the Special Conditions for a sidewalk. Discussion commenced regarding required sidewalks, gate, 

and signage. Chair Padula asked what is proposed for the islands. Mr. Hartnett stated that functionally the 
islands are not needed; it was just part of the design. He stated the contractor missed installing the islands. 

Mr. Crowley stated that without the islands the impervious area will increase but at a miniscule amount for 

the site. He stated if there were plantings designated on the islands, the plantings should be placed elsewhere 

and the parking area should be striped. Chair Padula stated this agenda item would be continued. He stated 
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the islands should be taken out, the spaces striped, and the fence finished. Mr. Gene Sullivan, contractor, 

stated the fence is completed. Mr. Hartnett stated that since BETA did the walk-through, items have 
continuously been completed. Chair Padula stated the Planning Board could sign the release if the islands 

could be striped this week. Mr. Sullivan stated that could be done. Mr. Rondeau asked what tenant was going 

into the site and what would be the traffic. Mr. Hartnett stated that he recalled the building was approved for 

a warehouse distribution center and any changes to that would facilitate returning to the Planning Board. He 
stated the 28,000 sq. ft. addition has been postponed indefinitely; they do not own that piece.  

 

Motion to Accept Final Form H: 300 Financial Way (formerly 100 Financial Way), but not to be released 

until BETA Group verifies all concerns noted from this meeting. Halligan. No Second provided. Vote: 5-

0-0 (5-Yes; 0-No).    

 

B. Partial Form H: Residents at Dean Ave.  
Mr. Brian McCarthy, RJ O’Connell & Associates; Mr. John Shipe, Shipe Consulting; and Mr. Sean Regan, 

Fairfield Residential addressed the Planning Board. Mr. McCarthy reviewed the completed areas and 

buildings. He stated that the landscaping is mostly complete in those areas. Temporary fencing separating the 
construction areas from the general public areas will be installed. They have submitted this partial 

submission certificate to the Planning Board so the building inspector can issue temporary occupancy. 

 
Mr. Crowley stated that BETA completed a site walk and review of the approved plans. He confirmed the 

reviewed area of the site to be constructed in general conformance with the approved plans with 

the exceptions/notations as listed in his Observation Report dated July 7, 2020.  
 

Chair Padula asked about the guardrail that was not installed and the parking near the dog park area. He 

stated that there is no concrete curb to stop the cars. Mr. McCarthy stated this was designed with a low-

impact stormwater design so there is sheet flow rather than curbing.  
 

Ms. Love stated the applicant has a temporary occupancy for building 2. They are before the Planning Board 

for buildings 1, 3, and 4. She stated there has been some ongoing issues which should be addressed regarding 
building 6 with the light filtering off to abutting properties. Mr. McCarthy said the landscaping must be 

installed in that area. They have adjusted some of the lighting in that area. He is fairly sure they can keep the 

lights off in that general area for the time being while they install the screening. Mr. Crowley stated shielding 

should be provided if there is light spillage. Mr. McCarthy stated adjustments can be made. Mr. Rondeau 
confirmed the barricade to the pool was installed. Mr. McCarthy explained the runoff and drainage system in 

the area; adjustments were made as it was running into the pool.  

 
Chair Padula stated that he was embarrassed for the Town that the DPW Director and the Town 

Administrator allowed asphalt to be used on the curb and on the sidewalks in front of the development to 

save money.  
 

Motion to Approve Partial Form H: Residents at Dean Ave., to release buildings 1, 3, and 4. David. 

Second: Rondeau. Vote: 4-0-1 (4-Yes; 0-No; 1-Abstain). (Mr. Halligan abstained.) 

 
7:05 PM  PUBLIC HEARING – Continued 

   122 Chestnut Street 

                  Site Plan 
   Documents presented to the Planning Board are on file.  

 

Mr. Michael O’Brien, applicant, stated comment information from BETA Group requesting changes was 
received; therefore, revisions are being made.  
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Ms. Love stated the applicant has the Design Review Commission’s recommendation. The landscaping plan 

did not match with the civil site plan. The Planning Board did not require a traffic study. She stated that some 
special recommendations are suggested.   

 

Chair Padula stated that the Planning Board can also request changes to the plans. He stated the first parking 

spot on the plan is too close to the street; it should be eliminated. Ms. Love stated if it were eliminated, the 
applicant would not be able to meet the required parking. Mr. McCarthy confirmed he should reduce the 

number of parking spaces by the one closest to the street and the Planning Board would approve it with a 

waiver. Chair Padula noted that the driveway opening showed the curbing, but the roundings are not shown 
in the detail which should be the same height with a 7’ reveal. Mr. Crowley discussed the inconsistency with 

the curb line and suggested a transition stone curb area to be consistent with what is currently in the area. Mr. 

McCarthy reviewed the requested changes he received. Ms. Love reviewed the changes that were needed 
including the turning radius for the dumpster. Mr. Crowley stated that it looks like BETA’s comments have 

been addressed in the plan that the Planning Board has not seen yet. Ms. Love discussed the differences in 

the landscape plan that must be adjusted, including the proposed patios at the site.  

 
Mr. Halligan noted that Mr. Maglio is not in attendance at this meeting; he noted that Mr. Maglio provided 

three comments in his letter to the Planning Board. Mr. Crowley stated they have been addressed.  

 
Mr. McCarthy reviewed the three adjustments requested by the Planning Board: adjust the landscape plan, 

remove the parking space closet to the street and the Planning Board will approve a parking waiver for the 

loss of the space, and make sure the existing test pit the location is shown on the plan. Chair Padula 
confirmed the applicant was going to stay consistent with what is already on the street in regard to the 

roundings.  

 

Motion to Continue the public hearing for 122 Chestnut Street, Site Plan, to July 27, 2020. Halligan. 

Second: Rondeau. Vote: 5-0-0 (5-Yes; 0-No).         

 

7:05 PM  PUBLIC HEARING – Continued 

   160 Grove Street 

                  Special Permit & Site Plan  

  Documents presented to the Planning Board are on file.  

  
Mr. Adam Braillard, representing the applicant; Mr. Jim Stukel of Stukel Group; Mr. Bill Halsing of Land 

Planning, Inc.; and Mr. Nate Seward, odor consultant, addressed the Planning Board for the development of a 

recreational cannabis cultivation facility. Mr. Brailard reviewed the applicant’s history with the Planning 
Board and with the Town staring in June 2019 for this project. He stated that they have also worked with the 

Conservation Commission, filed an NOI, and received and Order of Conditions. He stated a request for a 

provisional license with the Cannabis Control Commission was filed and a provisional license was received. 
He noted their last Planning Board hearing was on June 1, 2020. 

 

Ms. Love stated the applicant has been before the Planning Board numerous times. She reviewed her memo 

to the Planning Board dated July 8, 2020, specifically referencing her comments, suggested special 
conditions, and suggested odor mitigation conditions.  

 

Chair Padula read aloud a letter to the Planning Board from Town Engineer Michael Maglio dated July 6, 
2020. He stated the three comments listed on this letter will have to be added to the special conditions prior 

to endorsement.  

 
Mr. Crowley stated that as of BETA’s last letter, the applicant has satisfied all the outstanding issues; he has 

no further comment.   
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Mr. Halligan asked the Town Administrator if all agreements have been finalized with the Town regarding 

this growing facility. Town Administrator Jamie Hellen Town said the Town has all agreements in place.  
 

Mr. Rondeau asked if there is a way to have BETA review this site and the other two projects on Grove 

Street for traffic to make sure they all work with each other and Grove Street will not be overloaded. 

Chair Padula stated that with all the projects on Grove Street at this time, this project will probably have the 
least impact. Mr. Crowley stated that when a traffic study is done, it usually includes the surrounding sites. 

Mr. Halligan asked about road improvements prior to occupancy. Chair Padula stated a left-hand turning 

light is being referred to. Ms. Love stated this can be specified in the special conditions.  
 

Motion to Close the public hearing for 162 Grove Street, Special Permit & Site Plan. Halligan. Second: 

David. Vote: 5-0-0 (5-Yes; 0-No).      

 

Chair Padula stated this item would be put on the next agenda under General Business for a vote and noted 

the special conditions that were discussed at tonight’s meeting will be included.  

 

Motion to Add this item to the July 27, 2020 Planning Board agenda under General Business for a vote. 

Rondeau. Second: David. Vote: 5-0-0 (5-Yes; 0-No).      
 
7:05 PM  PUBLIC HEARING – Continued 

   176-210 Grove Street 

                  Site Plan 
   Documents presented to the Planning Board are on file.  

   

Mr. Edward Cannon, attorney on behalf of Marcus Partners, developer of the project; Mr. Levi Reilly, 

Director of Development of Marcus Partners; and Mr. Giles Ham of VAI, traffic engineering, addressed the 
Planning Board. Mr. Cannon stated that at the last Planning Board meeting, they were asked to assume a 50 

percent increase in traffic volume over the traffic study originally submitted, which they have done. He 

stated the Conservation Commission hearing was closed. He stated that Marcus Partners has worked with the 
Town regarding contribution dollars to improve Grove Street.  

 

Mr. Reilly provided details about the traffic and contribution funds to the Town. He reviewed the increase in 

vehicle count on Grove Street. He discussed the proposed traffic counts and the impact of 50 more vehicle 
trips. In their opinion, this is a small overall proportion of the traffic on Grove Street.       

 

Ms. Love reviewed her memo to the Planning Board dated July 8, 2020. She noted the applicant offered 
$100,000 to the Town for road improvement. She discussed possible special conditions if the Planning Board 

were to approve this project. Chair Padula stated the main concern is traffic. He recommended all truck 

traffic go in the northerly direction.  
 

Mr. Reilly explained the grant program. He stated that based on the comments received at the last Planning 

Board meeting, they looked to expand the $100,000 contribution by the developer. He explained the State 

grant sponsored to fund infrastructure; the applications for next year must be submitted by August 28, 2020. 
He stated that instead of funding the $100,000 contribution when the building is occupied, they would fund 

the money now with the hopes of securing the grant valued at $2 million. He requested the Planning Board’s 

feedback on the grant. Town Administrator Jamie Hellen stated that there are some residents who are very 
concerned about the condition of Grove Street. It has been an area of focus for the community and the Town 

has done utility improvements to lay the foundation for further improvements. He stated this State grant 

would be great for infrastructure improvements. He discussed that some of the $100,000 from the developer 
would be used to hire a professional grant writer to apply for the grant. He noted it is a competitive grant 

program through the State’s Department of Housing and Economic Development. Chair Padula asked if this 

would include a consideration for a set of lights. Mr. Reilly stated they feel like they would be most 
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competitive if they apply for funds for road improvements, not including the signal light. Chair Padula asked 

when DOT decides if an intersection needs a set of lights or who decides if a set of lights is needed.  
 

Mr. Crowley stated BETA has no additional comments. He noted five conditions were recommended by 

BETA. Mr. Halligan asked about the updated traffic report using a 50 percent increase in traffic. Mr. 

Crowley stated he was not provided a copy of that traffic report to review; BETA reviewed the original 
report. He noted the original trip generation was not considered to be significant in the overall view of Grove 

Street. Ms. Love stated a decision had not been made as to whether BETA would review the revised traffic 

report.  
 

Chair Padula confirmed the center entrance would be for car traffic only; the side entrances for tractor trailers 

going north. Mr. Reilly confirmed that would be for the new building only; not the original two buildings. 
Chair Padula confirmed all Planning Board members were on board with the grant. Mr. Reilly stated that of 

the $100,000, about 50 percent would be used for the grant writer to get the application done by August 28, 

2020; about 50 percent would be used for design. Mr. Halligan confirmed there is no guarantee for the grant. 

Mr. Reilly stated if they were not successful with the grant this year, they could resubmit for the grant in 
coming years. Planning Board members agreed they liked the idea of applying for the grant. 

 

Motion to Close the public hearing for 176-210 Grove Street, Site Plan with the following 

recommendations: the recommendations will be on the front page of the approved plan, no trucks in the 

center entrance from the new development, all truck traffic will be directed north, and the grant will be 

applied for. It was added by Mr. Halligan that if someday a light is installed, the truck traffic condition 

will be removed. Halligan. Second: David. Vote: 5-0-0 (5-Yes; 0-No).      

 

7:05 PM  PUBLIC HEARING – Continued 

   Maple Hill 
                  Definitive Subdivision  

  Documents presented to the Planning Board are on file.  

  
Chair Padula stated this is a continuation of the public hearing regarding traffic.  

 

Ms. Love stated that at the last Planning Board meeting there was a presentation by Mr. Jeffrey Dirk of 

Vanasse & Associates, Inc., and Ms. Jaklyn Centracchio, BETA Group Traffic Consultant. Some comments 
were made by residents. The meeting was continued to tonight to take additional comments from residents. 

She noted a list of questions from residents that is provided in her memo to the Planning Board dated July 8, 

2020. She noted a comment letter from the Town Engineer dated July 6, 2020, regarding information 
provided at the last meeting.  

 

Mr. Chris Peterson, 66 Bridle Path, stated that the traffic report does not discuss any traffic that is coming 
from the other side of Town including from Bellingham and Woonsocket that is cutting through Franklin. 

The reports are not focused on the true level of traffic that will be cutting through. There are many tools that 

people have to try to avoid traffic and they will use this cut through. Mr. Dirk stated the traffic study that was 

prepared addresses all traffic that goes through Franklin. The traffic study is based on actual measured traffic 
on the roadway. He noted that BETA confirmed correct standards were used to conduct the traffic study. He 

stated the traffic-calming measures would not encourage people to use these roadways to cut through. Mr. 

Peterson stated the studies do not take into account when the school is open and families take their children 
to school.  

 

Mr. Stephen Higgins, 4 Phaeton Lane, confirmed Chair Padula stated he was not in favor of medians; Mr. 
Higgins agreed. Mr. Higgins stated Mr. Dirk spoke about speed humps; he asked for examples of where they 

were located in neighborhoods. Mr. Higgins asked if the development went through, would there be phasing. 

Chair Padula explained the typical process of phasing.  
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Mr. Chris Campbell and Ms. Patricia Campbell, 12 Kimberlee Avenue, stated they have submitted a letter. 

They spoke about medians, snow removal, drainage issues, on-street parking, and possible noise issues due 
to the medians. Chair Padula stated he would only go for an extended speed bump for a traffic slowing 

device as plows can plow over it without trouble, and it does not make a lot of noise. Ms. Campbell 

expressed concern about the location of the speed bumps.  

 
Ms. Maegan Schlitzer, 59 Bridle Path, asked about Mr. Dirk’s suggestion to reduce the Bridle Path roadway 

to 22 ft.  Mr. Dirk explained that would be done with curb line bump outs to create for a section of the road 

being narrowed. Ms. Schlitzer asked if a second sidewalk could be installed. Mr. Dirk stated adding a 
sidewalk is an effective way to narrow the road. Ms. Schlitzer stated she was in favor of adding a second 

sidewalk.  

 
Ms. Lisa Brady, 36 Kimberlee Avenue, asked about the report indicating a 10-mile gap needing to reduce 

traffic from 40 mph to 30 mph. The mitigation was only going to close the gap 3 mph to 4 mph. Mr. Dirk 

explained the 3 mph to 4 mph speed reduction was to get to the speed needed for the available sight line. She 

asked how a police car would be able to sit on Maple Street to monitor traffic speed. Chair Padula stated that 
question would go to the traffic safety officer if people want the street patrolled. He confirmed the speed 

limit sign for the school starts at the corner of Brook Street and Lincoln Street. Mr. Dirk stated a radar speed 

feedback sign is something the developer was going to install and supply. Ms. Brady asked how the bump 
out would affect school buses and fire trucks. Mr. Dirk said the speed devices are typically set back 50 ft. 

from the intersection. Ms. Brady discussed the morning traffic on school days. Mr. Dirk stated that actual 

traffic volumes and counts are provided in the appendix of the traffic study. Ms. Brady asked about added 
costs to the Town if streets have to be narrowed. Mr. Dirk stated that anything to be done with the roadway 

would not affect the sewer system.  

 

Mr. Steve Dunbar, 30 Madison Avenue, stated he sent the Planning Board a letter dated June 30, 2020, 
related to his traffic concerns. He reviewed his four points as outlined in his letter: stopping sight distance on 

Maple Street should be checked, adding 58 homes turns Kimberlee Avenue into a collector street, the two 

sharp radius on Kimberlee Avenue do not meet the requirements of a collector street, and the items proposed 
to control traffic will have to be maintained by the Town and he requested the Town and contractor to rethink 

the plan.  

 

Pete asked why stop signs cannot be put at the intersections of these streets to slow the traffic. He stated he 
sent his concerns in a letter to the Planning Board. He suggested instead of shrinking the road, another 

sidewalk should be put on the other side.   

 
Mr. John Cetrano, 64 Bridle Path, respectfully disagreed with Mr. Dirk’s traffic study. He stated the traffic 

measurements did not take into effect someone driving down Pond Street and realizing that this is now a cut 

through. This additional traffic is not considered. Regarding traffic calming measures, when people are 
forced to slow down, as soon as the need to slow down is finished, they speed up to make up time and 

distance. He stated that bump outs and medians are not going to work.   

 

Mr. Paul Irvine, 12 Bridle Path, said these mitigation factors are going to change the character of the 
neighborhood. He recommended a sidewalk on the odd side of Bridle Path, then the other mitigation factors 

would not be needed.  

 
Ms. Laura Dombroski said she has done research on the traffic report. She noted that this new subdivision of 

58 homes and the other two existing neighborhoods will be incorporated. She discussed the general rule of 

traffic peak hour volume. Based on that with the three neighborhoods together, they are at 150 average trips 
per day. This is more than Mr. Dirk’s 60 vehicle trips per peak hour. She asked what level of involvement 

Mr. Dirk had with the coordination with MassDOT. Mr. Dirk explained his experience in preparing traffic 

studies. He reviewed the types of equations used to determine trip generation numbers. He explained this 
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traffic study complies with MassDOT standards. He stated MassDOT has no jurisdiction over this project; 

this project is subject to local review. Ms. Dombroski explained that there is such a disparity in the number; 
she requested Chair Padula review this. She is concerned that there will be more traffic than expressed in the 

60 peak vehicle trips in the traffic study and that will affect the quality of life and safety. The disparity is 

three-fold.  

 
Mr. Crowley stated he was taking notes during the meeting. He will issue a revised letter taking into 

consideration concerns the public expressed and Mr. Dirk’s responses. Chair Padula stated it is unorthodox to 

change and narrow a road and eliminate sidewalks in a subdivision to save money years after it has been 
approved. The Planning Board tries to make the streets comply to rules and regulations, and the DPW then 

changes the roads.  

 
Mr. Halligan stated Jeffrey Dirk is the traffic engineer hired by the developer. That is why the Town of 

Franklin hires BETA Group to review that report to find any flaws in the report. If something is not correct, 

Mr. Crowley and his group should find that. Mr. Crowley confirmed that BETA goes through the report and 

look for discrepancies.  
 

Ms. Love stated there has only been one meeting to review the site itself. She recommended at the next 

Planning Board meeting, they move focus to site plan, subdivision plan, drainage, stormwater management, 
and any phasing. She suggested they may finalize traffic discussions in late August or a September meeting. 

She stated the applicant stated they will be filing an extension, as well.  

 

Motion to Continue the public hearing for Maple Hill, Definitive Subdivision to August 10, 2020. 

Halligan. Second: Rondeau. Vote: 5-0-0 (5-Yes; 0-No). 

 

Motion to Adjourn the Remote Access Virtual Zoom Planning Board Meeting. Power. Second: David. 

Vote: 5-0-0 (5-Yes; 0-No). Meeting adjourned at 9:41 PM.     

 

Respectfully submitted, 
 

 

 

____________________________ 
Judith Lizardi,  

Recording Secretary  

 























 

 

 
 

BETA GROUP, INC. 
www.BETA-Inc.com 

 

August 11, 2020 
 
Mr. Anthony Padula, Chairman 
355 East Central Street  
Franklin, MA 02038 
 
Re: 162 Grove Street 

Site Plan Peer Review Update 
 
Dear Mr. Padula: 
 
BETA Group, Inc. has reviewed revised documents for the proposed Site Plan Approval application, “Site 
Layout Plan – 162 Grove Street, Franklin, Massachusetts.” This letter is provided to update findings, 
comments, and recommendations. 

BASIS OF REVIEW 

BETA received the following items:  

• Site Plan & Special Permit Application, including the following: 
o Cover Letter 
o Application for Approval of a Site Plan and Special Permits 
o Exhibit 5: Special Permit Findings 
o Form P 
o Certificate of Ownership 

• Plans (10 Sheets) entitled Site Plan 162 Grove Street revised August 5, 2020 and prepared by 
United Consultants, Inc. of Wrentham, MA.  

• Drainage Analysis, revised July 8, 2020 and prepared by United Consultants, Inc. of Wrentham, 
MA. 

Review by BETA included the above items along with the following, as applicable: 

• Site Visit 

• Zoning Chapter 185 From the Code of the Town of Franklin, current through October 2019 

• Zoning Map of the Town of Franklin, Massachusetts, attested to April 30, 2019 

• Stormwater Management Chapter 153 From the Code of the Town of Franklin, Adopted              
May 2, 2007 

• Subdivision Regulations Chapter 300 From the Code of the Town of Franklin, current through 
January 1, 2016 

• Wetlands Protection Chapter 181 From the Code of the Town of Franklin, dated August 20, 1997 

• Town of Franklin Best Development Practices Guidebook, dated September 2016 

INTRODUCTION 

The project site consists of 162 Grove Street, a vacant, developed parcel formerly used as a truck terminal 
(the “Site”). The parcel contains an area of 4.003 Acres and is located along the eastern side of Grove 
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Street. The Town of Franklin Assessor’s Office identifies the parcel as Map 306 Lot 3. The Site and all 
surrounding properties are located within the Industrial Zoning District. The parcel is also within the 
Marijuana Use Overlay District. 

The existing Site includes a 12,800± sq. ft., one-story building. Associated site features include paved and 
gravel parking areas, utilities, (drainage, water, sewer, gas, and electric) fencing, and landscaping. 
Topography at the Site is generally sloped towards the east, and grades are typically 3% - 5%.  

The applicant proposes to retain the existing building for conversion into a Medical Marijuana Treatment 
Center and Non-Medical Marijuana Retail Establishment. Associated site developments will include 
expansion of the existing parking area, a new addition to the existing building, concrete curb, utilities, 
lighting, and landscaping. Stormwater management is proposed through catch basins, proprietary 
treatment units, and two subsurface infiltration systems.  

A portion of the project is located within an approved wellhead protection area (Zone II) and the Water 
Resource District. Wetland resource areas are located within the project limits and work is proposed 
within the buffer zone which will require obtaining an Order of Conditions from the Franklin Conservation 
Commission. The project is not located within a FEMA mapped 100-year flood zone or a NHESP mapped 
estimated habitat area of rare or endangered species. NRCS maps indicate the presence of Merrimac fine 
sandy loam, rated in hydrologic soil group (HSG) A, Sudbury fine sandy loam (HSG B), and Walpole fine 
sandy loam (HSG B/D).  

FINDINGS, COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

GENERAL COMMENTS 

G1. Provide safety fencing along the top of wall on the western end of the courtyard area that abuts 
the exiting walkway. UCI: The proposed fence location has been added to the detail on sheet 9. 
BETA2: Fencing provided – issue resolved. 

G2. Provide typical details for proposed light poles and luminaires. UCI: SK and Associates has added 
the requested information to sheet SL1. BETA2: Information provided – issue resolved. 

G3. Confirm the limits of existing fence to be removed, particularly in the area of the site entrance. 
UCI: Three fence removal notes have been added and the existing notes have been clarified on 
sheet 4. BETA2: Clarification provided – issue resolved. 

G4. Indicate where bollards are proposed. UCI: Proposed bollards have been added to the head in end 
of parking spaces 8 through 18 on sheet 3. BETA2: Locations provided. Recommend reducing the 
gap between bollards/cars stops at the van accessible parking spaces to less than the width of 
a vehicle for pedestrian safety and security. BETA3: Plan revised to replace the bollards/car 
stops with guardrail and reduces the gap width to less than the width of a vehicle – issue 
resolved. 

G5. Indicate the limits of new pavement, pavement reconstruction, or any mill/overlay. UCI: The limits 
of new paving/mill have been labeled on sheet 4. BETA2: Information provided – issue resolved. 
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ZONING 

The Site is located within the Industrial (I) Zoning District and the Marijuana Use Overlay District. The 
proposed use of the Site is identified as both Medical Marijuana Treatment Center and Non-Medical 
Marijuana Retail Establishment. The proposed uses are allowed in the District via a Special Permit from 
the Planning Board.   

SCHEDULE OF LOT, AREA, FRONTAGE, YARD AND HEIGHT REQUIREMENTS (§185 ATTACHMENT 9) 

The project site will meet the requirements for lot area, frontage, lot depth, lot width, yards, height, and 
impervious coverage.  

PARKING, LOADING AND DRIVEWAY REQUIREMENTS (§185-21)  

The existing Site includes one paved access driveway from Grove Street to the west and a small parking 
area on the southern side of the building. The project proposes to generally retain this access route and 
expand the parking lot into the central portion of the lot. 

Section §185-21.B.(3) describes the number of parking spaces required for residential and nonresidential 
buildings in the Industrial Zoning District. The parking schedule provided in the submission indicates a 
floor area of 8,503 sq. ft. for retailing and medical uses and 7,584 sq. ft. for warehouses. The required 
parking is calculated as one space per 200 sq. ft. of retail/medical uses (43 spaces) and one space per 
1,000 sq. ft. for warehouse uses (6 spaces). A total of 49 spaces are required per the Bylaw and 141 spaces 
are proposed. With the understanding that retail marijuana uses have specific parking demands, 
additional commentary will be provided as part of the Traffic Review, to be provided under separate cover.  

Proposed parking spaces are depicted as 19’ long and 9’ wide. In accordance with Massachusetts 
Architectural Access Board (MAAB) requirements, five parking spaces have been designed to be handicap 
accessible, three of which are also van accessible.  

It is anticipated that the Fire Chief will review turning movements for fire equipment throughout the site.  

In compliance with §185-21.C.(5), one tree must border the parking lot per every 10 parking spaces.  A 
total of five American Elms, five Red Maples, and five White Birch trees are proposed to meet this 
requirement. Existing trees will also be retained near the site entrance. 

P1. Clarify the limits of proposed curb adjacent to the 8’ wide walkway and if curb breaks/ramps are 
required. It is unclear if the walkway is intended to be raised or flush with the surrounding 
pavement. UCI: The walkway is proposed to be flush with the parking area and curbing is not 
proposed. BETA2: Information provided – issue resolved. 

P2. Clarify if the proposed walkway will be reconstructed with concrete as shown on the Courtyard 
Area Detail or will remain bituminous concrete. UCI: The proposed 8 foot wide walkway located 
southerly of the existing building will remain bituminous concrete. The limits of concrete and 
bituminous concrete have been labeled on the additional entry and accessible route detail on sheet 
9. BETA2: Clarification provided – issue resolved. 

P3. Indicate if an accessible route is provided internally for the northwesterly portion of the existing 
building. The walkway connecting to the front of this building includes a set of stairs. UCI: The 
existing walkway and stairs are proposed to remain. The building will be handicap accessible. 
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BETA2: Information provided. BETA defers to the Building Commissioner to evaluate internal 
access when a building permit is filed. 

SIDEWALKS (§185-28) 

The project is located within the Industrial Zoning District and is not required to provide sidewalks along 
the street frontage. There are no existing sidewalks on Grove Street in proximity to the project. 

CURBING (§185-29) 

The project proposes the use of concrete curbing within the Grove Street right-of-way and along the 
majority of parking areas. Cape cod berm is proposed to remain along the southern side of existing parking 
areas. 

C1. Revise the radius curb within the Grove Street right-of-way to be granite. UCI: Vertical granite 
curbing has been added to the driveway radii at the driveway entrance at Grove Street and the 
labels were added see sheet 3. A granite curbing detail has been added to sheet 7. BETA2: Curb 
material revised – issue resolved. 

C2. Recommend for the Board to discuss their preference for the use of vertical curb that is 
proposed to replace two short segments of existing Cape Cod berm along the south side of the 
site entrance. UCI: The southerly entrance will now have vertical granite curb within Grove Street 
and vertical concrete curb to the terminus of the 2 foot radius. BETA2: No further comment. 

SITE PLAN REVIEW (§185-31)  

The proposed development is subject to Site Plan Review and must comply with the requirements of this 
section. 

S1. Include abutting land uses and zoning information on the Locus Map (§185-31.C.(3)(d)). UCI: 
Abutting land uses and zoning information can be found on sheets 2-6. BETA2: Information 
provided – issue resolved. 

S2. Indicate proposed snow storage locations on the plans (§185-31.C.(3)(i)). UCI: Snow storage areas 
have been added to sheet 4. A note referencing zoning bylaw section §185-40D(I)(j) has been 
added to sheet 4. BETA2: Snow storage areas provided – issue resolved. 

S3. Provide sight line information, including intersection sight distance, at the proposed driveway 
egress (§185-31.C.(3)(t)). UCI: Sight distances have been provided by the applicants traffic 
consultant Tetra Tech. Stopping sight distances are located on the west side of Grove Street on 
Sheet 4. BETA2: Refer to traffic analysis provided under separate cover. 

S4. Depict existing tree line and limits of clearing on the plans, as applicable (§185-31.C.(3)(u)). UCI: 
The existing tree line and the limit of work label has been revised to include limit of clearing on 
sheet 4. BETA2: Information provided – issue resolved. 

SCREENING (§185-35) 

The project proposes outdoor parking for 10 or more cars, which must be screened from adjacent 
residential districts or uses from which they would otherwise be visible. The Site is surrounded by lots 
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zoned as Industrial, and it does not appear that the project will be visible from any residential use; 
therefore, screening is unnecessary.  

WATER RESOURCES DISTRICT (§185-40) 

The Site is partially located within the Water Resources District due to the presence of a Zone II Wellhead 
Protection Area. This portion of the Site includes the eastern end of the proposed parking lot.  

WR1. Confirm the estimated sewage flow for the on-site disposal system does not exceed 110 gallons 
per 10,000 sq. ft. of lot area (§185-40.D.(1)(i)). UCI: The requested confirmation and supporting 
calculations have been added to sheet 4. BETA2: Information provided – issue resolved. 

WR2. Section §185-40.D.(1)(l)(ii)) requires that the proposed groundwater recharge efforts must be 
approved by a hydrogeologist; however, provided that the stormwater management system is 
revised to fully comply with the Massachusetts Stormwater Management Standards no adverse 
impacts to groundwater are anticipated as a result of the project. BETA defers to the preference 
of the Board to require approval by a hydrogeologist. UCI: The stormwater system complies with 
Massachusetts Stormwater Management Standards. We defer to the Board on the review. BETA2: 
BETA defers to the preference of the Board on this issue. 

WR3. Revise design to direct all new impervious areas to on-site recharge systems (§185-40.E.(4)). BETA 
notes that this requirement can be waived following consultation with, and approval from the 
Conservation Commission and the Building Inspector if recharge is determined to be infeasible. 
UCI: The project proposal consists of 20,259 sq. ft. of new impervious surfaces within the water 
resource district (WRD) area. The stormwater system will provide for on-site recharge of the 
building roof and stormwater directed to CB1 which has an area of 26,416 sq. ft. BETA2: 
Information provided – issue resolved. 

WR4. Note that any fill placed in quantity greater than 15 yards must be certified in accordance with 
§185-40.E.(5). UCI: The requested note has been added to sheet 4. BETA2: Note provided – issue 
resolved. 

UTILITIES 

Proposed utilities include drainage, gas, and fire water services. Existing domestic water service, overhead 
electric, and on-site septic system will be retained. Detailed review of water and sewer utilities is 
anticipated to be provided by the DPW and Fire Chief (e.g. for fire hydrants), as applicable. 

U1. Indicate size/material of existing water services, if available. UCI: The fire line label has been 
revised to include the size and type of material. BETA2: Information provided – issue resolved. 

U2. Clarify if vehicles will be able to access the warehouse internally. If so, floor drains and gas traps 
may be required. UCI: Vehicles will not be able to access the building. BETA2: BETA notes the 
existing entrance on the east side of the building may provide access for vehicles. BETA defers 
to the plumbing inspector to determine if bollards are required if no floor drains and gas traps 
are installed. BETA3: Plan revised to include a new bollard in front of the existing entrance –   
issue resolved. 
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STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 

The project proposes to direct runoff from impervious areas into existing and new closed drainage systems 
comprised of roof leaders, deep sump catch basins with hoods, manholes, two water quality units, and 
two subsurface infiltration systems. Overflows from the proposed systems will be directed into an existing 
wetland system on the eastern portion of the site through an existing outfall. 

GENERAL  

SW1. As part of the MS4 regulations, the Town is proposing revisions to Chapter 153, Stormwater 
Management. Once the revisions are approved (date not yet determined) they will be applicable 
to any project that is subject to the Bylaw and has not yet been approved. BETA recommends the 
designer review the proposed Bylaw revisions to evaluate if additional stormwater provisions or 
treatment may be required. UCI: We have reviewed the proposed bylaw regulations. We have 
revised DMH 10 which is now a Contech Cascade Separator Model CS-6. This will provide 
downstream treatment for the stormwater existing the two infiltration ponds which occurs in the 
10 and 100 year storm events (pond 11) and 100 year storm event (pond 10). Additional treatment 
will be provided for the stormwater from the existing impervious areas prior to discharging into 
the existing detention basin. WQU manhole #12 has been eliminated. BETA2: The designer has 
revised the stormwater management system to provide additional treatment, which is 
anticipated to comply with the forthcoming regulations – issue resolved. 

SW2. Recommend labeling which drainage structures and pipes are to be removed/abandoned. UCI: 
The removal protocol for the existing 15” RCP pipe connecting X-DMH3 to X-DMH2 has been added 
to the stormwater system construction note 3 on sheet 4. BETA2: Information provided – issue 
resolved. 

SW3. Provide detail for CDS unit. UCI: A detail of the proposed Contech Cascade Separator Model CS-6 
has been added to sheet 9. BETA2: Detail provided – issue resolved. 

SW4. Provide detailed grading in the area of the dumpster pad to ensure stormwater flow is not 
directed through the enclosure, bypassing the stormwater management system. UCI: A dumpster 
grading detail was added to sheet 8. BETA2: Grading detail provided – issue resolved. 

MASSACHUSETTS STORMWATER MANAGEMENT STANDARDS: 

The proposed development will disturb greater than one acre and is subject to Chapter 153: Stormwater 
Management of the Town of Franklin Bylaws and MassDEP Stormwater Management Standards. 

No untreated stormwater (Standard Number 1): No new stormwater conveyances (e.g., outfalls) may 
discharge untreated stormwater directly to or cause erosion in wetlands or waters of the Commonwealth.   

The project does not propose any new untreated stormwater discharges to wetlands. One existing outfall 
will be retained which discharges into the wetland areas to the east.  

SW5. Indicate if there are any existing erosion control issues at the existing outfall. UCI: A field 
investigation of the outfall into the existing detention basin was conducted. Erosion was not 
present. BETA2: Information provided – issue resolved. 
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Post-development peak discharge rates (Standard Number 2): Stormwater management systems must 
be designed so that post-development peak discharge rates do not exceed pre-development peak 
discharge rates.   

The project proposes an increase in impervious area and will use subsurface infiltration systems to 
mitigate increases in post-development peak discharge rates and total runoff volumes. 

SW6. Clarify how Watershed XR-7 and R15 are being conveyed into the drainage systems. UCI: Roof 
area 15 will be captured in an existing pipe within the stone trench adjacent to the building. Refer 
to stormwater system construction notes for inspection and necessary construction protocol. 
BETA2: Information provided – issue resolved. 

SW7. Revise watershed R15 to include any upgradient areas that will drain into the drainage system 
and proposed infiltration systems. UCI: The sub-catchment area on the post development 
watershed map was revised. BETA2: Information provided – issue resolved. 

SW8. Review grading as it relates to the contributing areas for CB11 and CB12. BETA estimates that less 
area is directed to CB11 (and therefore the infiltration system) than indicated in the HydroCAD 
model. UCI: Refer to the 259.7 spot grade along the easterly gutter which has been included to 
create a high point. BETA2: Information provided – issue resolved. 

Recharge to groundwater (Standard Number 3): Loss of annual recharge to groundwater should be 
minimized through the use of infiltration measures to maximum extent practicable. 

NRCS maps indicate the presence of Merrimac fine sandy loam, rated in hydrologic soil group (HSG) A, 
Sudbury fine sandy loam (HSG B), and Walpole fine sandy loam (HSG B/D). The infiltration systems have 
been designed to provide a recharge volume in excess of that required for the net new impervious area. 
Test pit logs indicate the presence of sand, silty sand, and gravel throughout the Site.  

SW9. As no mottling was observed in the test pits, a Frimpter Analysis should be conducted to adjust 
observed weeping to an estimated seasonal high groundwater elevation. BETA estimates the 
separation to ESHGW from the bottom of the proposed infiltration structures is approximately 2+ 
feet. UCI: The Frimpter adjusted ESHGW elevations were added to the soil logs on sheet 4. BETA2: 
Information provided – issue resolved. 

SW10. Provide mounding analysis for proposed infiltration systems as separation to groundwater is less 
than 4 feet. UCI: A mounding analysis has been included in the revised drainage analysis. BETA2: 
Mounding analysis provided – issue resolved. 

SW11. Revise exfiltration elevation of subsurface infiltration systems within HydroCAD models to be the 
bottom of each basin. UCI: The exfiltration elevation was revised and set 0.01 feet below the pond 
bottom design elevation. This was done because of an issue with the HydroCAD program not 
allowing exfiltration when the pond bottom elevation matches the pond storage elevation. BETA2: 
Elevation revised – issue resolved. 

80% TSS Removal (Standard Number 4): For new development, stormwater management systems must 
be designed to remove 80% of the annual load of Total Suspended Solids. 

The project proposes to direct runoff from new impervious areas to proposed treatment trains that 
include a combination of deep sump catch basins, water quality units, and subsurface infiltration systems. 
As the Site is partially within a Zone II Wellhead Protection Area, 44% pretreatment has been provided 
prior to infiltration.  



Mr. Anthony Padula, Chairman 
August 11, 2020 
Page 8 of 9 
 

 

SW12. Review grading as it relates to the contributing impervious areas for the CDS and Stormceptor 
calculations. UCI: Refer to the 259.7 spot grade along the easterly gutter which has been included 
to create a high point. BETA2: Information provided – issue resolved. 

SW13. Provide documentation of third-party testing that demonstrates the 75% TSS removal rate for the 
CDS unit can be achieved. UCI: The CDS unit has been revised. A detail of the proposed Contech 
Cascade Separator Model CS-6 has been added to sheet 9. Refer to the revised stormwater report 
for revised TSS removal rates. BETA2: TSS rate revised – issue resolved. 

Higher Potential Pollutant Loads (Standard Number 5): Stormwater discharges from Land Uses with 
Higher Potential Pollutant Loads require the use of specific stormwater management BMPs.  

The project does not qualify as a Land Use with Higher Potential Pollutant Load (LUHPPL).   

Critical Areas (Standard Number 6): Stormwater discharges to critical areas must utilize certain 
stormwater management BMPs approved for critical areas.  

The project includes discharges to a Zone II Wellhead Protection Area, a critical area. The proposed 
treatment trains are consistent with the recommendations of MassDEP for discharges to Zone II wellhead 
protection areas. The required 44% pretreatment prior to discharge to infiltration structures is also 
provided. 

SW14. Revise narrative to indicate the presence of a critical area. UCI: The narrative has been revised. 
BETA2: Narrative revised – issue resolved. 

Redevelopment (Standard Number 7): Redevelopment of previously developed sites must meet the 
Stormwater Management Standards to the maximum extent practicable.   

The project qualifies as a mix of new and redevelopment. New impervious areas will comply fully with the 
Stormwater Management Standards, while existing areas to be retained will primarily rely on existing 
stormwater management systems.  

SW15. Provide a brief narrative or documentation on how the project will improve the existing conditions 
for redevelopment areas. UCI: A narrative has been added to the drainage analysis. BETA2: 
Narrative provided – issue resolved. 

SW16. Consider relocating the proposed CDS water quality unit to the location of proposed DMH10, if 
practicable. UCI: We have revised DMH 10 which is now a Contech Cascade Separator Model CS-
6. This will provide downstream treatment for the stormwater existing the two infiltration ponds 
which occurs in the 10 and 100 year storm events (pond 11) and 100 year storm event (pond 10). 
Additional treatment will be provided for the stormwater from the existing impervious areas prior 
to discharging into the existing detention basin. WQU manhole #12 has been eliminated. BETA2: 
Water quality unit location revised to provide additional treatment – issue resolved. 

Construction Period Erosion and Sediment Controls (Standard Number 8): Erosion and sediment controls 
must be implemented to prevent impacts during construction or land disturbance activities.  

The project as currently depicted will disturb greater than one acre of land; therefore, a Notice of Intent 
with EPA and a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is required. The project plans indicate the 
use of perimeter compost sock, entry sedimentation control mat, and catch basin inlet protection. The 
proposed erosion and sedimentation controls are anticipated to be adequate for the site.  

Operations/maintenance plan (Standard Number 9): A Long-Term Operation and Maintenance Plan shall 
be developed and implemented to ensure that stormwater management systems function as designed.  
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A Long-Term Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Plan has been provided.  

Illicit Discharges (Standard Number 10): All illicit discharges to the stormwater management systems are 
prohibited. 

The Stormwater Management Report indicates that no illicit discharges are proposed, and a signed Illicit 
Discharge Compliance Statement will be provided prior to construction. 

SW17. Resolve discrepancy between stormwater narrative and stormwater checklist regarding inclusion 
of the Illicit Discharge Compliance Statement. UCI: The stormwater checklist has been revised. A 
draft of the illicit discharge statement has been included. BETA2: The signed statement should be 
provided to DEP and the Conservation Commission prior to construction. 

 
If we can be of any further assistance regarding this matter, please contact us at our office. 
 
 

Very truly yours, 
BETA Group, Inc. 

        
Matthew J. Crowley, PE   Stephen Borgatti  
Project Manager   Staff Engineer 
 

cc:  Amy Love, Planner 
 Jen Delmore, Conservation Agent 



BETA GROUP, INC.
www.BETA-Inc.com

August 10, 2020

Mr. Anthony Padula, Chairman
355 East Central Street
Franklin, MA 02038

Re: 162 Grove Street
Traffic Peer Review

Dear Mr. Padula:

BETA Group, Inc. (BETA) has reviewed the revised and additional traffic related documents provided by
the applicant for proposed Site Plan Approval application, “Site Layout Plan – 162 Grove Street, Franklin,
Massachusetts.” This letter is provided to outline findings, comments, and recommendations.

BASIS OF REVIEW

The following documents were received by BETA and formed the basis of the review:

· Traffic Summary, dated May 22, 2020 and prepared by Tetra Tech of Marlborough, MA.
· Site Plan set (10 Sheets) entitled Site Plan 162 Grove Street dated May 21, 2020 and prepared by

United Consultants, Inc. of Wrentham, MA.
· Response to Traffic Peer Review, dated July 13, 2020 and prepared by Tetra Tech of Marlborough,

MA.
· Traffic Impact Study, dated July 13, 2020 and prepared by Tetra Tech of Marlborough, MA.

COMPILED REVIEW LETTER KEY

BETA reviewed this project previously and provided review comments in a letter to the Board dated June
25, 2020 (original comments in standard text), Tetra Tech (TT) provided responses (responses in italic
text), and BETA has provided response comments (status in standard bold text).

INTRODUCTION

The project site consists of 162 Grove Street, a vacant, developed parcel formerly used as a truck terminal
(the “Site”). The parcel contains an area of 4.003 Acres and is located along the eastern side of Grove
Street. The Site and all surrounding properties are located within the Industrial Zoning District. The parcel
is also within the Marijuana Use Overlay District.

The existing Site includes a house and a warehouse. The applicant proposes to retain the existing building
for conversion into a Medical Marijuana Treatment Center and Non-Medical Marijuana Retail
Establishment. Associated site developments will include expansion of the existing parking area, and a
2,583 sq. ft. new addition to the existing building.
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FINDINGS, COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Access to the site will be provided via the existing driveway.

The study area includes the following intersections.

· Grove Street at 162 Grove Street driveway (unsignalized)
· Grove Street at Business Park (unsignalized)

The study area was found to be inadequate due to the number of vehicles trips generated by this project.

T1. Additional intersections, including the intersections of Grove Street at Washington Street and
Grove Street and Route 140, should be added to the study area. TT: A full Traffic Impact and Access
Study has been prepared for this project, attached. The intersections of Grove Street at
Washington Street and Grove Street at Route 140 have been added to the study area. BETA2:
Information provided – issue resolved.

Manual turning movement counts (TMCs) were collected on Thursday, February 6th, 2020 from 7:00 AM
to 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM, and Saturday, February 8th, 2020 from 3:00 PM to 6:00 PM. These
time periods were chosen because they are representative of the peak traffic volume period for the
development. Traffic volume data were also collected via automatic traffic recorder (ATR) on Grove Street,
south of 162 Grove Street, over a 72-hour period between Thursday, February 6th, 2020 and Saturday,
February 8th, 2020. These volumes are consistent with data recently collected as part of another project.
and the collection occurred prior to the decrease in traffic patterns related to COVID-19. BETA concurs
with the traffic data collection time periods.

Historical traffic count data collected by MassDOT were reviewed to determine the need for a seasonal
adjustment. Traffic volumes in February were found to be average-month conditions. As a result, no
seasonal adjustment was added to the existing volumes. BETA finds this methodology acceptable.

Vehicle speeds were measured via ATR along Grove Street. The posted speed limit on Grove Street is 40
miles per hour (mph). The 85th percentile speeds were measured at 40 mph northbound and 41 mph
southbound, which are acceptable for a posted 40 mph roadway.

Project-generated traffic volumes were determined by utilizing trip-generation statistics published by the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) for land use code (LUC) 150 - Warehouse, LUC 882 – Marijuana
Dispensary, and LUC 710 General Office Building.

Based on the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) for land use code (LUC) 150 - Warehouse, LUC
882 – Marijuana Dispensary, and LUC 710 General Office Building the project site would generate a total
of 1,032 new trips on an average weekday and with 46 (27 entering, 19 exiting) during the weekday
morning peak hour and 90 (43 entering, 47 exiting) during the weekday afternoon peak hour. The Saturday
daily trips of 1,011 and mid-day peak trips are 142 (71 entering, 71 exiting).

Additionally, empirical trip data collected at a similar NETA facility in Northampton from October 13, 2019
to November 11, 2019 was provided. The Northampton facility consists of 25 registers while the proposed
facility would have 19 registers.
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The trips from both resources were compared, and it was determined that the empirical data was higher
than the ITE data, and therefore, the empirical data was utilized for the marijuana dispensary trip
generation and factored down to represent 19 registers. A maximum number of 56 employees between
the retail and warehouse will be onsite during the weekday afternoon peak, and 50 during the Saturday
peak, which was not included as part of the NETA empirical data. A portion of those employees will be
entering and exiting during the peak periods.

The 4,647 square feet of office does not appear to be included in the trip generation calculations.

T2. Verify that office space is included within the NETA Northampton facility and the associated
square footage. TT: Office space is included within the NETA Northampton facility. The
Northampton facility is approximately 7,300 square feet (sf) and includes approximately 2,000
square feet of business space (offices, hallways, and breakroom space). The office space was
accounted for in the site trip generation, as the office/retail employees were included as part of
the maximum daily count of 50 employees that was used as a basis for the traffic and parking
analysis. BETA2: Information provided – issue resolved.

Next, based on customer surveys conducted at the NETA facility in Brookline, it was determined that the
vehicle occupancy rate (VOR) for that facility was 1.25 persons per vehicle. To provide a more conservative
estimate a VOR of 1.20 persons per vehicle was used for the project site. BETA finds this methodology
reasonable.

Based on the described methodology, the project site would generate a total of 3,416 new trips on an
average weekday and with 187 (101 entering, 86 exiting) during the weekday morning peak hour and 335
(160 entering, 175 exiting) during the weekday afternoon peak hour. The Saturday daily trips of 3,638 and
mid-day peak trips are 403 (194 entering, 209 exiting).

New trips were distributed based on existing traffic patterns with approximately 35 percent of traffic
heading to and from Washington Street and the remaining 65 percent heading to and from Route 140.

T3. The travel splits shown in Table 1 significantly differ those used in the study., especially for
Saturday. Verify the distribution splits applied to the new trips. TT: The travel splits for the project
site trips were based on the entering and exiting driveway traffic counts at the Grove Street
Business Center using the AM, PM and Saturday peak hour volumes, instead of the ATR data.  The
observed travel splits at the Grove Street Business Center were used to determine the project trip
distribution in our initial traffic study. With the preparation of a more detailed traffic study,
additional traffic count data from the proposed warehouse project at 176-210 Grove Street study
was obtained from the Town Planner. The driveway counts at the 176-210 Grove Street site, in
addition to those at the Grove Street Business Center were used to develop a new trip distribution
for the proposed marijuana dispensary. The new distribution includes approximately 45 percent of
traffic entering and exiting the site to and from the south and 55 percent of traffic entering to and
from the north. The splits at each of the intersections was based on the peak hour splits observed
at the study intersections. The full trip distribution write-up is included in the full study, attached.
BETA2: Additional information has been provided. Although the 10% distribution to/from north
of West Central Street should be closer to 5% and the 25% to/from the east on West Central
Street should be closer to 30% instead of 25%, the percentages are generally reasonable and
BETA finds them acceptable.
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Traffic operations analysis was performed with Synchro software based on the 2010 Highway Capacity
Manual methodologies. Most movements during the 2020 Build condition would continue to operate at
LOS C or better. The site driveway left-turn movement would operate at LOS E. Based on this study, the
project appears to have minimal impacts to Level of Service (LOS) when compared to the Existing
conditions, however, the study area only consists of the unsignalized intersections of Grove Street at
the site driveway and Grove Street at Business Park intersections and does not include a seven-year
horizon analysis.

T4. The Board has expressed concern about the number of developments contributing to existing
traffic and safety issues along Grove Street. The following standard traffic study components were
not included as part of the submission and should be included to understand the full impacts of
this project to the surrounding infrastructure:

· Sight distance analysis. Based on field observations, there is limited sight distance
approaching the site from the south.

· Background development-related traffic growth that may increase traffic within the study
area was not identified.

· Growth rate was not included because the Build analysis was performed using the year
2020 and not a seven-year horizon. A 1 percent growth has been applied for other
recently proposed developments in Franklin.

· No-Build analysis.
· Crash data for the most recent three years.

TT: The above-mentioned components are included in the full traffic study, submitted along with
this letter. BETA2: The above-mentioned traffic study components have been provided. See
below for comments related to the additional data provided in the Traffic Impact Study (TIS).

The parking demand was determined by providing up to 56 employee parking spaces during the weekday
and 50 spaces during the Saturday highest peak hours and assuming a turnover rate of three vehicles per
hour (every 20 minutes). The highest peak is anticipated on Saturday from 3:00 PM – 4:00 PM.  The study
indicated that the parking anticipated for the peak is anticipated to be 50 employee spaces and 78
additional spaces, for a total of 128 parking spaces needed during the highest peak hour. Based on BETA’s
experience, and as would be expected, patrons are processed at a faster rate with the larger number of
registers at a facility, and therefore the turnover rate would be higher. However, the anticipated 128
parking space demand during the highest peak periods would be very close to the proposed parking supply
of 141 spaces.

T5. If available, empirical data of 15-minute interval parking demands for a similar facility, not near
public transit and with an on-site parking lot, should be provided to further support the
proposed parking supply. TT: As requested, Tetra Tech conducted parking accumulation
observations at a similar facility, not near public transit and with an on-site parking lot on
Tuesday, July 7, 2020. The Millis CommCan dispensary was selected for study as it offers both
medical and adult use options and allows for walk-in customers. The site is located along  Route
109 in Millis, with an on-site parking supply of 27 parking spaces and an off-site, unpaved lot
adjacent to the  site that can accommodate an estimated 46 vehicles, for a total parking
supply of 73 parking spaces. It is our understanding that this facility is approximately 4,000
square feet with 13 registers. Observations were made every 15 minutes, starting 30 minutes
prior to opening of the facility until closing time. The maximum observed parking demand was
35 vehicles, at 3:30 PM and 5:15 PM. These totals included at least 10 employee vehicles, as
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the same 10 vehicles were observed parked in the overflow lot all day. This implies a
maximum customer parking demand of approximately 25 vehicles at any given time. The
observed parking demands at the Millis CommCan facility are presented in a graph.
Adjusting the observed peak parking demand of 25 customer spaces at the CommCan
dispensary upwardly to reflect the 19 proposed registers at the proposed Grove Street facility
in Franklin would indicate a maximum parking demand of approximately 37 customer parking
spaces. This is significantly lower than the projections used in the traffic study. The parking
demands presented in the traffic study are conservative and the currently proposed 141
parking spaces is expected to be adequate. BETA2: The additional information was provided.
The data was collected on a non-peak weekday after July 4th. BETA’s understanding is that
the week leading up to July 4th is one of the busiest time periods of the entire year for
dispensaries which would mean that parking demands are lower the week immediately after
July 4th. Additionally, sales have been down during the pandemic so empirical data pre-
pandemic would provide the most applicable data. However, it is understood that additional
pre-COVID-19 data may not be available, therefore, based on all data provided and the
additional similar types of facilities proposed within the site’s vicinity, BETA finds the
proposed parking spaces to be adequate.

TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY

BETA has provided a review and comments for a few topics included in the comprehensive Traffic Impact
Study (TIS) which was submitted after the initial BETA comments dated June 25, 2020. The comments
below will highlight key items related to the additional data provided in the TIS.

The study area was revised to include the following intersections.

· Grove Street at Route 140/West Central Street (signalized)
· Grove Street at Beaver Street (unsignalized)
· Grove Street at 162 Grove Street driveway (unsignalized)
· Grove Street at 160 Grove Street/Business Park (unsignalized)
· Grove Street at Washington Street (unsignalized)

BETA finds the study area to be acceptable.

Background development-related traffic growth that may increase traffic within the study area was
identified. The following proposed projects were included in the background development:

· 160 Grove Street
· 164 Grove Street
· 176-210 Grove Street

BETA finds the background developments to be acceptable.

At the time of this study, a traffic report was not submitted for the 164 Grove Street project, therefore,
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) data was utilized to determine the background trips for the
164 Grove Street marijuana dispensary development and was included in the analysis. This is standard
procedure, however, as the TIS noted, marijuana dispensary sites are anticipated to generate higher trip
volumes than identified in the ITE manual. BETA anticipates a greater number of trips would be
generated by the 164 Grove Street development than determined using the ITE data, however, the trips
utilized in this analysis are acceptable for the planning purposes of this study since a traffic study has
not been provided to date and is subsequent to this project submission.
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Traffic operation analyses were performed with Synchro software based on the 2010 Highway Capacity
Manual methodologies. Capacity analysis results show that the Grove Street and Route 140/West Central
Street currently operates at and would continue to operate during the Build condition at acceptable Level
of Service (LOS), with an overall intersection LOS D or better during the peak hours, with a few individual
movements operating at LOS D and LOS F.

During the AM Peak Hour, the Beaver Street approach to Grove Street would degrade from a LOS C during
the Existing conditions to LOS E during the Build conditions. During the PM peak, the Beaver Street
approach to Grove Street would degrade from a LOS E during the Existing conditions to LOS F during the
Build conditions.

The site driveway would experience a LOS F during the PM peak.

The analysis results indicate that the Grove Street southbound movement at Washington Street would
experience increased LOS F delays during the Build condition. The Synchro analysis modeled the Grove
Street southbound approach to Washington Street as a two-lane approach which included a 50-foot-long
right-turn lane, which does not accurately reflect the Grove Street
lane configuration at the intersection. If the intersection were
reanalyzed to accurately reflect the field conditions, the results
would reveal even more significant delays and queue lengths.

Signal warrant analyses were performed for the Grove Street at
Washington Street and Grove Street at Beaver Street intersections.
Both intersections meet the peak hour warrants during the No-Build
and Build conditions. The Grove Street at Washington Street
intersection also meets the peak hour warrant under Existing
conditions.

The available stopping sight distance (SSD) at the site driveway was
measured and found to exceed the minimum required SSD based on
measured vehicle speeds. The available SSD assumes the “selective
removal of roadside vegetation and limiting on-site objects.”

T6. Provide a sight triangle on the plans depicting the line of
sight and label the “roadside vegetation and limiting on-
site objects” to be removed to provide the required sight
distance to meet AASHTO standards.

T7. Resolve the discrepancy between the available SSD noted
in the TIS and on the plan set.

T8. As noted in the TIS, a southbound exclusive left-turn lane
is proposed as part of the 160 Grove Street development.
With this in mind verify that the sight distances
approaching and exiting the driveway would continue to
be adequate, especially during the AM peak period when

Figure 1: Looking to the south from
site driveway

Figure 2: Looking to the north from site
driveway.
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160 Grove Street employees would be entering 160 Grove Street and close to 200 vehicles
would be entering and exiting the site driveway.

The TIS indicates that the proponent proposes to conduct a post-occupancy traffic monitoring program
to determine if the project-related impacts outlined in the TIS are realized once the facility is open. If the
traffic data collected during the monitoring indicates a traffic signal is indeed warranted at the
intersections of Grove Street at Washington Street and Grove Street at Beaver Street then the proponent
would provide a police detail in the interim until a traffic signal is designed and installed. The proponent
is also committed to providing a “fair share contribution toward geometric and/or traffic control
improvements” at study area intersections. In addition, a “fair share contribution toward local roadway
improvements” would be made if the traffic monitoring shows that “traffic volumes have risen back to
pre-COVID levels and the site is generating traffic volumes similar to those projected in this study.”

T9. Provide a detailed post-occupancy traffic monitoring program outline including the metrics to
determine the impacts related specifically to the project site.

T10. Elaborate on what is the anticipated “geometric and/or traffic control improvements.”

T11. BETA recommends that the Board discuss the adequacy of what appears to be solely post-
occupancy off-site mitigation contributions.

If we can be of any further assistance regarding this matter, please contact us at our office.

Very truly yours,
BETA Group, Inc.

Jaklyn Centracchio, PE, PTOE
Senior Project Engineer

cc:  Amy Love, Planner
Job No: 4830-64
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Communications Related to 29 Hayward/5 Fisher Street  
Limited Site Plan Modification 
 
Re: 29 Fisher 

August 13, 2020, 11:17AM 
Joseph Barbieri 
To Bryan Taberner, Edward V. Cannon, Maxine Kinhart, Amy Love, Rick Kaplan, Casey Killiam 
 
Hi Bryan, 
 
We met on site today and went over the placement of barriers.  We feel as though three openings with removable 
plastic chains will provide us with the best access to both 29 Hayward and 5 Fisher St. 
 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions. 
 
Best regards, 
 
Joseph Barbieri, Deputy Fire Chief 
Franklin Fire Department 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
 
RE: 29 Fisher 

August 13, 2020, 10:55AM 
Casey Killiam 
To Bryan Taberner, Joseph Barbieri, Edward V. Cannon, Maxine Kinhart, Amy Love, Rick Kaplan 
 
Hello Bryan, 
 
This morning I met with Deputy Barbieri, whom I have included in this email to go over the attached plan. We 
made a few changes to better allow access for the larger ladder truck through three openings in the jersey barrier 
line which will be secured with plastic chain and padlocks which will have combinations matching all of the 
property perimeter gates for 5 fisher that the fire department already has the combination for currently. Our goal 
is to work with our architect and civil engineer to complete a full site plan as fast as possible but we are hoping the 
letter and attached plan will be acceptable to the board so that we can move forward with the tenant for 29 
hayward. Please let us know if there are any suggested changes and we will revise right away. 
  
Thank you for everyone’s help. Rick and I really appreciate it and are excited to move forward with the planning 
board to develop this important site in Franklin. 
  
CASEY KILLAM 
Managing Partner 
K Commercial Real Estate Services LLC 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
   



RE: 29 Fisher 
August 12, 2020, 7:22PM 

Bryan Taberner  
To: Rick Kaplan <rick@kcres.com> 
Cc: Edward V. Cannon, Maxine Kinhart, Amy Love, Casey Killiam 
Subject: Re: 29 Fisher 
 
Rick:  Thanks for the letter for the August 17th Planning Board meeting. I believe your letter, and a letter or email 
from the Fire Department, will meet the Planning Board's needs. The only possible exception would be a diagram 
showing the location of a physical barrier that would separate 5 Fisher and 29 Hayward. That's of course your 
decision whether you submit one or not. Please let me know if I can be of further assistance.  
 
Bryan W. Taberner, AICP 
Director of Planning and Community Development 
355 East Central Street 
Franklin, MA 02038‐1352 

 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
 
 
RE: 29 Fisher 

August 12, 2020, 6:23PM 
Rick Kaplan 
 

 
To Bryan Taberner, Edward V. Cannon, Maxine, Amy, Casey Killiam  

  
Bryan: 
Please confirm if the attached letter is acceptable. 
Also, we are meeting the Fire Dept on site tomorrow morning.  We plan on having them email you directly. 
 
Thank you 
Rick Kaplan, as Authorized 
K Commercial Real Estate Services, LLC as manager of 
K Fisher Street, LLC 



Public Input Regarding 5 Fisher and 29 Hayward Streets  

Email from Mary Olsson, Chair Franklin Historic Commission 

 

From:   maryolsson1@verizon.net 

Date:   Mon, Aug 10, 2020 at 6:36 PM 

Sub:  Re: Planning Board meeting Monday 

To:   alove@franklinma.gov, btaberner@franklinma.gov 

Cc:   rickkaplan@remaxexec.com, theppisani@gmail.com, brock.leiendecker@gmail.com 
 

Good Evening Amy and Brian, 

I am unable to make the 7:00PM Planning Board Zoom call this evening.  But I wanted to express my 

support for Rick Kaplan's plans at the former Clark Cutler facility.  I had the opportunity to tour the space 

and hear about all of the wonderful plans Rick has.  I'm very excited about the prospect of the 

development of the space, it is exactly what we love to see as far as re purposing space.  It will be a 

great asset to Franklin, just steps away from downtown. 

As the chair of the Franklin Historic Commission, I give my full support. 

Thank you, and my apologies for not making the meeting. 

Mary Olsson, 
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