
 
 

 
 

 
 

NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD 
Tuesday, April 6, 2021 

7:15 p.m. 
 

Virtual Meeting using Zoom 
Meeting ID: 826-5899-3198 

(Instructions for accessing below) 
 

 
 
 
 
 

1. Public Hearing: 
 
7:20 p.m. Article 1: Map Change to General Residence B Zoning District 
 

2. Appointment: 
 
7:50 p.m.   Minor Project Review: Needham Enterprises, LLC, 105 Chestnut Street, Suite 28, Needham, 

Massachusetts, Petitioner (Property located at 1688 Central Avenue, Needham, MA). 
 

3. Discussion and Vote of Planning Board Recommendations on Zoning Articles for Annual Town Meeting. 
 

4. Board of Appeals – April 15, 2021. 
 

5. Minutes. 
 

6. Correspondence. 
 

7. Report from Planning Director and Board members. 
 
 (Items for which a specific time has not been assigned may be taken out of order.)  

To view and participate in this virtual meeting on your phone, download the “Zoom Cloud Meetings” 
app in any app store or at www.zoom.us. At the above date and time, click on “Join a Meeting” and enter 
the following Meeting ID: 826-5899-3198 
 
To view and participate in this virtual meeting on your computer, at the above date and time, go to 
www.zoom.us click “Join a Meeting” and enter the following ID: 826-5899-3198 
 
Or to Listen by Telephone: Dial (for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location):  
US: +1 312 626 6799 or +1 646 558 8656 or +1 301 715 8592 or +1 346 248 7799 or +1 669 900 9128 or +1 
253 215 8782 Then enter ID: 826-5899-3198  
 
Direct Link to meeting: https://us02web.zoom.us/s/82658993198 

 
  

http://www.zoom.us/
http://www.zoom.us/
http://www.zoom.us/
http://www.zoom.us/
https://us02web.zoom.us/s/82658993198
https://us02web.zoom.us/s/82658993198
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LEGAL NOTICE 
Planning Board, 

TOWN OF NEEDHAM 
NOTICE OF HEARING 

 
In accordance with the provisions of M.G.L., Chapter 40A, S.5, the Needham Planning Board will hold a 
public hearing on Tuesday, April 6, 2021 at 7:20 p.m. regarding certain proposed amendments to the 
Needham Zoning By-Law to be considered by the Spring 2021 Annual Town Meeting.  
 
Pursuant to Governor Baker’s March 12, 2020 Order Suspending Certain Provisions of the Open Meeting 
Law, G.L. c. 30A, Section 18, and the Governor’s March 15, 2020 Order imposing strict limitations on the 
number of people that may gather in one place, this public hearing of the Needham Planning Board is being 
conducted via remote participation.  No in-person attendance of members of the public will be permitted, 
but the public can view and participate in this meeting while in progress by remote access following the 
instructions detailed below.  
 
To view and participate in this virtual hearing on your phone, download the “Zoom Cloud Meetings” 
app in any app store or at www.zoom.us. At the above date and time, click on “Join a Meeting” and 
enter the following Meeting ID: 826-5899-3198 
 
To view and participate in this virtual hearing on your computer, at the above date and time, go to 
www.zoom.us click “Join a Meeting” and enter the following ID: 826-5899-3198 
 
Members of the public attending this meeting virtually will be allowed to make comments if they wish to 
do so, during the portion of the hearing designated for public comment through the zoom app. 
 
Persons interested are encouraged to call the Planning Board office (781-455-7550) for more information.  
A copy of the complete text of the proposed article is detailed below. The article designation given has been 
assigned by the Planning Board for identification purposes only.  An article number will subsequently be 
established by the Select Board for the Warrant.   
 
ARTICLE 1: MAP CHANGE TO GENERAL RESIDENCE B ZONING DISTRICT 

 
To see if the Town will vote to amend the Needham Zoning Bylaw by amending the Zoning Map as follows: 
 
Place in the Single Residence B Zoning District (i) all that land now zoned Single Residence A bounded 
generally to the northwest by a point at the northwesterly end of Parcel 73 on Needham Assessor’s Map 
No. 66, to the northeast by the State Circumferential Highway, to the southeast by Kendrick Street, and to 
the northwest by Hunting Road; said land comprising Parcels 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72 and 73 on said 
Map No. 66 and Parcels 25, 26 and 27 on Needham Assessor’s Map No. 58; as well as (ii) all that land now 
zoned Single Residence A bounded generally to the northwest by Kendrick Street, to the northeast by the 
State Circumferential Highway, to the southeast by Cheney Street, and to the southwest by Hunting Road, 
said land comprising Parcels 1, 2, 3, 4, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23 and 24 on said Map No. 58. 
 
So much of said land comprising Parcels 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71, 72 and 73 on said Map No. 66 and 
Parcels 25, 26 and 27 on Needham Assessor’s Map No. 58 being bounded and described as follows: 
Beginning at a point on the northeasterly side of Hunting Road at the northwesterly end of Parcel 73 on 
Needham Assessor’s Map No. 66; thence running southeasterly along the southwesterly side of the State 

http://www.zoom.us/
http://www.zoom.us/
http://www.zoom.us/
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Circumferential Highway a distance of 1,792.15 feet to Kendrick Street; thence running westerly and 
northwesterly along the northerly side of Kendrick Street, 328.72 feet to Hunting Road; thence running 
northwesterly along the northeasterly line of Hunting Road, 1,359.60 feet, to the point of beginning. 
 
And so much of said land comprising Parcels 1, 2, 3, 4, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23 and 24 on Needham Assessor’s 
Map No. 58 being bounded and described as follows: Beginning at a point on the southerly side of Kendrick 
Street, at the intersection with Hunting Road, thence running westerly 250.08 feet to the southwesterly side 
of the State Circumferential Highway; thence running generally southeasterly along the southwesterly side 
of the State Circumferential Highway a distance of 224.63 feet to Cheney Street; thence running southerly 
along the westerly line of Cheney Street a distance of 371.7 feet to the intersection with Hunting Road; 
thence running northwesterly along Hunting Road, a distance of 14.19 feet; thence running southerly by 
Hunting Road, along a curved line, a distance of 68.91 feet; thence running northwesterly along the 
northeasterly side of Hunting Road 444.24 feet; thence running along a curved line at the intersection of 
Hunting Road and Kendrick Street a distance of 95.20 to the point of beginning. 
 
Be any or all of said measurements, more or less. 
 
Interested persons are encouraged to attend the public hearing and make their views known to the Planning 
Board. This legal notice is also posted on the Massachusetts Newspaper Publishers Association’s (MNPA) 
website at (http://masspublicnotices.org/). 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
Needham Times, March 18, 2021 and March 25, 2021. 
  

http://masspublicnotices.org/
http://masspublicnotices.org/
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GLOSSA ENGINEERING INC
46 EAST STREET

EAST WALPOLE,MA 02032
PHONE 508-668-4401

FAX 508-668-4406
EMAIL qlossaenq@AOL.com

June 22,2020

1688 CentralAvenue
Nedham, MA

STORM WATER REPPORT NARRATIVE

The applicant would like to remove the existing buildings and replace those buildings
with a Ch¡ld Daycare center building at 1688 centralAvenue in Needham, MA. One
building will remain and will be used in conjunction with the Daycare operation. The
existing and proposed conditions are shown on the attached plans.

Currently there is no formal storm water management system at the site. The storm
water runs off onto abutting properties and to Central Avenue.

The proposal is to capture all of the runoff from the building rooftops and most of the
runoff from the proposed paved area and direct the runoff to an underground infiltration
basin. The design and analysis is patterned afier the MA DEP Storm Water
Management regulations. The design includes mitigation of the rates of runoff, TSS
removal, recharge calculation, drawdown calculation, an O and M plan, a Construction
Period plan, a Long Term Pollution plan and hydrocad analysis.



STANDARD #2 - PEAK RATE ATTENUATION:

EXISTING CONDITIONS:
Stormwater Runoff Summary

Subarea Storm Event
Pre-development. 2-yr l0-vr 25-vr 100-vr

El (cß) 0.14 0.66 1.03 1.78

El (ac-ft.) 0.020 0.055 0.081 0.133
E2 (cfs) 0.01 0.2s 0.55 1.33

E2 (ac-ft.) 0.009 0.047 0.079 0.150
E3 (cß) 0.0 0.0 0.01 0.04
E3 (ac-ft.) 0.0 0.0 0.004 0.027
Total Area 146,012 sf 3.352 ac

Total to Central Ave (cfs) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.22
Total to Central Ave (ac-ft) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.010

Low Area Northwest

Qout
Vout (ac-ft.)

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.22
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.010

Qout infiltrated (cfs) 0.05 0.11 0.15 0.19
Vout infiltrated (ac-ft.) 0.020 0.055 0.081 0.123
Peak Elevation (ft.) 799.87 200.30 200.53 200.82

Low Area Southwest
Oout (cß)* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Vout (ac-ft.)* 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Qout infiltrated (cß) 0.01 0.15 0.26 0.44
Vout infiltrated (ac-ft .) 0.009 0.047 0.079 0.15
Peak Elevation (ft.) 198.62 198.7s 198.84 199.0r

* No discharge from low area southwest to Central Ave



PROPOSED CONDITIONS:

Stormwater Runoff Summary
Subarea Storm Event
Post-development. 2-yr 1O-yr 25-vr 100-yr
CBI (cfs) 0.65 0.98 t.l7 1.50
CBI (ac-ft.) 0.050 0.077 0.093 0.12t
CB2 (cfs) 0.33 0.65 0.84 1.19
CB2 (ac-ft.) 0.025 0.047 0.061 0.087
CB3 (cfs) 0.22 0.32 0.38 0.49
CB3 (ac-ft.) 0.018 0.027 0.032 0.041
Existing Buildine (cß) 0.17 25 0.29 0.37
Existing Building (ac-ft) 0.014 0.020 0.024 0.031
Proposed Buildine (cß) 0.70 1.02 t.2t 1.55
Proposed Buildine (ac-ft) 0.057 0.085 0.101 0.130
Pl (cfs) 0.16 0.48 0.70 1.12
Pl (ac-ft.) 0.015 0.037 0.052 0.082
PIA (cfs) 0.0 0.0 0.01 0.06
PlA (ac-ft.) 0.0 0.002 0.004 0.009

l? (cfÐ
P2 (ac-ft;)

0.0
0.0

0.01
0.007

0.0s 0.26
0.018 0.047

P3 (cfs) 0.0 0.0 0.01 0.04
P3 (ac-ft.) 0.0 0.0 0.004 0.027

Total Area 156,483 sf, 3.592 ac

Total to Central Ave (cfs) 0.0 0.0 0.01 0.1I
Total to Central Ave (ac-ft) 0.0 0.002 0.004 0.011

Low AreaNorthwest
Qout (cß) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.09
Vout (ac-ft.) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.002
Qout infiltrated (cfs) 0.04 0.08 0.11 0.14
Vout infiltrated (ac-ft.) 0.015 0.037 0.052 0.080
Peak Elevation (ft.) 199.99 200.34 200.52 200.77

Subswface System
Oout infiltrated (cfs)* 0.49 0.57 0.62 0.74
Vout infi ltrated (ac-ft .)* 0.164 0.256 0.311 0.410
Peak Elevation (ft.) 186.69 187.70 188.37 190.02

Low Area Southwest
Oout infiltrated (cfs)* 0.0 0.0r 0.04 0.14
Vout infiltrated (ac-ft .)* 0.0 0.007 0.018 0.047
Peak Elevation (ft.) 198.74 198.76 198.79 198.93

* No discharge from low area southwest to Central Ave or from Subsurface
system
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CONSTRUCTION PERIOD
POLLUTION PLAN

Given the proximity of a drainage catch basins and other drain inlets, care shall be taken to assure
that eroded soilwill not be deposited into the drain system.

The entity for the construction period pollution prevention and erosion and sedimentation control
plan is Needham Enterprises, their successors and assigns, 105 Chestnut Street, Needham, MA
02492. Construction period pollution control measures shall include a siltation barrier (compost
filled sock and orange colored construction fence). A designated materials stockpile area and a
construction staging area has also been depicted on the plans. Construction sequencing shall be
as follows:

1) lnstallation of silt barriers as shown on the plans
2) lnstallation of stabilized construction entrance
3) Establishment of a construction staging area
4) Establishment of a materials stockpile area
5) Clearing and grubbing
6) Removal and stockpiling of top and subsoils.
7) Removal of sand and gravel to bring the site to subgrade
8) Establishing and stabilizing with loam and seed all cut and fill side slopes
9) lnstall gravel driveway in the location of the final asphalt driveway
10) Construction of the building
11) lnstallation of underground detention basin
12) lnstallation of underground utilities, drainage, water, electric, CATV and telephone
13) lnstallation of sewer lines
14) lnstallation of binder course for driveway, landscaping and planting of grass areas
15) Final course of asphalt for driveways
16) Cleanup and demobilize

VEGETATION PLANNING

Vegetation shall be installed per the approved plans in accordance with the construction
sequencing plan

EROSION AND SEDIMENTATION CONTROLS

The operation and maintenance of the erosion and sedimentation controls shall be the
responsibility of the site contractor, who will report to Needham Enterprises their successors and
assigns. The erosion and sedimentation controls shall be inspected daily by the site contractor.
Repairs as needed shall be made immediately. The inspection of erosion and sedimentation
controls shall also be done weekly and after every 1" or more rain event by an independent person

trained in erosion control practices at construction sites. This independent person shallfile weekly
reports with Needham Enterprises, their successors and assigns. These reports shall be made
available to the Needham Director of Public Works, Mass DEP and the EPA.



PROPOSED DAYCARE BUILDING
1688 CENTRAL AVENUE

NEEDHAM, MA

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE PLAN

STORM WATER GONTROL AND MITIGATION SYSTEM

The entity responsible for the implementation of the operation and maintenance plan for the storm
water management system is:

Needham Enterprises
Their successors and assigns
105 Chestnut Street, Suite 28
Needham, MA02492

The storm water system is shown on an as built plan on file with the with the Needham Building
lnspector. The system consists of the following components:

1) Drainage catch basins (3)
2) Drainage piping
3) Drainage manholes (2)
4) Stormceptor (1)
5) Below ground infiltration basin (1)
6) Rooftop drainage piping

INSPECTIONS

1) Storm water system components shall be inspected every three months during the first year of
operation. lnspection reports shall be submitted to the Planning Board within 30 days of the
inspection. These inspections shall be conducted Needham Enterprises, their successors and
assigns.

2) The drainage infiltration basins shall be inspected twice per year by the properly owner. Any
repairs shall be made within 30 days of the inspection. The property owner shall consult with a
Registered Professional Engineer regarding any anticipated repairs. The owner shall notiff the
Needham Director of Public Works prior to the undertaking of any repairs.

3) The drainage infiltration basins shall be inspected every five years by a Massachusetts
Registered Professional Engineer. lnspection reports shall be submitted to the Needham Director
of Public Works within 30 days of the inspection

4) Any repairs deemed to be criticalshall be made immediately. Any other repairs shall be made
within 30 days of the inspection.

5) Any proposed changes to the drainage system shall be approved in writing by the Needham
Director of Public Works.



6) Needham Enterprises shall have on hand at all times $1,000 (2020 dollar value) for inspections
and emergency repairs.

MAINTENANCE

1) Driveways and parking areas shall be swept twice per year, once in the Spring and once in the
Fall by Needham Enterprises, their successors and assigns.

2) Catch basins shall be cleaned by Needham Enterprises their successors and assigns once per
year in the Spring.

3) Mowing of the grass and care of any planned shrubs within the site shall be routinely done by
Needham Enterprises, their successors and assigns.

4) Needham Enterprises their successors and assigns shall have a revolving fund with money on
hand at alltimes to perform their required tasks.

REPLACEMENT

1) Needham Enterprises their successors and assigns shall create and maintain a replacement
fund for the infiltration basin and infiltration trenches. The amount of money needs to be $8,000 (in
2020 value) within 50 years of the start of construction.

LONG TERM POLLUTION PLAN

The use of the property and the responsibility of the owners to implement and carry out a Long
Term Pollution Prevention Plan will be subject to this document and shall include the following
provisions:

1) Good housekeeping practices shall be implemented at alltimes.

2) Storage of materials shall be done in a manner that will prevent the migration of loose soil, silt or
clay or other unwanted material, in order to prevent such materialfrom entering the storm water
management system. The shall be no outdoor storage of waste products at that site at any time.

3) Routine inspections and maintenance of Storm water best management practices shall be
carried out in compliance with the Operation and Maintenance plan.

4) There may be heating oil deliveries to the site. Spill prevention and response plans shall be the
responsibility of the delivery companies. Spill prevention and response plans for other hazardous
materials shall be the responsibility of those individual handlers.

5) Lawns, gardens and other landscaped areas within the site shall be maintained by the owner at
the expense of the owner.

6) There shall be no outdoor storage of fertilizers, herbicides, and/or pesticides at the site. lndoor
storage of fertilizers, herbicides and/or pesticides shall be done in a safe and dry location. Any spill



of these materials shall be cleaned up immediately. The use of fertilizers, herbicides, and
pesticides at the site shall be limited to amounts allowed by regulations issued by the Needham
Director of Public Works and / or other governing bodies. Pet waste deposited at the site shall be
immediately picked up and removed. Pet waste to be disposed of through solid waste containers.

8) There shall be no on site septic systems installed at the site unless allowed by other governing
bodies.

9) Solid waste shall be stored in closed containers and removed by a licensed hauler at least once
per week. Any solid waste not in closed containers found at that site shall be removed immediately
by the ownêr.

10) Snow shall be plowed in to wind rows at the edge of the paved areas. Excess snow shall be
removed from the site and deposited in approved snow farms.

11) Road salt and sand shall be used in accordance with rules, regulations and laws in force at that
time. There shall be no storage of sand or salt at the site.

12) There shall be no illicit discharges to the storm water system

13) The owners shall become familiar with the rules and regulations and restrictions of this
document.

14) ln case of an emergency, the owner shall notiff the following organizations
1) Needham Fire Dept.
2) Needham Board of Health
3) Needham Conservation Commission
4) Needham Building Department
5) Needham Dept. Of Public Works
6) Massachusetts DEP
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. Central Avenue carried approximately 16,000 vehicles per day in the vicinity of the 

site in 2016.  About eight percent of this daily volume occurs during the morning 

peak hour. 
 

 

. Based on the proponent’s projected arrivals and departures, the morning peak hour 
will have more site generated trips than the evening peak hour.  This project is 

expected to generate approximately 76 new morning peak hour trips with 40 
inbound and 36 outbound.   

 

 The proponent will have staff assist children both arriving and leaving the day care 
to ensure the drop-off/pick-up circulation line of vehicles keep moving and do not 

stack back down the 200-foot long driveway. 
 

 

. All through traffic on Central Avenue in each direction will continue to experience a    

 calculated “A” level of service with little delay during the weekday morning 
 commuting peak hour.  The Central Avenue southbound left-turn through lane 

 utilized into the Site Driveway, will operate at a “B” level resulting in no turbulence 
 on Central Avenue during the morning peak hour.  The Site Driveway itself will have 

 an acceptable “D” level with longer delay during the morning peak hour. 
 

 

.   The required stopping sight distance at the Central Avenue / Site Driveway 
intersection is provided. 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



INTRODUCTION  
 
Gillon Associates has evaluated the anticipated traffic impacts resulting from the proposed development 

of a Child Care Facility.  The site is located on Central Avenue, just north of Charles River Street in 

Needham, Massachusetts (Figure 1).   

The purpose of this report is to evaluate potential traffic impacts, which may be created by the expected 
addition of vehicular traffic either originating from or destined to the site.  Specifically, this report 

assesses traffic operational characteristics of the Central Avenue intersection at the site access roadway 

due to any additional traffic.  Based on the proponent’s projected arrivals and departures, the morning 
peak hour will have more site generated trips than the evening peak hour and, thus, was chosen for 

analysis purposes.   

This report provides an identification of the expected traffic generated by the project along with an 

assessment of projected traffic operating characteristics.   Existing traffic volumes were obtained by 
manually observing and recording Central Avenue traffic volumes in fifteen-minute increments during 

the morning peak hour.  In addition, historical counts were requested and supplied by the Town of 

Needham.   

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project site area is 146,003 square feet or just over three acres and includes constructing a 9,941 
square-foot child care facility building.  An out-building currently used as a barn will be retained for 

storage and ancillary purposes.  The project will have a total of approximately 24 off-street surface 

parking spaces.  The access to this school at #1688 Central Avenue uses a 200 foot-long, 24-foot wide 

access drive to Central Avenue (Figure 2).  

 
EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

 

Regional Roadway Network 

 

Central Avenue will continue to serve the site and provide access to both local and regional roadway 

facilities.  To the south, Central Avenue provides linkage between the site and Charles River Street and 

Dover as well as other points to the south.  Central Avenue also provides access to the north with 
linkage to Route 135 and easterly to Needham Center. 

 
 

Traffic Setting 

 

The project is situated on the easterly side of Central Avenue. This roadway is a two-lane roadway with 

one lane in each direction.  Central Avenue has a roadway pavement width of approximately 25 feet 
with a bituminous concrete sidewalk on the easterly side of the roadway.    

 

 
Existing Traffic Volumes 
 

Existing traffic volumes were obtained by manually observing and recording Central Avenue traffic 
volumes in fifteen-minute increments during the morning peak hour. Morning peak hour traffic volumes 

on Central Avenue at the site driveway as collected on February 4th are provided on Figure 3. 
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With considerable feedback from the neighborhood, historical and pre-covid traffic volumes were 
subsequently obtained from the Town of Needham Engineering Division.  Of the various forms of counts 

provided, an Automatic Traffic Recorder (ATR) count obtained in 2016 just south of the Needham 
Recycling and Transfer Station proved to be the most useful.  However, other counts indicated that 

Central Avenue experienced a normal, or annual, growth rate of 1.6% per year.  Therefore, Central 

Avenue morning peak hour volumes obtained in 2016 from the Town were increased by 1.6% per year 
over five years to bring the 2016 traffic volumes to 2021, had the Covid-19 pandemic not influenced 

daily operation.  These extrapolated morning peak hour traffic volumes are provided on Figure 4. 
 

 

FUTURE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 
 

 

Trip Generation and Distribution 
 

It is expected that the proposed child care facility will exhibit the same general trip generating 

characteristics as in other urban and suburban residential communities.  In addition to local rates 
observed and compiled by this firm, the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) provides data on a 

variety of land uses and there is a considerable amount of empirical data available.  In addition, the 
proponent has found by assigning pick-up and drop-off windows for parents, there is less congestion 

within the site and they will employ that technique at this site as well.  Figure 5 provides a trip 
generation summary listing the ITE equations along with the resulting trip generation values for the 

school.  

 
Based on the proponent’s projected arrivals and departures as shown in the Appendix of this report, the 

morning peak hour will have more site generated trips than the evening peak hour.  This project is 
expected to generate approximately 76 new morning peak hour trips with 40 inbound and 36 outbound.  

This project is also expected to generate approximately 72 new evening peak hour trips with 34 inbound 

and 38 outbound. 
 

Moreover, the Proponent has researched various Child Care locations to gain a higher level of confidence 
in our projected drop-off/pick-up vehicle trips.  Over time, this location could accommodate between 80 

and 100 students.   
 

In September 0f 2019, at a day care with 87 children there was a total of 51 vehicles during the 

morning peak hour.  At the same location this winter there were 60 children in 30 cars on Monday and 
Friday and 76 children in 45 to 48 cars  between Tuesdays and Thursdays. 

 
This data also suggests this child care facility could quite easily accommodate 100 children without 

creating on-site grid lock providing staff is available to assist children into the building where other staff 

members get that child settled and the initial staff member return to bring in the next vehicle’s child.   
 

If a parent insists on entering the facility they will be directed to park in an un-occupied parking stall or 
enter the site all the way to the end by the playground to block a staff member’s car who is parked for 

the day.  This operation will keep the drop-off / pick-up line circulating without disruption. 
 

Directional distribution reflects the existing Central Avenue directional split as adjusted to account for 

residential local attributes during the morning and peak hour as shown on Figure 6.  Site generated and 
projected traffic volumes at the Central Avenue / Site Driveway intersection during the morning peak 

commuting hour is provided on Figure 7. 
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TRAFFIC OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS 

This section of the report provides a quantitative analysis of anticipated traffic operational characteristics 

for the build scenario. These series of capacity analyses were conducted for the weekday morning peak 

hour to determine the potential impact of the proposed day care facility project.  

 

Analysis Methodology and Findings 
 

The analysis is based on the "Highway Capacity Manual" for non-signalized intersections.  This manual 

has been published by the Transportation Board of the National Research Council and approved by the 
National Academy of Sciences, National Academy of Engineering, and the Institute of Medicine.  The 

most recent Synchro Software version 10.1 was utilized in the assessment. 
 

At un-signalized intersections and driveways the manual assumes that the through and right-turn 

movements along any main street will operate unrestricted but conflicting movements will be subjected 
to various periods of delay depending primarily on the frequency of adequate safe gaps to complete 

these movements.  These periods of delay are generally categorized in "Levels of Service" (LOS) ranging 
from "A" for very short or no delays through "F" for extensive delays.  The Massachusetts Highway 

Design Manual indicates that a "D" Level of Service is acceptable on roadways such as those in the 
study area.  A table comparing levels of service and seconds of delay is provided in the Appendix of this 

report. 

 
As can be seen on Figure 8, all through traffic on Central Avenue in each direction will continue to 

experience a calculated “A” level of service with little delay during the weekday commuting peak hour.  
As can be seen in the capacity calculations included in the Appendix of this report, the Central Avenue 

southbound left-turn through-lane utilized into the Site Driveway will operate at a “B” level with about 

11 seconds of delay due to opposing traffic resulting in no turbulence on Central Avenue during this 
peak hour.  The Site Driveway itself will have an acceptable “D” level with average delay during the 

morning peak hour.  
 

 

SIGHT DISTANCE EVALUATION 
 

The approaching vehicle on Central Avenue must be able to stop in time to avoid making contact with a 

vehicle emerging from the reconfigured site driveway.  The required stopping sight distance from either 
a minor street or driveway is obtained from "A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets" as 

published by the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)  6th 
Edition published in 2011.   

 
Unlike the minimum safe stopping distance (MSSD) along a section of roadway, stopping sight distance 

at a driveway is not measured along either the center line or gutter line of a roadway.  On page 9-29 of 

the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) manual, it is stated 
“If the available sight distance for an entering or crossing vehicle (at an intersection corner) is at least 

equal to the appropriate stopping sight distance for the major road, then drivers have sufficient sight 
distance to anticipate and avoid collisions.”   

 

The motorist leaving the minor roadway or driveway has an eye height of 3.5 feet and he must be able 
to see another object (approaching vehicle) with a height of 3.5 feet from a point 14.5 feet back from 

the travel way.  This dimension is based on most motorists stopping 6.5 feet or less from the 
intersecting roadway plus the eighty-fifth percentile distance of 8.0 feet from a front bumper of a vehicle 

to the motorist eye, thus, totaling 14.5 feet. The required stopping distance for each minor roadway is 
based on the formula on the following page: 

 

3 



 

        V2 
                                         d = 1.47 Vt  +   1.075  
        a 
    Where:  V = Speed (mph) 

     t = perception & Reaction time (2.5 seconds) 
     a = deceleration of vehicle (11.2 ft/sec.2)  

 

A speed survey revealed the 85th percentile speed on Central Avenue was 39 mph southbound and 37 
mph northbound at the site driveway (Figure 9).  Therefore, the required stopping sight distance for 

Central Avenue at the driveway is computed as shown below: 
 

           (39) 2 
                                 d = 1.47*39*2.5 +   1.075 * 
                 11.2 
 

        d = 143 + 146 = 289 feet 
 

 
A field review showed that this section of Central Avenue is both straight and flat.  As can be seen on 

Figure 10, there is well over 350 feet of stopping sight distance in both directions on Central Avenue and 
the stopping sight distance and is safe. 
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Figure 3
Existing (2021) Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
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Figure 4Existing (Adjusted from Town of Needham)
 Morning Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
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Figure 5
Trip Generation Summary



Figure 6
Directional Distribution



Figure 7
Projected 2022 Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
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Gillon Associates
Figure 8

Intersection Levels of Service



Figure 9
Central Avenue Speed Characteristics

Northbound Southbound



Figure 10
Central Avenue Stopping Sight Distance

From Site Driveway Looking South (Left)

From Site Driveway Looking North (Right)
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Trip Generation SummaryMassDOT Normal Growth Rate (Location ID # 4026)
Appendix
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Charles River Street West of Central Avenue
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------

EASTBOUND    2593

MassDOT 2019 ID# 4026

ADT

WESTBOUND   3007

TOTAL               5600

Charles River Street West of Central Avenue
CHARLES RIVER STREET WEST OF CENTRAL AVENUE
11/2-11/6/2006 TRAFFIC COUNT SUMMARY TOWN OF NEEDHAM

ADT

WESTBOUND   1656
EASTBOUND    2811
TOTAL               4467

CENTRAL AVENUE NORTH OF CHARLES RIVER STREET     Town

Central Avenue  Town of Needham 

11/2-11/6/2006 
TRAFFIC COUNT SUMMARY 

ADT

NORTHBOUND  5831
SOUTHBOUND  4450
TOTAL             10,281



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
March 17, 2021 
 
To Abutters: 
 
On April 6, 2021, the Planning Board will review a proposal by Needham Enterprises, LLC, for 
property located at 1688 Central Avenue, for minor site plan review of the construction of a 
child care facility. Under the proposal, the existing house and garage will be demolished, and the 
large barn will be kept. The proposed plan is to build a new child care facility that will house an 
existing Needham child-care business, Needham Children's Center (NCC). This will allow NCC 
to expand and have the necessary room for children post COVID-19. The gross floor area of the 
building is proposed to be 9,966 square feet on one floor, and 24 parking spaces are proposed.  
 
Interested persons may attend the Planning Board meeting to learn more about the proposal, to 
ask questions and/or to share your opinion with the Planning Board. The Planning Board has 
scheduled this matter for Tuesday, April 6, 2021 at 7:50 p.m. by Zoom Web ID Number 826-
5899-3198 (further instructions for accessing are below). 
 
To view and participate in this virtual meeting on your phone, download the “Zoom Cloud 
Meetings” app in any app store or at www.zoom.us. At the above date and time, click on “Join a 
Meeting” and enter the following Meeting ID: 826-5899-3198 
 
To view and participate in this virtual meeting on your computer, at the above date and time, go 
to www.zoom.us click “Join a Meeting” and enter the following ID: 826-5899-3198 
 
Or to Listen by Telephone: Dial (for higher quality, dial a number based on your current 
location):  
US: +1 312 626 6799 or +1 646 558 8656 or +1 301 715 8592 or +1 346 248 7799 or +1 669 900 
9128 or +1 253 215 8782 Then enter ID: 826-5899-3198 
 
Direct Link to meeting: https://us02web.zoom.us/s/82658993198 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD 
 
 Lee Newman 

 
Lee Newman 
Director of Planning and Community Development 

PLANNING & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
PLANNING DIVISION 

http://www.zoom.us/
http://www.zoom.us/
http://www.zoom.us/
http://www.zoom.us/
https://us02web.zoom.us/s/82658993198
https://us02web.zoom.us/s/82658993198


Neighborhood Petition Regarding Development of 1688 
Central Avenue in Needham 

 
 
This letter sets forth some of the concerns of the surrounding neighbors and neighborhoods to 
the proposed project at 1688 Central Avenue, Needham MA.  
 
We learned in mid-January 2021 that Needham Town Selectman and Developer Mr. Matt 
Borrelli plans to build a 9,960 sq ft. building to use as a day care facility at 1688 Central Avenue. 
We have several concerns regarding the impact this will have on Central Avenue and the 
surrounding neighborhoods.  
 
As the Town undertakes the required reviews, we ask that these serious safety and other issues 
be considered and addressed.  
 
***This is a “Major Project.” *** 
 
First, we believe this project should be treated as a “Major Project” and undergo the full review 
required of Major Projects under Section 7.4.3 of the Needham Zoning ByLaws (NZBL).  
 
That section requires that Major Projects receive a special permit and undergo the notice and 
hearing requirements of Chapter 40A.  
 
The NZBL defines as a Major Project “[a]ny construction project which involves: the 
construction of 10,000 or more square feet gross floor area; or an increase in gross floor area 
by 5,000 or more square feet; or any project which results in the creation of 25 or more new 
off-street parking spaces.”  
 
The proponent obviously tried to design the project to fall outside the Major Project category 
by claiming to fall just short of these thresholds (9960 sq ft and 24 parking spaces). However, in 
reality, more than the threshold 25 parking spaces are likely to be needed.  
 
The proponent’s March 12, 2021 letter to the Planning Board notes that the Town’s formula 
requires “8 spaces plus 1 space for each 40 children, plus one space for each staff member.” 
The facility plans for the possibility of increasing to 120 children (according to its traffic study).  
With a staff of 13, the proponent claims its parking needs fall just under the 25-space threshold.  
We believe the Planning Board should conclude that the parking needs are, in fact, likely to be 
at least 25 spaces for several reasons. 
 
First, with the traffic congestion in exiting the facility during morning rush hour, it is likely more 
parking spaces will be needed to accommodate drop offs, particularly if the facility is open to 
larger numbers of children. 



 
Second, we do not believe that the childcare facility can effectively operate with only 13 staff 
members (to include administrative staff) with 120 children and the adult to children ratios 
required.  The proponent must, at the very least, explain how 13 staff were arrived at. 
 
Third, other childcare facilities in the area of similar sizes operate with more than 25 parking 
spaces (e.g., the Goddard School in Medfield, mentioned in the proponents traffic study, had 36 
spaces per satellite imaging. 
The Medfield Children’s Center has 40 (smaller building but bigger student population)). 
 
Finally, the significant change in use and impact of the proposal over existing use strongly 
suggests that the Planning Board treat the proposal with the full level of review. 
 
***Traffic Concerns*** 
 
We are deeply concerned about the impact the project will have on safety and traffic on Central 
Avenue and the surrounding streets. 
 
 In normal, non-COVID, times, morning weekday traffic along Central Avenue in this area is 
extremely heavy and backed up. The morning rush hour extends from approximately 6:30 to 
8:30 AM and regularly causes solid backups from the RTS to Temple Aliyah, and often from 
Newman School back to Temple Aliyah.  
 
To be blunt, during the weekday morning commute, Central Avenue is often an intermittent 
parking lot all the way to Cedar Street. Evening traffic congestion begins with the release of 
school and extends through approximately 6:30. Adding the additional vehicles in and out of 
the facility parking lot –whether coming from the south and joining the backed up traffic before 
entering the facility’s driveway or coming from the north and needing to make a left turn across 
the backed up northbound traffic and exiting the facility to again add to the backed up traffic -- 
will make a bad situation much worse and severely impact the ability of neighboring residents 
to get into and out of their homes and as pedestrians attempt to safely try and cross Central 
Avenue at Charles River Street and elsewhere.  
 
In addition, Carleton Drive, Pine Street, Country Way, Charles River Street, Fisher Street, Village 
Lane, Russell Road, Walker Lane, and South Street will all be negatively impacted by the 
proposed facility, either trying to maneuver into an even denser traffic line on Central Avenue 
or trying to escape the traffic by cutting through roads not designed to handle heavy commuter 
traffic.  
 
The ability of the fire department, ambulances and police to respond in a timely manner to an 
emergency in the neighborhood, especially during rush hours, could also well be impacted by 
traffic in and out of the facility.  
Afterschool programming and mid-day drop offs, which may include the use of busses, must 
also be accounted for.  



 
The current schedule of activities at Temple Aliyah includes preschool and after school 
programs, and the existing traffic patterns connected to these programs should be considered 
as the day care facility is reviewed.  
With all of these concerns, we would have hoped to see a realistic, thorough traffic study by the 
proponents. Instead, we are deeply disappointed to see a wholly inadequate study which fails 
to address any of these concerns in a realistic manner.  
 
• Unlike typical traffic studies, this one does not identify when the field work was done. We are 
told the study was conducted in February, 2021, during the Covid pandemic, when traffic on 
Central Avenue is a fraction of what it was before and will be after. So too, Needham public 
schools are remote-only on Wednesday -- if the study was done on a Wednesday it is entirely 
unreliable.   
 
The Massachusetts Department of Transportation stated last April that “[t]raffic counts are 
currently at historic lows and may underrepresent a realistic existing condition” and issued 
guidance on how to correct for undercounting. https://www.mass.gov/doc/massdot-guidance-
on-traffic-count-data/download. As far as we can tell, the proponent’s study takes none of this 
into consideration and instead reaches a conclusion that every resident and morning rush hour 
traveler on Central Avenue knows to be wrong -- that Central Avenue currently enjoys an “A” 
level of service. 
 
• Given the traffic line that occurs during normal weekday rush hour, the level of service for a 
turn into or out of the facility driveway and along Central Avenue itself, is likely an “E” or “F” 
without the childcare facility and will be made even worse with it. We are not traffic experts, 
but a short google search of conditions defining different roadway levels of service, seems 
instructive:  (Graphic source:  
https://policymanual.mdot.maryland.gov/mediawiki/index.php?title=Roadways:_Facility_Selec
tio n).    
The illustration of Levels of Service E and F are what typifies the morning rush hour on Central 
Avenue in the vicinity of the facility during normal times.  
 
We note also that the field work seems to consist of a single morning’s observation. No analysis 
has been offered of afternoon and evening traffic impact and no attempt has been made to 
provide the date or day of the week (or school schedule that day) when this data was obtained.  
 
• The report assumes a traffic distribution of 70% from the south and 30% from the north 
without any explanation of this assumption. We understand the building will be occupied by a 
childcare operation currently operating in the center of Needham which would suggest that the 
traffic percentages should be reversed, with more users coming into the facility from the north, 
requiring more traffic to cut across the northbound lane to enter the driveway. However, It is 
important to note that each car will both enter and exit the driveway, doubling the number of 
trips impacting the neighborhood. 
 



• The report relies on the proponent’s description of the drop off and pick up practices of the 
facility used at its current location. There is no provision for what happens if the facility finds 
that the new location requires adjustments in its drop off procedure, nor is there any provision 
for changes should a different entity operate the facility. No explanation is given for the 
queuing this process will involve, especially if cars are delayed in returning to Central Avenue.  
 
• The report wholly fails to examine the impact of the project on the adjacent streets or 
intersections (or, for that matter, traffic along Central Avenue itself). It focuses solely on the 
driveway entrance and exit from the proposed building.  
 
• It does not consider the safety ramifications of the proposed increase in traffic. While traffic 
studies usually reference recent accidents in the area, this report does not. Just last week, a 
four car accident which happened at Pine Street and Central Avenue, approximately 350 feet 
from the site. Over the years, neighbors have repeatedly sought to increase the safety of 
Central Avenue.  
 
Recently, residents of Oxbow Road asked for the installation of crosswalks to enable children to 
safely cross the street. Adding a commercial project to the area heightens these concerns. 
Pedestrian, as well as vehicular safety, is a critical issue and must be addressed (including the 
lack of sidewalks and how that impacts pedestrian options).  Residents previously requested 
the Town provide sidewalks in the area and the dangers to pedestrians in this area have long 
been a topic of discussion.  The town's Traffic Management Advisory Committee (TMAC) 
recently held a meeting with three community agenda items -- and all three related to this 
neighborhood.  TMAC recommended a pedestrian system, including crosswalk, be added at the 
intersection of Charles River Street and Central Avenue (where none exists now) be added to 
the community plan but given other projects on the list in town, it is unlikely the project will be 
authorized or take place for decades.        
 
The Planning Board’s site review process must include consideration of “[c]onvenience and 
safety of vehicular movement within the site and on adjacent streets….” A real traffic study, 
using realistic traffic counts and addressing all the relevant issues should be completed and 
analyzed before allowing the project to proceed.  
Setback Concerns  
 
The proponent acknowledges that the site review process must address “[t]he relationship of 
structures and open spaces to the natural landscape, existing buildings and other community 
assets in the area….” The proposal is for the main building to have a setback from Central 
Avenue of only 35 feet. The immediate south side abutter, at 1708 Central Avenue, has a set 
back of approximately 70 feet, Temple Aliyah is set back approximately 200 feet from to the 
front corner of the building, and 1652 Central Avenue is set back approximately 109 feet. Every 
other home on this section of Central Avenue has a setback of at least 90 feet. At 35 feet from 
the road, this building will be completely inconsistent with the neighborhood.  
 



There is no sound reason why the setback cannot be in accord with the existing buildings in the 
neighborhood. It is a commercial building proposed for a residential zone, and assuring that it is 
in harmony with the surrounding area is required by Section 7.4.1 of the Needham by laws. This 
may limit any potential further development of the other parts of the property (the proponent 
has not revealed whether that is his intention), but that is irrelevant to the requirements of site  
review.  
 
***Lighting Concerns*** 
 
The proponent recognizes that the site review process must include “protection of adjoining 
premises against seriously detrimental uses by … sound and sight buffers….” We request that 
the proposed plan include sound and sight buffers, as well as lighting measures which will limit 
the impact of the building and its operation on the surrounding homes.  
 
The proponent notes that the lighting will be adjacent to Temple Aliyah, but does not address 
lighting impacts on the abutter at 1652 Central Ave, on the other side of the Temple parking lot 
and with a clear line of site to the project parking lot and anticipated light poles, nor does the 
proponent address concerns of those across from the project. This lighting impact must be 
mitigated for all of the neighbors.  
Road Reconstruction After Sewer Installation  
 
We have been informed town sewer service will be extended from the tie in at Country Way 
down to 1688 Central Ave. Based upon what Needham has experienced with the South Street 
project, we ask that should the project be allowed to proceed, road repairs return the streets to 
the safest and most drivable condition in a timely manner.  
Environmental and Conservation Concerns  
 
Several neighbors have concerns about the potential of soil contamination at the site due to the 
previous uses of the property. We seek to make sure the property is safe for the proposed use 
and that any necessary mitigation measures be taken.  
Conclusion  
 
***In sum, we request the following steps be taken:***  
 
• This letter be distributed to all Town bodies and officials who will consider this project. We 
ask that distribution include the Traffic Management Committee, which may have expertise to 
offer concerning the traffic conditions on Central Avenue.  
 
• The project be treated as a Major Project, with the full review process required.  
 
• The public be afforded a public and transparent process, including the ability to comment and 
be heard.   
 



• A new traffic study be done, and full consideration be given to whether the traffic 
degradation and safety issues can be mitigated and, if so, how.  
 
• If the project proceeds, the setback be increased.  
 
• If the project proceeds, the lighting, road construction, sidewalk, crosswalk, landscape, and 
environmental concerns be mitigated.  
 
• Finally, the Developer is a member of the Needham Select Board, which raises concerns about 
conflict of interest and ensuring that the process is without improper influence.  For 
transparency sake, we ask that all project-related communications between the Developer and 
the Planning Board and the Developer and other members of the Select Board be fully 
disclosed.        
 
Sincerely, 
 
Neighbors & Neighborhoods of 1688 Central Avenue 
 
(submitted electronically due to dangers due to COVID-19 of door-to-door canvassing) 



Timestamp Email Address

Name (please submit a 

separate form for each 

adult responding) Street Name and Town

Do you join in 

the above-letter 

regarding the 

Development of 

1688 Central 

Avenue?

Do you live in 

02492?

Do you live on Belle 

Lane, Bridle Trail Road, 

Carleton Drive, Central 

Avenue between the 

town transfer station 

and Dover, Charles 

River Street, Country 

Way, Cranberry Lane, 

Cutler Road, Fisher 

Street, Gatewood Drive, 

Moseley Ave., Oxbow 

Road, Pheasant 

Landing Road, Pine 

Street, Russell Road, 

Scott Road, Stratford 

Road, South Street 

between the Dover-line 

and Chestnut Street 

Starr Ridge, Village 

Lane, Walker Lane, 

Whitman Road, 

Windsor Road, White 

Pine Road, Wilson Lane 

or Woods End?

Are you registered to 

vote in Needham 

(useful information for 

town meeting Warrant 

requirement purposes)?

3/19/2021 9:44:10 david.lazarus@gmail.com David Lazarus Oxbow Road, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 9:50:15 mbmcfarland4@icloud.comMarybeth McFarland 99 Oxbow Road NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 9:52:15 bernie.j.mcf@gmail.com Bernard McFarland 99 Oxbow Rd Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 9:56:32 sjfjohnson@gmail.com Suzette Johnson 65 Oxbow Road, NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 9:57:19 Dave.Johnson@bain.com Dave Johnson 65 Oxbow Road, NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 9:58:12 debby@catslystdg.com Debby chaoman 1843 Central Ave Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes

3/19/2021 10:03:19 julielazarus@yahoo.com Julie Lazarus Oxbow Rd. Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 10:08:26 carrieclosuit@gmail.com Caroline Closuit 120 Oxbow Road, Needham, MAYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 10:15:39 rhammer622@rcn.com Randy B. Hammer Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 10:15:51 KrissyWolff@gmail.com Krissy Wolff 76 oxbow road, needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 10:22:28 eytan.shamash@gmail.comEytan Shamash Oxbow Road, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 10:29:18 debspielman@comcast.netDeborah Spielman Oxbow Road Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes



3/19/2021 10:38:02 lynch.katie23@gmail.com Katie Lynch Mayflower Road, NeedhamYes Yes No Yes
3/19/2021 10:39:13 jenmren@gmail.com Jennifer Reynolds 159 Marked Tree Road, Needham MAYes Yes No Yes
3/19/2021 10:43:55 dashisolis@gmail.com Dagmar Solis 82 Charles River Street Yes Yes Yes Not Sure
3/19/2021 10:49:57 nvborisov@gmail.com Natasha Kuper Pheasant Landing rd, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 11:00:46 annsherman50@gmail.comAnn Sherman 53 Oxbow Rd Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 11:15:33 bernie.j.mcf@gmail.com Bernard McFarland 99 Oxbow Rd Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 11:17:06 abmabardy@yahoo.com Anita Mabardy 1663 Central Avenue,  NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 11:20:10 philmabardy@yahoo.com Philip Mabardy 1663  Central Avenue, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 11:24:55 abmabardy@yahoo.com Anita Mabardy 1663 Central Avenue,  NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 12:11:21 lindasiegal@aol.com Linda Seigal Oxbow st Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 12:18:16 lindsay614@gmail.com Lindsay Jabbawy 40 Windsor road needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 12:41:49 Dave.Johnson@bain.com Dave Johnson 65 Oxbow Road, NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 12:41:49 sjfjohnson@gmail.com Suzette Johnson 65 Oxbow Road, NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 12:48:46 abbeasen@gmail.com Abbe Asen Stratford Rd, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 12:53:52 mjabbawy@gmail.com Mike Jabbawy 40 Windsor Rd Needham Ma 02492Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 12:56:54 kmaranca@yahoo.com Koren White pine road Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 13:11:28 pattyo8818@yahoo.com Patty O’Neill Charles River Street NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 13:15:26 oconnor0604@yahoo.com Nicole O’Connor 50 Country Way NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 13:17:01 joconnor@ocventures.net Jeremy OConnor 50 Country Way NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 13:33:05 toriconstantino@gmail.comTori Constantino Beard Way, Needham Yes Yes No Yes
3/19/2021 13:33:11 samanthafeisenberg@gmail.comSamantha Eisenberg 88 Stratford road. Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 13:34:11 sandyjordan@comcast.netSandra Jordan Stratford Road, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 13:35:47 jason.freedman@yahoo.comJason Freedman 218 Bridle Trail Rd Needham, MAYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 13:36:09 lbrodsky04@yahoo.com Lauren Brodsky Pheasant Landing Rd, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 13:37:22 kblangsner@gmail.com Karen Langsner 30 Windsor Road needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 13:42:05 michaela.mendelsohn@gmail.comMichaela Mendelsohn 210 Charles River St., NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 13:49:00 rmsoble@aol.com Risa Carp 169 fairfield St. Needham Yes Yes No Yes
3/19/2021 14:04:26 emilydaughters@yahoo.comEmily Hunsicker Charles River Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 14:05:34 stephanie.walt@gmail.comStephanie Walt Pheasant landing road needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 14:10:33 abigail.wilk@gmail.com Abigail Wilk 100 Windsor Road, NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 14:13:26 niffer33@gmail.com Jennifer Peterson-Eacott 157 Stratford Road Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 14:17:27 joconnor@ocventures.net Jeremy OConnor 50 Country Way NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 14:18:14 jcohen527@gmail.com Jenna Virginia Road, Needham Yes No, but I regularly travel on Central Avenue and regularly drive past 1688 Central AvenueNo Yes



3/19/2021 14:48:35 dubin.emma@gmail.com Emma Dubin Lantern lane, Medfield Yes No, but I regularly travel on Central Avenue and regularly drive past 1688 Central AvenueNo No
3/19/2021 14:55:02 khristy17078@yahoo.com Khristy Thompson Windsor Road Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 14:57:09 micstein@gmail.com Michelle Murray Eliot Road needham Yes No, but as a community member I join in these concernsNo Yes
3/19/2021 15:11:16 jessica.kritzman@gmail.comJessica Kritzman Bridle Trail Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 15:15:45 joditraub@comcast.net Jodi Traub 232 Bridle Trail Road NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 15:18:17 abutmi@gmail.com Alexandra Gordon Bridle Trail Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 15:23:03 ledric@mac.com Ricki Nickel Stratford Rd, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 15:29:22 jskoler@comcast.net Jennifer skoler 165 Bridle Trail Road Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 15:46:37 sally@tyrie.com Sally Tyrie Bridle Trail Rd, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 15:48:54 imichelow@lifespan.org Ian Michelow Charles River St Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 15:58:35 aesouliere@aol.com Adam Souliere Pheasant Landing Rd, NeedhamYes Yes Yes Not Sure
3/19/2021 16:02:58 jzelfand@gmail.com jessica zelfand 80 country way needham Yes Yes Yes Not Sure
3/19/2021 16:07:44 zacharypdubin@gmail.comZach Dubin Lantern ln, Medfield Yes No, but I regularly travel on Central Avenue and regularly drive past 1688 Central AvenueNo No
3/19/2021 16:24:41 john@dwell360.com John Lynch Mayflower needham Yes Yes No Yes
3/19/2021 16:25:01 stacyjhill@gmail.com Stacy Hill 157 Bridle Trail Rd NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 16:47:50 ardim@comcast.net Andrew DiMatteo 290 Bridle Trail Road NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 16:48:38 adimatteo@comcast.net Debi DiMatteo 290 Bridle Trail Road NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 16:53:55 kmaranca@yahoo.com Koren White pine road Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 17:18:38 ardim@comcast.net Andrew DiMatteo 290 Bridle Trail Road NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 17:48:10 asyellin@gmail.com Adam Yellin 109 Henderson St Yes Yes No Yes
3/19/2021 18:12:24 jconlon01@gmail.com Joshua Co lon 22 Oakhurst Circle Needham MAYes Yes No Yes
3/19/2021 18:19:46 jrgreenfield1@gmail.com Josh Greenfield Moseley needham Yes Yes No Yes
3/19/2021 19:41:40 michaela.mendelsohn@gmail.comMichaela Mendelsohn 210 Charles River St., NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 19:44:55 jbmorris@gmail.com Julian B Morris 112 Birds Hill Ave Yes Yes No Yes
3/19/2021 19:51:34 toriconstantino@gmail.comTori Constantino Beard Way, Needham Yes Yes No Yes
3/19/2021 19:59:22 dianelunder@comcast.net Diane LUNDER 189 Bridle Trail Rd Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 20:01:34 bourds@gmail.com Stephen Bourdeau Sylvan Rd Yes Yes No Yes
3/19/2021 21:00:30 susanabraham135@gmail.comSusan Abraham Country Way, Needham, MAYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 21:01:52 aabraham@kexheslaw.comAndrew Abraham Country Way, Needham, MAYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 21:06:49 nheideman328@gmail.comNicole Heideman 1708 Central Avenue Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 21:15:08 jonasclarke@verizon.net Holly Clarke 1652 Central Ave Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 21:55:03 famhaus@comcast.net Barbara Hauschka 105 Walker Lane, NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/19/2021 22:04:30 lionel.desrosiers@gmail.comLionel Desrosiers 117 Linden St, Needham, MA 02492Yes Yes No Yes
3/19/2021 22:08:05 martin.tomjr@gmail.com Thomas Martin 138 sylvan road, Needham, maYes Yes No Yes
3/19/2021 22:23:32 rpkamani@gmail.com Rushit Kamani Hillside Ave needham Yes No, but as a community member I join in these concernsNo Yes
3/19/2021 22:41:46 jberkowitz@gmail.com Joshua Davidson 73 Linden St Needham, MAYes Yes No Yes
3/19/2021 22:50:13 pwrenn201@gmail.com Patrick Wrenn Blacksmith Dr, Needham Yes Yes No Yes
3/19/2021 22:57:38 jconlon01@gmail.com Joshua Co lon 22 Oakhurst Circle Needham MAYes Yes No Yes
3/19/2021 23:17:56 brent.poliquin@gmail.com Brent Poliquin 148 Sylvan Rd, Needham Yes Yes No Yes



3/20/2021 6:43:30 martin.tomjr@gmail.com Thomas Martin 138 sylvan road, Needham, maYes Yes No Yes
3/20/2021 7:19:48 amyskolnick15@gmail.comAmy Skolnick Oxbow rd needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 7:32:59 adsaide@gmail.com Amy Saide 99 Richardson Drive, NeedhamYes Yes No Yes
3/20/2021 7:42:52 chjoncorp@verizon.net Carl H Jonasson 1729 CENTRAL AVENUE Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 8:28:15 jberkowitz@gmail.com Joshua Davidson 73 Linden St Needham, MAYes Yes No Yes
3/20/2021 8:53:25 matthew.heideman@gmail.comMatthew Heideman 1708 Central Ave, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 9:09:09 etj98@yahoo.com Everette Jordan 219 Stratford Road NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 9:23:42 grcavanagh@gmail.com Greg Cavanagh 17 Carleton Dr Needham, MAYes Yes Yes Not Sure
3/20/2021 9:34:55 lgere@hotmail.com Laura Gere Stratford road needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 9:37:12 rob.dimase@verizon.net Robert DiMase 1681 Central Avenue Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 9:50:40 brigettedinicola@gmail.comBrigette DiNicola South Street, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes

3/20/2021 10:02:48 egazmui@comcast.net Elizabeth Gazmuri 245 Stratford Rd., NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 10:08:03 khristy17078@yahoo.com Khristy Thompson Windsor Road, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 10:15:39 khristy17078@yahoo.com Khristy Thompson Windsor Road Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 10:26:22 nathansonmichaelj@gmail.comMichael Nathanson Country Way, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 10:32:24 zchjonas@gmail.com Zach Jonas 1652 Central Ave, Needham MAYes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 10:33:13 jack.dinicola@dinicolalawgrp.comJohn W DiNicola II 1115 South St, Needham, MAYes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 10:33:16 stephenjonas@wilmerhale.comStephen Jonas 1652 Central Ave Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 10:58:07 nccavanagh@gmail.com Nikki Cavanagh Carleton Drive, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 11:07:39 sallymck@mac.com Sarah (Sally) McKechnie 1703 Central Ave Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 11:09:22 mariejon13@verizon.net Carl H Jonasson 1729 CENTRAL AVENUE Yes Yes Yes No
3/20/2021 11:21:14 jturk@tqlawfirm.com Jeffrey Turk 312 Country way Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 11:30:44 andee614@me.com Andrea K. Shuman Belle Lane; Needham, Ma.Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 11:31:54 nccavanagh@gmail.com Nikki Cavanagh Carleton Drive, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 11:33:49 dryicemarc1@aol.com Marc Savenor 27 belle ln Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 12:30:27 msgillespie@comcast.net Sharon Gillespie 210 Stratford Road Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 12:51:32 clairecdavison@gmail.comClaire Davison 1011 South Street Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 12:52:39 tkdavison@gmail.com Timothy Davison 1011 South Street needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 13:06:06 turkbj@yahoo.com Barbara Turk Country way Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 13:12:52 ccthompson.hms@gmail.comChristopher Thompson Windsor Road, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 13:13:57 thompson3.1415@gmail.comAndrew Thompson Windsor Road, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 13:17:22 thompson3.1415@gmail.comAndrew Thompson Windsor Road, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 13:17:27 thompson3.1415@gmail.comAndrew Thompson Windsor Road, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 13:24:02 macleod41@aol.com Norman MacLeod 41 Pine St, Needham, M 02492Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 13:27:49 macleod41@aol.com Janet MacLeod 41 Pine Street,  Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 13:40:42 briano1055@yahoo.com Brian ONeill 149 Charles River St Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 13:46:42 jturk@tqlawfirm.com Jeffrey Turk 312 Country way Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 13:47:27 kevinpkilleen@yahoo.com Kevin Killeen 339 Country Way Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 14:08:54 tkdavison@gmail.com Timothy Davison 1011 South Street needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 14:11:17 stanley.keller@lockelord.comstanley keller Country Way, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes



3/20/2021 14:12:17 sandykell@aol.com Sandra Keller Country Way, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 14:24:14 danielledarish@gmail.com Danielle Darish Country Way, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 15:35:11 tkdavison@gmail.com Timothy Davison 1011 South Street needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 15:45:24 annlyons24@yahoo.com Ann Lyons Central Avenue, NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 16:41:59 annlyons24@yahoo.com Ann Lyons Central Avenue, NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 17:29:35 rachnjim@gmail.com Rachel Flanagan 863 Webster Street Yes Yes No Yes
3/20/2021 18:01:34 jabruzese@yahoo.com Joseph Abruzese 30 Bridle Trail Road, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 18:25:45 turkbj@yahoo.com Barbara Turk Country way Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 19:45:33 thompson3.1415@gmail.comAndrew Thompson Windsor Road, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 20:08:19 ericsockol@gmail.com Eric Sockol 324 Country Way, NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 20:09:25 judysockol@gmail.com Judy Sockol 324 Country Way, NeedhamYes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 20:31:47 seaniemo22@yahoo.com Sean Morris 48 Scott Rd, Needham Yes Yes Yes Not Sure
3/20/2021 20:32:26 marinazmorris@gmail.comMarina Morris 48 Scott Rd, Needham Yes Yes Yes Not Sure
3/20/2021 21:12:51 mshillback@aol.com Marjorie S Hillback 34 Wilson Ln Yes Yes No Yes
3/20/2021 21:52:39 adampatti@gmail.com Adam Patti 257 Country Way Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 21:53:22 stephpos@gmail.com Stephanie Patti 257 Country Way needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 22:06:35 33hila@gmail.com Hila Krikov Fisher St. Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 22:09:17 nkrikov@gmail.com Niv Krikov Fisher St. Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/20/2021 22:22:45 sjavaheri@mac.com Stephaniejavaheri 1886 Central Ave Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/21/2021 0:21:05 stephpos@gmail.com Stephanie Patti 257 Country Way needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/21/2021 0:27:17 stephpos@gmail.com Stephanie Patti 257 Country Way needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/21/2021 6:27:56 petelyons28@gmail.com Pete Lyons 1689 Central Ave, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/21/2021 7:51:22 brosen@thenorfolkcompanies.comBenjamin David Rosen 20 Stratford Rd. Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/21/2021 9:58:59 sbentsman@gmail.com  Sophia Bentsman  Country Way, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes

3/21/2021 10:01:16 lbentsman@gmail.com Lev Bentsman Country Way, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/21/2021 10:10:31 turkbj@yahoo.com Barbara Turk Country way Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/21/2021 10:40:37 mikeg80pc@yahoo.com Michael Gillespie 210 Stratford Road, Needham, MAYes Yes Yes Yes
3/21/2021 11:41:21 crllintz22@gmail.com Carol R Lintz 49 Carleton Dr Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/21/2021 13:07:54 elwallack@gmail.com edward wallack 8 stratford road Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/21/2021 13:38:17 arvedon@verizon.net ANDREW ARVEDON 29 PINE STREET Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/21/2021 14:01:17 alangsner70@gmail.com Alan Langsner 30 Windsor Road Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/21/2021 14:55:04 mhwallack@comcast.net Margo Wallack 8 Stratford Rd Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/21/2021 17:05:32 taraleekilleen@yahoo.comTara Killeen 339 Country Way Needham, MA 02492Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/21/2021 17:30:36 ashleybrosen@gmail.com Ashley Rosen Stratford Road, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/21/2021 21:30:12 sallymck@mac.com Sarah (Sally) McKechnie 1703 Central Ave Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/21/2021 21:51:49 sarahcbracken@gmail.comSarah Bracken South street needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/21/2021 21:58:02 jonathanbracken@hotmail.comJonathan Bracken South street, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/21/2021 22:20:01 sandyjordan@comcast.netSandra Jordan Stratford Road, Needham Yes Yes Yes Yes
3/22/2021 6:37:00 sarahcbracken@gmail.comSarah Bracken South street needham Yes Yes Yes Yes



1652 Central Avenue 
Needham, MA 02492 

April 3, 2021 

Jeanne McKnight 
Chair of Needham Planning Board, 

Members of the Needham Planning Board, 

Lee Newman  
Director of Planning and Community Development 
500 Dedham Avenue 
Public Services Administration Building 
Suite 118 
Needham, MA 02492 

   RE: Site Review of Proposed Project at 1688 Central Avenue 

Dear Chair McKnight and All Planning Board Members, 

 Attached please find detailed comments regarding the proposed project at 1688 Central 
Avenue associated with the Neighborhood Petition submitted to you on March 22, 2021. As of 
this writing, 418 abutters, neighbors, and other impacted residents have signed.   
 We submit these comments for consideration during the Planning Board’s site review 
process of the proposed project.  We ask that you give careful consideration to these comments 
and enter them, along with their attachments, into the formal record of your meeting should 
there need to be further proceedings on the matter.  Thank you for your consideration. 

      Yours truly, 

      Holly Clarke 



Comments of Neighbors of 1688 Central Avenue for Considera9on During the Planning Board’s Site 
Review Process for that Loca9on 

  The following comments are submi4ed for the Planning Board and other town departments to 
consider while conduc9ng the site review process for the proposed development of 1688 Central 
Avenue. The proponent, Ma4 Borrelli, asks to build and own a large commercial building in a residen9al 
zoned area building that he will lease to the operator of a child care facility. The proposal will impact the 
neighbors of Central Avenue and the town as a whole forever. While daycare facili9es are permi4ed as of 
right in all Needham zoning districts, the town regulates any proposed project, including those whose 
use is allowed as of right, to ensure that it fits within the town’s development plans and guidelines. In 
this case: 

• The project fits the Needham Zoning By-Laws’ defini9on of a “Major Project” and, therefore, the 
Board should treat it as such and reject the proponent’s submission of the project as only a 
“Minor Project.” 

• The proponent does not present the accurate informa9on necessary to assess the project’s 
impact on traffic in the area as required by Needham Zoning By-Law 7.4.5. 

• The rela9onship between the proposed design and structures and open spaces in the natural 
landscape, exis9ng buildings and other community assets is out of harmony with the 
surrounding area.  

I.  While Needham allows the use of residen9al parcels for child care facili9es as of right, the 
town retains the authority to regulate proposed projects through site review. 

Massachuse4s state law Ch 40a s.3 provides: 

...No zoning ordinance or bylaw in any city or town shall prohibit, or require a 
special permit for, the use of land or structures, or the expansion of exis9ng structures, 
for the primary, accessory or incidental purpose of opera9ng a child care facility; 
provided, however, that such land or structures may be subject to reasonable 
regula9ons concerning the bulk and height of structures and determining yard sizes, lot 
area, setbacks, open space, parking and building coverage requirements. As used in this 
paragraph, the term ''child care facility'' shall mean a child care center or a school-aged 
child care program, as defined in sec9on 1A of chapter 15D.  

In keeping with state law, Needham’s By-Laws permit the use of parcels in residen9al districts for 
child care facili9es. Under both state law and the town’s By-Laws, such facili9es are subject to the town’s 
regula9ons concerning the building’s characteris9cs and its impact on the surrounding area. In this case, 
the proposed building at 1688 is subject to site review under Needham’s By-Laws. Sec9on 7.4.1 states: 

The purpose of this Sec9on is to provide a comprehensive review procedure for 
construc9on projects, herein defined, to insure compliance with the goals and objec9ves 
of the Master Plan, and the provisions of the Zoning By-Law, to minimize adverse 
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impacts of such development, and to promote development which is harmonious with 
surrounding areas. 

Sec9on 7.4.6 lays out the Planning Board’s responsibili9es and authority when conduc9ng a site 
review:  

In conduc9ng the Site Plan Review, the Planning Board shall consider the following 
ma4ers: 
(a) Protec9on of adjoining premises against seriously detrimental uses by provision for 
surface water drainage, sound and sight buffers and preserva9on of views, light, and air; 
(b) Convenience and safety of vehicular and pedestrian movement within the site and on 
adjacent streets, the loca9on of driveway openings in rela9on to traffic or to adjacent 
streets and, when necessary, compliance with other regula9ons for the handicapped, 
minors and the elderly; 
(c) Adequacy of the arrangement of parking and loading spaces in rela9on to the 
proposed uses of the premises;  
(d) Adequacy of the methods of disposal of refuse and other wastes resul9ng from the 
uses permi4ed on the site; 
(e) Rela9onship of structures and open spaces to the natural landscape, exis9ng 
buildings and other community assets in the area and compliance with other 
requirements of this By-Law; and 
(f) Mi9ga9on of adverse impacts on the Town’s resources including the effect on the 
Town’s water supply and distribu9on system, sewer collec9on and treatment, fire 
protec9on, and streets; and may require when ac9ng as the Special Permit Gran9ng 
Authority or recommend in the case of minor projects, when the Board of Appeals is 
ac9ng as the Special Permit Gran9ng Authority, such appropriate condi9ons, limita9ons, 
and safeguards necessary to assure the project meets the criteria of a through f. 

Massachuse4s Courts have made clear that town authori9es tasked with administering site plan reviews 
have the authority to impose stricter requirements than those otherwise required by town by-laws as a 
condi9on of site plan approval.  Muldoon v. Planning Bd. of Marblehead, 72 Mass. App. Ct. 372 (2008).  

II. The Planning Board should reject the current site review request and require the proponents 
to apply for site review as a Major Project.  

The Needham Zoning By-Laws provide two levels of site plan review, Major and Minor Projects. 
In this district, the By-Laws define a Major Project as, “Any construc9on project which involves: the 
construc9on of 10,000 or more square feet gross floor area; or an increase in gross floor area by 5,000 or 
more square feet; or any project which results in the crea9on of 25 or more new off-street parking 
spaces.” A Minor Project is, “.. Any construc9on project which involves: the construc9on of more than 
5,000 but less than 10,000 square feet gross floor area; or an increase in gross floor area such that the 
total gross floor area, afer the increase, is 5,000 or more square feet – and the project cannot be 
defined as a Major Project.” (S. 7.4.2). Sec9on 1 of the By-Laws defines gross floor area as, “the sum of 
the areas of the several floors of each building on a lot including areas used for human occupancy in 
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basements, ahcs, and penthouses, as measured from the exterior faces of the walls, but excluding 
cellars, unenclosed porches, balconies, ahcs, or any floor space in accessory buildings or in main 
buildings intended and designed for the parking of automobiles or for accessory hea9ng and ven9la9ng 
equipment, laundry, or accessory storage.” 

A. The proposed project is a Major Project because it requires the crea9on of 25 or more new off-
street parking spaces. 

 The proponent asserts that the project requires only 24 parking spaces for its opera9on of a day 
care facility for 100 children. Ci9ng the metric Needham has used in the past to determine parking 
requirements for day care centers, the plans include only 11 spaces for children and 13 spaces for staff. 
The proponents offer no explana9on for the program's actual staffing plans to jus9fy this part of the 
design. In its March 11 le4er accompanying the submission of its request for site review, the proponents 
write that the new building, “will allow (the operators) to expand and have the necessary room for 
children.”  

The By-Laws require the Planning Board to assess, “the adequacy of the arrangement of parking 
and loading spaces in rela9on to the proposed uses of the premises” s.7.4.6(c). In this case, the 
proposed plan should be found inadequate and the plan rejected. 

There are six dis9nct reasons why the proponent’s claim of 13 staff parking spaces is erroneous 
and should be rejected by the Board: 

● The state mandated staff: child ra9os require more than 13 staff for the 
operator’s current licensed capacity. 

● The state mandated staff: child ra9os require more than 13 staff to operate a 
program for 100 or more children in the designed building. 

● The amount of parking required by neighboring towns for the proposed project 
exceeds the proposed 13. 

● Similarly sized programs in Needham have more than 24 spaces. 
● The proponent’s own submissions indicated the planned parking is insufficient. 
● The Needham Fire Department has commented that spaces near the building 

will need to be marked, “No parking- drop off area only” meaning that the 
facility will need more than even the 24 spaces it proposes. 

1. The EEC required staff: child ra9o and the current licensed capacity of the proposed operator 
establishes this project requires more than 13 parking spaces for staff.  

 The Department of Early Educa9on and Care (EEC) minimum staff: child ra9os are found at 606 
CMR 7.10 (A4achment 1). The number of staff required changes with the ages of the children served, 
with younger children requiring more staff. The EEC also reports providers’ program capacity on the EEC 
website. The Needham Children’s Center at 858 Great Plain Avenue (the operator proposed for 1688 
Central Ave.) is licensed as a large group care facility and is currently listed with the capacity to serve 113 
children. The program’s 23 Dedham Avenue loca9on also operates as a large child care facility, with the 
capacity to serve an addi9onal 30 children (A4achment 2). Table 1 below presents the age groups as set 
by EEC, the mandated staff:child ra9o, the number of children in each age group for which the proposed 
operator is currently licensed at 858 Great Plain Avenue, and the minimum number of staff required to 
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be on site for the permi4ed number of children. The table includes the one full 9me administrator EEC 
requires to be on site at all 9mes. This analysis indicates that the program for 113 children in the age 
groups for which the proposed operator is currently licensed requires a minimum of 16 staff.  These 
numbers do not include interns or volunteers the program may u9lize, nor does it include any addi9onal 
staff members needed for coverage during lunch or break 9mes. Using this analysis, the proposal 
requires 27 parking spaces and is a Major Project. 

Table 1: Staff Required Using EEC Staff:Child Ra9os and NCC Current Program 

Age Group                 Staff: Child Ra9o       NCC Capacity             Minimum Staff 

2. A comparison of the EEC required minimum staff: child ra9os to the age designa9ons on 
classrooms in the proponent’s drawings also suggests this project requires more than 13 
parking spaces for staff. 

 The proponent’s drawings designate rooms for specific age groups and indicate that the operator 
intends to enroll a larger number of younger children than in the current program. The submission 
shows two rooms marked as “nursery,” two as “toddler,” three as “preschool” and two as “pre-k.” None 
are marked as kindergarten or school aged, and the rooms designated as craf, play space and nursery 
playroom have not been included in this analysis. A younger popula9on of children requires addi9onal 
staff. Table 2 below lists the room designa9on, staff: child ra9o, the number of children in each room and 
the minimum number of staff required for this distribu9on. Under this analysis, a program for 100 
children would require a minimum of 19 parking spaces for classroom staff and the required 
administrator. This number makes no allowance for volunteers, interns or staff coverage during lunch or 

Infant 1:3, one addi9onal staff 
for 4-7 children

7 children 2 staff

Toddler 1:4, one addi9onal for 
5-9

18 4

Preschool 1:10 52 6

Kindergarten 1:12 0 0

School Age 1:15 36 3

Infant toddler 0

Toddler Preschool 0

Preschool 15mo-k 0

Preschool SA 33mo-8 yr 0

Mul9Age Group 0

State Required 
Administrator

1

TOTALS 113 children 16 staff
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breaks, yet s9ll brings the total minimum number of parking spaces required to 30. The proposal is a 
Major Project. 

Table 2 Staff Required Using EEC Staff:Child Ra9os and Proposed Building Design 

Room Title                 Staff: Child Ra9o         Children                 Minimum Staff 

*The number of children in the preschool and prekindergarten rooms for this analysis was 68 and was 
distributed evenly. (100 overall capacity - (14 + 18 in the nursery and toddler rooms) = 68). 
  

3. An analysis of the amount of parking neighboring towns would require for this project strongly 
suggests that the proposal requires more parking than included in the current design and 
should be reviewed as a Major Project.  

 An analysis of the parking other towns require for a project this size is instruc9ve in considering 
the necessary number of parking spaces. Table 3 presents the number of parking spaces 14 nearby 
communi9es would require for a child care facility with 13 staff members and 100 children.  It includes 
the standards each town uses in determining the necessary number of parking spaces. Some towns use 
the square footage of the building to determine parking requirements, others use the program size. The 
towns using child and staff informa9on all require more than 11 spaces to be allo4ed for 100 children. 

Eight towns would require the proposed project to have more than the requested 24 spaces. The 
average number of spaces required would be 33. Norwood requires the fewest spaces at 30 and 
Medfield requires the most at 42.  Four towns leave the determina9on of the number of spaces required 
to the building inspector. Two towns, Lexington and Sherborn, set a minimum number of spaces and 
require the submission and approval of parking plans by the permihng authority. Wellesley is included 
in the first group of eight towns, as it would require 32 parking spaces for a project of this size. However, 
Wellesley limits the construc9on of child care facili9es in residen9al districts to 2,500 sf, which would 

2 Nurseries 1:3, one addi9onal staff 
for 4-7 children

7 children/room 
maximum = 
14 children

 4 staff

2 Toddler Rooms 1:4, one addi9onal for 
5-9

9 children/room 
maximum = 
18 children

4 staff

3 Preschool Rooms 1:10 20 children/room 
maximum 
children propor9on*

6

2 pre Kindergarten 1:10 20 children/room 
maximum*

4

Administrator 1

TOTALS 100 children 19 staff
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prevent the construc9on of this proposed project.  This data supports the conclusion that this proposal 1

requires more than 24 parking spaces and is a Major Project.  

Table 3: Child Care Parking Requirements For Neighboring Towns 
Town            Regula9on     Requirement                   Result for           
           Proposal as Drafed 

Belmont Zoning By-Law 
S. 5.1

discre9on of building 
inspector

Brookline Zoning By-Law 
S. 6.01, 4 a.

minimum set by the 
building inspector

Concord Zoning By-Law 
7.7.2.1

1 space for every 
teacher and 
employee  
+1 space for visitors 
+1 space for every six 
children based on the 
largest enrollment on 
site at any given 9me

31 
(13+1+17) 

Planning Board 
may reduce 
number required, 
May require and 
retain control of  a 
Parking and Traffic 
and Management 
Plan

Dedham Zoning By-Laws 
7.6.7

1 space for every 
teacher & employee 
+1 space for visitors 
+1 space for every 6 
children based on the 
largest enrollment on 
site at any given 9me 

31 
(13 + 1 + 17) 

 To be clear, this analysis used the proponent’s staff numbers. Using an increased number of 1

staff would raise the number of parking spaces required in these towns.  In its original Traffic Impact 
Report, the proponent writes,  “Over 9me, the loca9on could accommodate 80 to 100 students although 
120 appears to be allowed”(p.2).  If the proponent’s inten9on is to actually allow the opera9on of a 
program for 120 children, the number of parking spaces required by this larger program would be even 
larger in towns basing spaces on enrollment.  
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Lexington Zoning By-Law 
S.135-5.1.4 

And 

S.135-5.5.2 

1 per 500 sq.f. 
minimum 
+5 feet rows for snow 
storage during 
plowing

20 minimum* *Town requires 
submission of 
parking plan and 
traffic study for 
any permit 

Medfield General By-Laws 
S. 300-8.1

1 space per each full-
9me employee + 1 
space per each 
shared part 9me 
posi9on 
+1 per 300 sq f of 
classroom space 

42 
(13 + 28.3) 
 8500sf/300)*

*Es9mated 
classroom space

Newton Zoning Ordinance 
C. 30,  
S. 5.1.4. 

1 space per employee 
plus 
1 space for every 5 
children

33 
(13 +20) 

Norwood Zoning By-Law 
6.1.3

1 space per 
employees on largest 
shif 
+1 space per every six 
children enrolled 

30 
13 + 17

Sherborn Zoning By-Law 
S.5.1.1 and 5.1.3

Minimum of 10 
parking spaces and 
approval of a parking 
plan by the Planning 
Board

Minimum of 
10
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Walpole Zoning By-Law  
S. 8

Discre9on of the 
Building Inspector or 
applicable Special 
Permit Gran9ng 
Authority.

“Adequate parking 
for occupants, 
employees, 
members, 
customers, clients 
and visitors” 

Wayland By-Law 
S 198-506, 
506.1.9

1 for every 4 persons 
of the facility's 
licensed capacity * 
+ 3 designed for the 
safe and convenient 
loading and unloading 
of persons.

32* 
(100 
students+13 
staff)= 113/4= 
28.25 + 3) 

The licensed 
capacity of the 
building is likely 
higher than the 
113 staff + 
children number 
used.

Wellesley* Zoning By-Law 
S. 21

1 for each 150 sq. f.* 
occupied by buildings 
but not less than 3.2 
spaces per 1,000 sq. 
f. of floor area of 
buildings. 

32 *Rule only applies 
to Educa9onal 
Districts A, 
Business Districts 
A, Industrial 
Districts A 
*Wellesley limits 
child care facility 
size in residen9al 
districts to 2,500 
sq.f. 
size in residen9al 
districts to 2,500 
sq.f.

Weston By-Law 
VIII C. 1

Sufficient spaces to 
prevent any parking  
off site or on public 
way determined by 
inspector of buildings 
or Board with 
authority

Westwood By-Law 
 6.1.4.3

1 space per employee  
+2 spaces per 
classroom

31 
13 + (2x9)
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4. All similarly sized child care facili9es in Needham have more than 24 parking spaces available. 

 The need for more than the 24 spaces planned by the proponents is also demonstrated by the 
fact that the similarly sized child care programs in Needham operate with more than 24 parking spaces. 
The EEC lists six Needham programs licensed for between 85 and 149 children, and Needham’s GIS 
mapping shows that all six operate at sites with access to more than 24 parking spaces. Table 4 below 
presents the name of each program, the number of children it may enroll according the ECC, and the 
number of parking spaces.  

Table 4 Parking Availability at Similarly Sized Needham Child Care Programs 
Program                    Number of Children            Number of spaces          

5. The proponent’s submissions indicate the plan requires more parking.  

 The “Traffic Impact Assessment'' submi4ed by the proponent affirms that the plan requires more 
parking. Star9ng with an analysis based on 80 children rather than the 100 children listed on the the 
building plans, the report goes on to state,  “The parking could easily accommodate over 100 children 
without crea9ng on site grid lock provided staff is available to assist children into the building where the 
staff members get that child se4led and the ini9al staff member returns. If a parent insists on entering 
the facility, they will be directed to park in an unoccupied parking stall or enter the site all the way to the 
end… to block a staff member’s car who is parked for the day” (p.2).  The ini9al traffic impact study also 
writes that, “Over 9me, the loca9on could accommodate 80 to 100 students although 120 appears to be 
allowed” (p.2). This statement raises ques9ons about the actual intended size of the program, making 
even more concerning the submission’s undercoun9ng of necessary parking spaces.  

Kindercare 
1000 Highland Ave

93 children 49 parking spaces

Tobin Boulder Schools 
dba  
Club 1458 
1250 Great Plain Ave

85 Lot at Newman School

Carter Center for 
Children & 
Carter Nursery School 
800 HIghland Ave

119 total: 
Two groups: 
59 & 60 

33 spaces One-way lot with 
separate entrance and 
exit

Chestnut Children's 
Center 
167 Chestnut St

149 31 spaces + 
13 spaces in next lot

One way with separate 
entrance and exit

Knowledge Beginnings 
206 A St

117 31 spaces 
Next to another lot

Separate entrance and 
exit

Needham Children’s 
Center 
858 Great Plain Ave

113 3 next to building 
30 in lot 
Second lot available
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Further, the Storm Water Report provides that,  “Snow shall be plowed into wind rows at the 
edge of the paved areas. Excess snow shall be removed from the site and deposited in approved snow 
farms” (p.11.) The possibility of losing parking spaces to banked snow during the winter requires 
addi9onal parking spaces in the plan, further confirming that this is a Major Project. 

6. The Needham Fire Department commented that parking near the building will need to be 
designated. “No parking- drop-off only”. 

 Afer reviewing the proposed plans, the Needham Fire Department commented that the spaces 
nearest the building will need to be designated as “no parking- drop off only.” Chief Condon wrote that 
this would be necessary to insure access for ambulances or other fire department apparatus in case of 
any emergency. Designa9ng these spaces as “drop off only” requires the addi9on of more spaces in 
order to provide the necessary capacity to allow families, visitors, deliveries and guests to park on site, 
and provides yet another reason why this project must be reviewed as a Major Project. 

B. The proposed project is a Major Project because it involves an increase in gross floor area by 
5,000 or more square feet.  

As noted above, the Zoning By-Law defines a Major Project to include “[a]ny construc9on project 
which involves: the construc9on of 10,000 or more square feet gross floor area; or an increase in gross 
floor area by 5,000 or more square feet….”(emphasis added). The by-laws’ defini9on of gross floor area 
the sum of the areas of the several floors of each building on a lot…”. The defini9on of gross floor area 
makes clear that this determina9on is calculated using all of the buildings at a site. Currently, three 
buildings stand at 1688 Central Avenue: a single family home, a detached garage and a barn. According 
to the mul9ple lis9ng service for the property, the house is 1661 sf. Using the Needham town GIS, the 
garage is approximately 1,200 sf and the barn is 2,320 sf, for a total of 5,181 sf on site, and a gross floor 
area of 3,981 sf (i.e., the garage is not included in gross floor area). The proponents plan to demolish the 
house and garage, and build a 9,966 sf building, parking areas, playgrounds and landscaped areas. The 
barn will be kept and used for “ancillary and storage purposes” (See Proponent’s Traffic Impact Study, 
p.1). If built as designed, the project will increase the gross floor area on the lot by 8,305 sf, (the increase 
in square footage over the exis9ng home). The proposal, therefore, meets the bylaw’s defini9on of a 
Major Project because it involves an increase in the gross floor area at the site by more than 5,000 sf.  

The proponent states that, “[p]ursuant to Sec9on 7.4.2 of the Bylaw, this project qualifies as a 
"Minor Project'' because it involves the construc9on of more than 5,000 but less than 10,000 square feet 
of gross floor area, and because it involves the crea9on of fewer than 25 new off-street parking 
spaces.” (Mar 11, 2021 le4er to Planning Board). Not only is this wrong because of the parking issue 
described above, it is wrong because it completely ignores the opera9ve square footage language — 
regarding increases in gross floor area of 5000 sf or greater.  To the extent the proponent contends that 
the project does not cons9tute a Major Project because it does not involve an increase in gross floor 
area of an exis-ng building of more than 5000 sf, that conten9on would be based on a misreading of the 
language of the By-Law.  The wording used in this sec9on of the By-Law does not limit Major Projects to 
proposals for the expansion of exis-ng buildings by more than 5,000 sf. The sec9on uses more expansive 
language, as it includes any construc9on project that “involves...an increase in gross floor area by 5,000 
or more square feet.” If the inten9on was to limit this sec9on to addi9ons of exis9ng buildings, the By-
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Laws could simply have said so. In fact, the By-Laws do just that by defining a Major Project in a Business, 
Avery Square Business, or Hillside Avenue Business Districts as, “any construc9on project which involves 
a new building; or an addi9on which increases gross floor area of an exis-ng building by 1,000 or more 
square feet.” (Emphasis added). The difference in language makes clear that the relevant sec9on of the 
By-Law here classifies projects such as this one, which increase the gross floor area on the site by 5,000 
or more square feet, as Major Projects, rather than just applying to addi9ons to exis9ng buildings.  2

This plain reading of the By-Law fits its purpose: to provide for a comprehensive review process 
for construc9on projects which assures compliance with the goals of the Master Plan and the Zoning By-
Laws, to minimize adverse impacts of such development, and to promote development which is 
harmonious with surrounding areas. In this case, the proposed development project would construct a 
very large commercial project in a residen9al neighborhood which already has extreme traffic challenges 
and safety concerns. The By-Law recognizes the poten9al impact of large projects which expand the 
square footage on a site by more than 5,000 sf of gross floor area and classifies them as Major Projects. 
Any other reading leads to the anomalous conclusion that a smaller project, such as adding 5,000 sf of 
gross floor area to a 1,000 sf building, would be classified as a Major Project, while a project such as this 
one, which constructs a 9,966 sf building, stands next to another 2,320 sf two story building, and 
increases the gross floor area on the site by 8,305 sf, would receive the more limited review process of a 
Minor Project.  

Larger projects merit the procedural safeguards included in the Major Project site review 
process, including the public no9ce requirements, wri4en reports by reviewing departments, the right to 
a hearing by impacted residents and the issuance of a special permit to formally safeguard the interests 
protected by the By-Laws and to make representa9ons enforceable. As proposed, this project would 
build a commercial building on a residen9al lot, with a footprint an order of magnitude larger than any 
other home on this sec9on of Central Avenue.  It proposes only a 35 foot setback from the street, far less 
than any other building on this part of Central Avenue. It increases the lot’s grade by six feet. It has 
already cut down mature trees on the property and proposes to cut others. It will impact traffic and 
pedestrian safety for neighbors, Central Avenue and surrounding streets. The business will bring traffic 
into and out of the site throughout the day, as well as increase noise and light. This development fits the 
By-Law’s defini9on of a Major Project and should be treated as such, with the appropriate safeguards to 
protect the interests of the neighbors and the town. 

I. The Planning Board should reject the site plan because it does not present the accurate 
informa9on necessary to assess the project’s impact on traffic in the area as required by 
Needham Zoning By-Law 7.4.5. 

 The By-Law defines a minor project as, “.. Any construc9on project which involves: the construc9on of 2

more than 5,000 but less than 10,000 square feet gross floor area; or an increase in gross floor area such 
that the total gross floor area, afer the increase, is 5,000 or more square feet – and the project cannot 
be defined as a Major Project.” The Proponent gets no help from this provision, because it explicitly 
carves out projects “defined as a Major Project” and, as we point out above, this project does qualify as 
a Major Project.  
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 Needham Zoning By-Law 7.4.5 requires an applicant to submit informa9on concerning, 
“projected traffic volume in rela9on to exis9ng and reasonably an9cipated condi9ons; and... other 
informa9on as may be necessary to determine compliance with the provisions of the Zoning By-Law.” 
Sec9on 7.4.6 establishes the review criteria, “In conduc9ng the Site Plan Review, the Planning Board 
shall consider the following ma4ers: ... (b) Convenience and safety of vehicular and pedestrian 
movement within the site and on adjacent streets, the loca9on of driveway openings in rela9on to traffic 
or to adjacent streets”(emphasis added).  One of the most serious consequences of the proposed 
development that the Planning Board must evaluate is its impact on traffic on Central Avenue and the 
adjacent streets. Yet, the traffic impact statements submi4ed by the proponent are incorrect, 
contradictory, and incomplete.  
  

A. Central Avenue is heavily traveled and congested in non-Covid 19 9mes and does not operate 
at anywhere near an “A” level of service. 

The impact of this project on the surrounding neighbors on Central Avenue, adjacent streets and 
all users of this arterial road cannot be overstated. The proponent begins with the assump9on that 
Central Avenue currently func9ons at an “A” level of service during peak hours, “with li4le or no delay 
during the weekday commu9ng peak hour”(Original Traffic Report, p.2, Revised Report Execu9ve 
Summary). This is simply untrue. It is contradicted by the actual lived experience of town residents that 
use the road as well as by traffic studies done by the town. As the neighbors write in their le4er to the 
Planning Board and Town Departments: 

We are deeply concerned about the impact the project will have on safety and traffic on 
Central Avenue and the surrounding streets. 

In normal, non-COVID, 9mes, morning weekday traffic along Central Avenue in this area 
is extremely heavy and backed up. The morning rush hour extends from approximately 
6:30 to 8:30 AM and regularly causes solid backups from the RTS to Temple Aliyah, and 
ofen from Newman School back to Temple Aliyah. 

To be blunt, during the weekday morning commute, Central Avenue is ofen an 
intermi4ent parking lot all the way to Cedar Street. Evening traffic conges9on begins 
with the release of school and extends through approximately 6:30. Adding the 
addi9onal vehicles in and out of the facility parking lot –whether coming from the south 
and joining the backed up traffic before entering the facility’s driveway or coming from 
the north and needing to make a lef turn across the backed up northbound traffic and 
exi9ng the facility to again add to the backed up traffic -- will make a bad situa9on much 
worse and severely impact the ability of neighboring residents to get into and out of 
their homes and as pedestrians a4empt to safely try and cross Central Avenue at Charles 
River Street and elsewhere. 

In addi9on, Carleton Drive, Pine Street, Country Way, Charles River Street, Fisher Street, 
Village Lane, Russell Road, Walker Lane, and South Street will all be nega9vely impacted 
by the proposed facility, either trying to maneuver into an even denser traffic line on 
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Central Avenue or trying to escape the traffic by cuhng through roads not designed to 
handle heavy commuter traffic… 

Given the traffic line that occurs during normal weekday rush hour, the level of service 
for a turn into or out of the facility driveway and along Central Avenue itself, is likely an 
“E” or “F” without the childcare facility and will be made even worse with it. We are not 
traffic experts, but a short google search of condi9ons defining different roadway levels 
of service, seems instruc9ve:  (Graphic source: h4ps://
policymanual.mdot.maryland.gov/mediawiki/index.php?
9tle=Roadways:_Facility_Selec9on ).   
The illustra9on of Levels of Service E and F are what typifies the morning rush hour on 
Central Avenue in the vicinity of the facility during normal 9mes.  

As of this wri9ng, more than 400 people have signed the le4er. 

The reality of the traffic issues on Central Avenue in general and on this sec9on of Central 
Avenue in par9cular are well known in town. In 2014, the town commissioned Pare Corpora9on to 
analyze the likely impact of placing the Department of Public Works on Central Avenue at the site of the 
RTS. The report documents the impact of the opera9on of both the RTS and the Newman School on 
traffic. Pare wrote, 

The RTS currently has opera9ng hours of 7:30 to 4:00pm Tuesday- Saturday. Based on 
correspondence with the town, the heaviest periods can be observed in the early morning, just 
afer the RTS opens, and in the afernoon, just prior to closing. Tuesday and Fridays are typically 
busy days...Addi9onally, the Newman School is located approximately one-half mile north of the 
proposed site on Central Avenue. The Newman School is a heavy traffic generator in the hour 
surrounding the a.m. drop off period and the p.m. dismissal period.  
h4ps://www.needhamma.gov/DocumentCenter/View/10910/015-Volume-3-Facili9es-Master-
Plan-2014-Traffic-Study?bidId=  

At the 9me, vehicles exi9ng the site experienced “D” and “E” levels of service. Ul9mately, the 
town opted not to place the DPW at the RTS due to concerns about the impact of traffic on the ability of 
town vehicles to enter and leave the site, as well as the impact the addi9onal DPW traffic would have on 
the traffic. When the town added the John Cogswell Building to the DPW site, it was with the express 
representa9on that the new building would store seasonal equipment only and would not add to traffic 
on Central Avenue.  The concerns of 2014 have not only not been alleviated, they have been 
exacerbated. The RTS and the Newman School both impact traffic in the neighborhood surrounding 1688 
Central Avenue. Traffic to the RTS contributes to the area’s backups. The neighborhood is in the Newman 
School district, and many cars headed to and from the school originate here. The town’s fleet of school 
buses leave Newman onto Central Avenue early in the morning rush hour and then stop at individual 
houses along Central Avenue for safety reasons, all contribu9ng to traffic delays. The Planning Board 
must address the impact of building a large daycare facility in a residen9al area facing these reali9es and 
an accurate traffic impact statement should be the star9ng point. 
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B. Other informa9on shows that the proponent’s updated traffic analysis undercounts traffic on 
Central Avenue. 

The proponent’s based their original report on observa9ons made on February 4, 2021.  
That report stated 661 vehicles were observed traveling north on Central Avenue and 152 were traveling 
south between the morning peak hour of 7:30 to 8:30 am. (Figure 3 of proponent’s Traffic Study p.12 
and Projected Peak Hour Chart p.20). Afer being told that the observa9ons during Covid would not be 
valid as they would severely undercount the true traffic, the proponent submi4ed a revised report which 
included  pre-Covid traffic volumes from the Needham Engineering Division. Without explana9on, the 
report states a 2016 count obtained just south of the RTS was the most useful. The report does not 
indicate when the count was taken. The report then uses a growth rate of 1.6% to extrapolate a morning 
peak hour of 1166 cars headed northbound and 295 headed south bound.  

A traffic count conducted by Needham in 2006 at the intersec9on of Central Avenue and Charles 
River Street in prepara9on for the installa9on of a traffic signal suggests that this extrapola9on may s9ll 
undercount the traffic on Central Avenue. On October 11, 2006 the vehicle counts for the morning peak 
hour in front of 1688 Central Avenue were 974 headed North and 138 headed south.  Applying the 3

proponent’s growth rate of 1.6% annually would es9mate the number of vehicles passing 1688 Central 
Avenue in 2021 during the morning peak hour would be 1236 vehicles traveling northbound and 176 
southbound. This projec9on makes no allowances for any specific traffic genera9ng ac9vi9es or 
development that have occurred during the past 15 years. Changes in the opera9ng hours of the 
Newman School and the elimina9on of free school bus transporta9on for much of the neighborhood 
have greatly increased peak hour traffic.  

C. The proponents present, without explana9on, different numbers of expected site generated 
trips in its two reports.  

The Proponent’s first report states, “that the project is expected to generate approximately 104 
new morning peak trips with 55 inbound and 49 outbound ” (p.2). In contrast, the second report states, 
“This project is expected to generate 76 new morning peak trips with 40 in bound and 36 outbound” (p 
2). No explana9on is offered for this change, which has nothing to do with the impact of the pandemic 
on Central Avenue traffic, and the Planning Board should press the Proponent on this point to ensure 
that it is not changing traffic numbers to ar9ficially appear that its project will have a minimal impact 
traffic.  

Under both scenarios, the trip generated during the peak hour will have a significant impact on 
the immediate neighbors and the traffic on Central Avenue. With 104 trips in the peak hour, 1.7 cars will 

 The total number of cars headed north past 1688 Central is reached by adding the number of vehicles 3

which went through the intersec9on on Central Avenue northbound, the number turning lef from 
Charles River Street eastbound and the number turning right from Charles River Street westbound. The 
total number of cars headed southbound past 1688 Central Avenue is reached by using the number of 
cars on Central Avenue southbound that reached the intersec9on during the peak hour. (Central Avenue 
at Charles River Street Turning Movement Count (7:00-9:00 AM), a4achment 3.) 
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be trying to enter or leave the center each minute. If the site generates 76 trips, 1.2 cars will try each 
minute. 

D. The proponent’s submission is incomplete because it provides no informa9on about the 
project’s impact on traffic flow on the neighbors.  

The By-Laws require the considera9on of any project’s impact on traffic flow both on the site and 
on surrounding streets. The importance of traffic to this par9cular project was explicitly made known to 
the developer. Yet, the informa9on submi4ed concerning traffic is incomplete. In its April 2 comments 
submi4ed on the proposal, the Department of Public Works noted the submi4ed traffic report does not 
include data about evening peak hour traffic condi9ons, accident data and details about the driveway 
opening and sidewalk improvements in front of the property. 

In addi9on, the proponent’s Traffic Impact Report fails to compare future expected traffic 
growth with and without the proposed building, and does not include a discussion of expected nearby 
off-site developments. The reports present no discussion of the increase in the number of daily trips 
generated by a building of this size and use compared to maintaining the parcel’s current use as a 
residence. Using standard ITE formulas included in the proponent’s report, a child care facility at 9,966 
square feet generates 475 trips, a facility for 100 children generates 409, and a facility for 120 children 
generates 491 trips. In comparison, the ITE es9mates a single family dwelling to generate 10 trips. These 
numbers present the increased level of traffic abu4ers and the neighborhood will endure throughout the 
day if the project is allowed to proceed at its proposed size. The By-Laws require the Planning Board to 
review the true impact of a proposed development on the area. The proponent has not done so; the 
Board must. 

The site review applica9on also omits any informa9on about the impact of the placement of the 
driveway on surrounding homes and Temple Aliyah. While the DPW was par9cularly interested in the 
impact of the driveway design on the catch basin, the placement of the driveway is cri9cal to the traffic 
flow and the ability of neighbors to enter and leave their own property safely. The By-Law specifically 
requires the Planning Board to review the placement of driveways in rela9on to traffic and adjacent 
streets. The proponents should demonstrate how the addi9on of a daycare center with 100 children and 
staff will allow neighbors to safely enter and leave their homes at all 9mes. The opera9on of the day care 
center brings traffic into and out of the site during the highest traffic periods. The most recent report 
states the majority of site bound traffic will have to cross the heavier northbound traffic lane to enter the 
site in the morning. Simultaneously, other cars will be seeking leave, some trying to turn right and 
increasing the heavier northbound traffic, and others needing to cross the busier lane to turn lef.  

The impact of the driveway on neighbors is not a theore9cal concern. Table 5 lists the placement 
of neighborhood driveways in rela9on to the proponent’s design. This data makes clear that the family at 
1681 will be blocked from entering Central Avenue each 9me a single car waits to enter the daycare 
center. The family at 1689 will be blocked if two cars headed south wait to turn into the center. The other 
homes on the street and the Temple will also be impacted by cars wai9ng to turn into the daycare’s 
driveway, as well as by cars exi9ng the driveway and adding to the already exis9ng backup along Central 
Avenue traveling north. The delay as cars wait to enter the facility will create a ripple effect in traffic that 
will impact the adjacent homes and streets. Moving the driveway simply shifs the brunt of the problem 
to different homes. Yet, the proponent’s site review offers no informa9on about the issue.  

Further, the placement of the driveway impacts the light glare created by headlights onto 
neighboring proper9es. By-Law s. 5.3.4 requires off-site glare from headlights to be controlled by the 
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proponents. It is essen9al that screening be designed to shield all neighboring buildings from the impact 
of traffic coming onto and off site, including neighbors on the north side of the site and across the street. 
The submission does not address the impact of headlight glare. 

The plan also gives no considera9on to the ac9vi9es which are conducted at Temple Aliyah, 
which will hopefully return to its normal ac9vi9es once the pandemic ends. For example, how will the 
addi9on of the daycare center impact the traffic during afer-school ac9vi9es? The proponent also 
ignores the impact of the opera9on on pedestrian safety near the site. The proponents do not men9on 
these issues in either of its Traffic Impact Reports, or in its March 11 le4er to this Board. The site review 
should be rejected. 

Table  5: Distance from Proposed Driveway to Exis9ng Driveways 

Address          Distance to Driveway     Direc9on           Number of Cars            Number of Cars                 
      from               16’ length**  17’ length 

site                  3 f spacing  3 f spacing 

    
*Standard length for a car: 15-16 feet 
 h4ps://anewwayforward.org/average-car-length/ 
** Standard length for an Odyssey Minivan: 17’ 
h4ps://owners.honda.com/vehicles/informa9on/2020/Odyssey/specs#mid^RL6H9LKXW 
Car numbers are rounded down to the lowest full car number. 
The distance of the neighbors’ driveways from that of the proposed project was measured using 
Needham’s NSIS mapping.  

E. The proponent’s offer no informa9on about the plan’s impact on the adjacent streets. 

 The By-Laws require the proponent to provide the Planning Board with informa9on concerning 
“reasonable an9cipated condi9ons,” but no informa9on has been offered about the impact of the 
increased traffic and the increase in delays on the intersec9ons of Central Avenue and Marked Tree, Pine 

1663 Central Opposite - -

1681 Central 49.5’ North 2 2

1695 117 South 6 5

1703 157 South 8 7

1708 Central 172 South 9 8

1664 Central 
(Temple)

208’ North 10 10

1653 Central 246’ North 12 12

1652 Central 273’ North 14 13
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Street, Carleton Drive, Country Way and Charles River Drive. In the absence of this informa9on the site 
review should be rejected.   4

F. The Board should enlist the assistance of the Traffic Management Advisory Commieee. 

Finally, the By-Laws permit the Planning Board to send copies of any proposed building 
project to any town agency deemed appropriate. (s.7.4.4). The neighbors ask the Planning Board to 
enlist the comments of the town’s Traffic Management Advisory Committee, which may offer 
information and perspective about the actual traffic conditions on Central Avenue and what, if any  
measures could be used  to address the impact of the proposed project. 

II. The Planning Board’s review of the proposed design should find that the rela9onship of 
structures and open spaces to the natural landscape, exis9ng buildings and other community 
assets is out of harmony with the surrounding area.  

 The building as proposed is out of harmony with the surrounding area. It is significantly larger 
than surrounding homes; it is closer to the street than any other building on this sec9on of Central 
Avenue; and its grade is higher. Table 6 below reflects the footprints and setbacks of the proposed 
building, the nearby homes and the Temple as measured using the town’s GIS map. The facts are that 
residences in this area have a smaller footprint than the proposed project and all buildings are set much 
further back than the design proposes. The general rule here is that larger buildings, including the 
Temple, are set further back from the street. In referring to its size, the proponent’s March 12 le4er to 
this board states that it is smaller than Temple Aliyah and that it is within the guidelines for residen9al 
homes in the area. Needham’s zones this area residen9al, and it is important to consider the impact on 
the residen9al nature of the area of puhng two large non-conforming buildings next to each other. 

TABLE 6: Comparison of Footprint Size and Setback of 1688 Central Avenue to Neighboring Homes and 
Temple Aliyah 

Address                             Approximate                 Proposed                        Approximate                  
                                               Footprint                                  Footprint                                  Setback                         

                                                          Is % Larger       

1688 Central    9960  
+ 2835(exis9ng Barn)= 
12,795 sf

   - 40’

1708 Central 1612 sf 794% 65’

 Any request by the proponent to waive submission of addi9onal informa9on should be denied, 4

and the site plan as submi4ed should be rejected.  See Pruden5al Insurance Co. of America v. Board of 
Appeals of Westwood, 23 Mass. App. Ct. 278, 283-284 n.9 (1986), which clearly states it is within the 
power of site plan review boards to reject a site plan that fails to furnish adequate informa9on on the 
various considera9ons imposed by the by-law as condi9ons of the approval of the plan.  
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Furthermore, the en9re project is front loaded on the site. From the street to the end of the 
proposed building and fenced playground is approximately 385 feet. The lot extends another 594 feet. 
The lot has the square footage to permit any building to be set further back on the property. 
The Design Review Board’s comments call for the building to be re-situated, either by reconfiguring it or 
removing the barn. Moving the building back will also be in keeping with the requirements of By-Law  
s. 5.3.6, which states “Site arrangements and grading shall minimize the number of removed trees 8” 
trunk diameter or larger.” Requiring the building to be set back  further could preserve a large tree 
currently des9ned to be removed, which is especially important given the number of trees that have 
already been cut.  No reason has been offered for the designed placement of the building. Only a 
smaller, more appropriately sited building could come closer to the requirement of consistency with the 
residen9al neighborhood, while poten9ally reducing traffic impact. It is fully within the authority of the 
Planning Board and Building Officials to control both the size of the proposed building and its placement 
on the lot.  

      Conclusion 

The Board should reject the proposed site review as a Minor Project, treat the proposal as a 
Major Project as required under the By-Law, follow that process to ensure full input from and protec9ons 
of the neighbors, and carefully consider what changes in the plan and special permihng is necessary to 
preserve the interests of the residents of Central Avenue and the en9re town.  

1652 Central 2714 (house) 
+830 (garage)= 
3544 sf

361% 109’

1729 Central 3350 sf 382% 103’

1719 Central 2280 sf 561% 102’

1711 Central 2400 sf 533% 109’

1703 Central 2774 sf 461% 110’

1695 Central 2976 sf 430% 101’

1689 Central 2901 sf 441% 117’

1681 Central 2820 sf 454% 115’

1663 Central 2295 sf 557% 116’

1653 Central 3550 sf 360% 114’

1664 Central 
Temple Aliyah

20,844 sf 61% 213’
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ATTACHMENT 1 

606 CMR: DEPARTMENT OF EARLY EDUCATION AND CARE  

606 CMR 7.00: STANDARDS FOR THE LICENSURE OR APPROVAL OF FAMILY CHILD CARE; SMALL GROUP 
AND SCHOOL AGE AND LARGE GROUP AND SCHOOL AGE CHILD CARE PROGRAMS 

610 CMR 7.10(9)(b) 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

Needham Children's Center, Inc. 
858 GREAT PLAIN AVE Needham , MA 02492-3030 
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Needham Children's Center Inc. 
23 Dedham Ave Needham , MA 02492-3007 
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Source: https://eeclead.force.com/apex/eec_childcaresearchproviderdetail?
id=001j000000qhjokAAA 
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Attachment 3 
Traffic Count Conducted by the Needham Engineering Division 

October 11, 2006 
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From: Meredith Fried
To: Selectboard; Planning
Subject: 1688 Central Project
Date: Sunday, April 4, 2021 1:51:57 PM

To the Select Board and Planning Board of Needham –
 
My name is Meredith Fried and I live at 136 Stratford Road in Needham.  First, thank you all for your
service to our town.  I understand you deal with myriad projects and issues and appreciate your
attention to making good choices for our town and our residents.  I have lived in Needham for more
than 18 years and am grateful to those who have worked to make this a wonderful town for our
families.
 
I am writing to join friends and neighbors in our concern around the proposed project at 1688
Central Avenue.  I was part of a call with the day care center owners recently and they certainly
seem like lovely people.  I think the idea of having a child care center nearby – especially one that
sounds like it is run with wisdom and heart – is a nice one.  However I have concerns about the way
the project has been proposed and the potential challenges it will pose for people in neighborhoods
on this side of town.
 
At the outset, my understanding is that this project has been designed so that it doesn’t require the
scrutiny of a “major project.”  However it seems to fall only slightly below that on several levels and
makes me very concerned that once it is created it will then be ripe to ask for variances for
additions, building renovations and parking spaces that would make it a much bigger center than it’s
being sold as at the moment.  I think if the builders and day care center owners would be willing to
somehow codify that this center would never get beyond the size that’s being discussed, I would
have many fewer concerns.  However, without that I am left to imagine that my current concerns
would only increase once this becomes a larger child care facility.
 
My main concern is based on the increase in traffic along Central Avenue.  The developer has
provided traffic studies but they seem rather disingenuous, as they were done during our current
pandemic.  In the past year since the pandemic began, traffic has decreased SIGNIFICANTLY.  Though
it has started to rise up from zero, as it was last spring, it is certainly nowhere near the level it was at
pre-pandemic.  If for no other reason, there is only half the population attending Newman on any
given day.  However, I know it’s also significantly reduced by people (like my husband) working from
home and not driving down Central Ave.
 
I have concerns about adding to the traffic on Central not just from a convenience standpoint but
from a safety standpoint as well.  One concern is the ability for emergency vehicles to safely pass
with significantly increased traffic.  I also have concerns about having many people trying to turn left
from Central into the proposed daycare as well as concerns about the safety of children/families
walking or biking down Central on their way to Newman, Pollard or the High School.  While
eliminating that left hand turn and forcing people to loop around to Charles River may help the
Central Ave traffic, it seems like that option simply pushes the problem elsewhere into the
surrounding neighborhoods and will cause traffic and safety issues there. 
 

mailto:meredith@thefrieds.net
mailto:Selectboard@needhamma.gov
mailto:planning@needhamma.gov


I know there is more to learn about this proposed project and as concerned neighbors and town
residents we are very willing to discuss the potential issues and come up with creative solutions that
serve everyone’s needs.  I look forward to the planning board giving this true consideration and
recognizing that this is not a small project but a major one, and one that deserves the attention of
and collaboration with all parties involved to ensure the safety of residents throughout the town. 
 
Thank you very much for taking a detailed look at this project and hearing the voices and concerns of
all those impacted.
 
Regards,
 
Meredith Fried
 
 







From: Maggie Abruzese
To: Selectboard; Planning; Lee Newman; Alexandra Clee; jabruzese@yahoo.com
Subject: 1688 Central Avenue
Date: Monday, April 5, 2021 3:52:05 PM

Dear Planning Board and Select Board of Needham, Ms. Newman and Ms. Clee,

We are writing to request that you designate 1688 Central Avenue as a Major Project and that it receives the review
required as such.  This project meets the threshold of Major Project for two separate reasons, each of which is
sufficient to classify it as a Major Project:  (1) it increases gross floor area by more than 5000 square feet and (2) it
will require the creation of 25 or more new off street parking spaces.

Section 7.4.2 of the Needham Town bylaws define Major Project:

MAJOR PROJECT – Any construction project which involves: the construction of 10,000 or more square feet gross
floor area; or an increase in gross floor area by 5,000 or more square feet; or any project which results in the
creation of 25 or more new off-street parking spaces.

The current gross floor area of 1688 Central is 7,463 according to Needham Assessors Records (1663 sq.ft house,
4800 sq ft barn, 400 sq. ft detached garage, 600 sq. ft. detached garage).  The plan submitted by Mr. Borelli
proposes replacing the house and garages with a building of 9966 gross floor area in addition to keeping the existing
barn. This brings the gross floor area up to 14,766 sq. ft., an increase of 7,303 sq. ft.  Therefore this project involves
“an increase in gross floor area by 5000 or more square feet” which makes it a Major Project.

The proposal submitted by Mr. Borelli indicates that there will be 24 parking spaces at the new building.  However,
the building as designed is sufficient to hold 120 children.  The parking attendant to a 120 child daycare center (with
the required teachers, administrators, maintenance staff, parent parking, etc.) is more than 24 parking spaces. The
Board must consider full building capacity and ensure that the project is designed to meet the needs of full building
capacity. It is not sufficient for the developer to suggest that they don’t intend to utilize the space to full capacity in
order to classify the project as minor. That would be as silly as allowing a homeowner to claim that they are not
planning to use certain portions of a home in order to escape zoning review triggered by those portions.  If the
project is big enough to have the space for 120 children, they must comply with regulations for 120 children which
would mean space for the necessary staff and parent parking.

Because this project adds more than 5000 sq. ft., and independently because this project must have more than 24
parking spaces, it is a Major Project subject to increase scrutiny.  For this reason, we request that you reject Mr.
Borelli’s attempt to classify it as a minor project.

Sincerely,

Margaret Abruzese
Joseph Abruzese
30 Bridle Trail Rd.
Needham, MA 02492
(617) 429-2264

mailto:mabruzese@gmail.com
mailto:Selectboard@needhamma.gov
mailto:planning@needhamma.gov
mailto:LNewman@needhamma.gov
mailto:aclee@needhamma.gov
mailto:jabruzese@yahoo.com


253 Charles River Street 
Needham, MA 02492 

 
April 5, 2021 
 
selectboard@needhamma.gov 
Needham Select Board 
 
planning@needhamma.gov 
Needham Planning Board 
 
Re: Comments on Proposed 9,960 Square Foot Daycare Facility at 1688 Central Avenue 
 
We believe that this project should be treated as a “Major Project” and undergo the full review required 
of Major Projects under Section 7.4.3 of the Needham Zoning By Laws (NZBL). This project will have 
major implications on the neighborhood so it needs to undergo a full and proper review.  
 
Traffic Congestion 
 
We have lived on Charles River Street since 1994. The traffic on Central Avenue has increased a great 
deal in the years we have lived on Charles River Street. When we first moved to Charles River Street, it 
felt like living in the country. As building increased in Needham and the surrounding towns, the traffic on 
Central Avenue has increased greatly each year. In fact, people from as far away as Franklin use Central 
Avenue as a traffic route to Boston. There is no way that traffic on Central Avenue deserves an “A” 
rating. 
 
It is important to look at the traffic patterns pre-Covid since traffic will return as the pandemic subsides. 
Pre-Covid, leaving the house around 7:30 to 8:00 am, it would take multiple cycles of the traffic light at 
the corner of Central Avenue and Charles River Street before there would be a break in traffic and we 
could exit our driveway on to Charles River Street. The problem was that cars were not able to make the 
left turn from Charles River Street on to Central Avenue because Central Avenue would be backed up to 
at least Temple Aliyah and sometimes to Charles River Street. 
 
The issue of access to the neighborhood by the fire department, ambulances and police is a real issue. 
Last May 2020, we had a major fire at our house which caused substantial damage (we are living out of 
our house for at least 15 months). The fire occurred in the evening so the fire trucks, which came from 
many towns, could get to our house fairly quickly. What would have happened if the fire had occurred 
during the day? How would the fire trucks have been able to deal with the Central Avenue traffic to get 
to our house? 
 
Lack of Sidewalks and Crosswalks 
 
Walking around the neighborhood is dangerous due to the lack of sidewalks and crosswalks. We live a 
short walk to Temple Aliyah and would like to walk to the Temple for various events. However, it is quite 
dangerous to walk along Central Avenue with the amount of traffic, even on weekends and holidays. In 
addition, we would like to take advantage of the entrance to the Rail Trail on Charles River Street, but it 
is even more dangerous to walk to the Rail Trail since there are no sidewalks on Charles River Street and 
the road is narrower on that end of the street. 



 
It would have been nice if our son could have walked to Newman School when he attended it. However, 
given the lack of sidewalks and crosswalks on Charles River Street and Central Avenue, and the 
congested traffic on Central Avenue, it was never safe for him to do so. This is another benefit (walking 
to school), of which the neighborhood cannot take advantage.    
 
Lack of Transparency Regarding this Proposal 
 
We are troubled by the lack of transparency regarding this proposal and the appearance that it is 
receiving treatment not in keeping with Needham Zoning By Laws. A project of this magnitude will have 
a large impact on the surrounding neighborhood so it should be treated with the highest care. In 
addition, since the Developer is a member of the Needham Select Board, this raises concerns about 
conflict of interest and ensuring that the process is without improper influence.  
 
In addition, we were amazed to read that town sewer service will be extended from the tie in at Country 
Way down to 1688 Central Avenue, and would like to understand how this is possible. We do not have 
town sewer service or gas lines and have always been told by the town that such services would never 
be extended to our neighborhood. How is it that the benefit of having town sewer service is being 
extended to this proposed development?  
 
We would appreciate answers to the questions raised by this proposed development.   
 
We would be happy to discuss our experiences in further detail. 
 
Sharon Cohen Gold 
617.610.1020 
 
Evan Gold 
617.974.1219 
          
 
 





From: noreply@civicplus.com
To: Alexandra Clee; Lee Newman; Elisa Litchman
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact Planning Board
Date: Friday, March 26, 2021 8:03:20 PM

The following form was submitted via your website: Contact Planning Board

Full Name:: Robert J Onofrey

Email Address:: robert.onofrey@gmail.com

Address:: 49 Pine Street

City/Town:: Needham

State:: MA

Zip Code:: 02492

Telephone Number:: 3392250436

Comments / Questions: I'm writing to oppose the planned Daycare Development at 1688 Central Avenue.  Central
Avenue is a heavily traveled roadway and the additional traffic of parents dropping off their kids during the rush
hours is problematic.  Central Avenue isn't wide enough to create a left turn lane if traveling towards Dover and
attempting to enter the proposed Daycare site.  Cars existing the site will also encounter problems if they attempt to
turn left and head towards Dover.
The best use for this site is Residential.  With over 3 acres of land - this property could easily accommodate two
residences - sharing a common entrance drive.
Additional Daycare facilities are needed in Needham - but this is not the right location.  I ask that you deny this use
at this site.

Additional Information:

Form submitted on: 3/26/2021 8:03:12 PM

Submitted from IP Address: 73.119.205.56

Referrer Page: No Referrer - Direct Link

Form Address: https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?
a=http%3a%2f%2fneedhamma.gov%2fForms.aspx%3fFID%3d229&c=E,1,9uhaH8qGV-
aObnIGKK63o7VWiSSxakH8bz7Pied9i0TyeNgbch4zHbjojL6SqL1REeGn-dJpDESiB-
yKPt0RjCgQP7PIG4cAQQfdKPGcYw,,&typo=1
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https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=http%3a%2f%2fneedhamma.gov%2fForms.aspx%3fFID%3d229&c=E,1,9uhaH8qGV-aObnIGKK63o7VWiSSxakH8bz7Pied9i0TyeNgbch4zHbjojL6SqL1REeGn-dJpDESiB-yKPt0RjCgQP7PIG4cAQQfdKPGcYw,,&typo=1
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https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=http%3a%2f%2fneedhamma.gov%2fForms.aspx%3fFID%3d229&c=E,1,9uhaH8qGV-aObnIGKK63o7VWiSSxakH8bz7Pied9i0TyeNgbch4zHbjojL6SqL1REeGn-dJpDESiB-yKPt0RjCgQP7PIG4cAQQfdKPGcYw,,&typo=1


From: noreply@civicplus.com
To: Alexandra Clee; Lee Newman; Elisa Litchman
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact Planning Board
Date: Wednesday, March 31, 2021 12:10:28 PM

The following form was submitted via your website: Contact Planning Board

Full Name:: Norman MacLeod

Email Address:: macleod@aol.com

Address::  Pine Street

City/Town:: Needham

State:: MA

Zip Code:: 02492

Telephone Number:: 781-444-7525

Comments / Questions: I am writing to express my concern with proposed development of 1688 by Matt Borelli, sitting member of the Needham Select Board, with a Day Care
facility for 80-120 children. 

The traffic flow on Central Avenue in this area during the morning and evening commute is already awful. It was not uncommon during the pre-Covid period to have morning
traffic backed up beyond Pine Street on the north bound side and evening traffic was often backed up to Marked Tree Road on the south bound side.  The additional traffic created
by parent drop offs and pick-ups during peak traffic periods with (80-120 trips IN and OUT each morning and (80-120 trips IN and OUT in the evening ) would further severely
impact the traffic flow on Central Avenue.   Virtual all of these vehicles will need to cross this congested traffic either going into or exiting the proposed Day Care site both
morning and evening commute creating further congestion a serious safety issue.

The traffic study presented to the neighborhood by Matt Borrelli and his team was a Joke.  It gave this area of Central Avenue an “A” rating.  Study was conducted on February 4,
2021 (Covid-19).  The traffic engineer said he had compared this flow with that of Goddard School of Medfied stating the 1688 site compared favorably with that of the Goddard
School.  He failed note Goddard School (Medfield) has two INS and two OUTS to access their site (one on N. Meadow Rd – Rt27 and one on Main Street).  The Rt 27 entrance to
Goddard also has a turn off lane to access the site.  He also failed to note Goddard has (36) parking spaces on site and there is very ample space for vehicles to cue on site while
awaiting pick-up or drop off children (Google Earth arial view of Goddard will support these comments). The proposed site at 1688 is totally lacking in all of these areas. 
The inability to have vehicles cue on site at 1688, coupled with no turn-off lane on Central Avenue (single lane road in both directions) will back this traffic onto Central Avenue
will further disrupt the flow on Central avenue and potentially impede Needham Police and Fire from carrying out the mission to Walker School and residence in this area of
Town. 
Vehicles unable to access the Day Care center coming from the south will likely attempt to cue on the “unapproved” sidewalk making this unsafe for walkers, joggers and
children on their way to school or play.   Dover, Sherborn and other communities south of Needham frequently use Central Avenue on their route to BIDLH and Newton
Wellesley Hospital.  This additional congestion during peak traffic periods will further impact their response time and mission.

Also, there is a question of conflict of interest with Matt Borrelli being the owner and developer of this property while a siting member of the Needham Select Board.  Needham
does not want or need the negative publicity and expense Weston recently experienced with a sitting member of their Select Board and a project where he was deeply involved.

In short – The proposed use of 1688 Central Ave as a Day Care Center is very inappropriate on many counts.  I have focused mainly on traffic. impact and safety.  There are many
other reasons this site is not appropriate for a (80-100-120) child Day Care Center as is currently proposed.

The development of this site with one or two residential properties on would be very appropriate.  This would fit in with surrounding homes in the immediate area well as the
surrounding neighborhoods. It would have no impact to an already serious traffic issue on Central Avenue.

Additional Information:

Form submitted on: 3/31/2021 12:10:18 PM

Submitted from IP Address: 108.7.69.11

Referrer Page: https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fwww.needhamma.gov%2f1114%2fPlanning-Board&c=E,1,Pm-
HV8Es6LgWq6XFDKM_mbsvnu2BTUVpunuG_PDVQQHrD9V2u0f7v08uOgkYI2NwMoJV7pRE1jPjTkFhg6IhWaRo_v9Owpc8Y7ifO0WtvVL4e8kyZSnBv0SOYBA,&typo=1

Form Address: https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=http%3a%2f%2fwww.needhamma.gov%2fForms.aspx%3fFID%3d229&c=E,1,D1cWprQDJrx1KW93sM199a4BkV_-
C0EGteB0ILLSVw-16gM7K3sAxnZtIzgozp8yOehzB7ekOzJzaN82XwmFyMgx_V2IDSCZhduB7MqEmqSdwht3Jx9WlZrJ&typo=1
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From: Tara Gurge
To: Alexandra Clee
Cc: Lee Newman
Subject: Public Health Division"s reply to Planning Boards Request for comment - 1688 Central Avenue
Date: Wednesday, March 24, 2021 2:12:41 PM
Attachments: ALL APPLICATION materials minus Stormwater_reduced.pdf

Neighborhood Petition Regarding Development of 1688 Central Avenue in Needham.docx
image002.png
image003.png

Importance: High

Alex –
 
Here are the Public Health Division comments for the Project Site Plan Special Permit proposal at
1688 Central Avenue. See below:
 

Prior to demolition, we will need to ensure that the applicant fills out the online Demolition
permit form, through the Building Dept., via ViewPoint Cloud online permitting system, and
submits the Demolition review fee along with uploading the required supplemental demolition
report documents online, including septic system abandonment form and final pump report, for
our review and approval (as noted on the form.) 
Ensure that a licensed pest control service company is contracted and will conduct routine site
visits to the site, first initially to bait the interior/exterior of each structure to be raised prior to
demolition, and also continue to make routine site visits (to re-bait/set traps) throughout the
duration of the construction project.  Pest reports must be submitted to the Health Division on an
on-going basis for our review.
If this proposal triggers the addition of any food to be served or prepped on site at this new
facility, the owner must fill out and submit an online application for a Food Permit Plan Review
packet.  As part of this plan review, a food establishment permit will need to be applied for
through the Public Health Division via the Town’s ViewPoint Cloud online permitting system,
which will require a review of the proposed kitchen layout plans, with equipment and hand sinks
noted, along with any proposed seating layout plans where applicable.
Please ensure that sufficient exterior space is provided to accommodate an easily accessible
Trash Dumpster and a separate Recycling Dumpster, per Needham Board of Health Waste Hauler
regulation requirements.  These covered waste containers must be kept clean and maintained,
and be placed on a sufficient service schedule in order to contain all waste produced on site.
These containers may not cause any potential public health and safety concerns with attraction
of pest activity due to improper cleaning and maintenance.  
As noted in the proposal, the applicant will be required to connect to the municipal sewer line,
once it’s brought up to the property, prior to building occupancy. A copy of the completed
signed/dated Sewer Connection application, which shows that sewer connection fee was paid,
must be forwarded to the Public Health Division for our record.
No public health nuisance issues (i.e. odors, noise, light migration, standing water/improper on
site drainage, etc.), to neighboring properties, shall develop on site during or after construction.
We are in support of an extensive landscaping plan be developed on site to screen and enhance
the site, and to ensure that noise and visual impacts are minimized for the benefit of the
neighboring residential properties in this location. Additional buffering, by the addition of new
vegetation, along with new plantings, is strongly encouraged.

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=7DDFEDC109D54776B5B6E7C6911ADADB-TARA GURGE
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Neighborhood Petition Regarding Development of 1688 Central Avenue in Needham





This letter sets forth some of the concerns of the surrounding neighbors and neighborhoods to the proposed project at 1688 Central Avenue, Needham MA. 



We learned in mid-January 2021 that Needham Town Selectman and Developer Mr. Matt Borrelli plans to build a 9,960 sq ft. building to use as a day care facility at 1688 Central Avenue. We have several concerns regarding the impact this will have on Central Avenue and the surrounding neighborhoods. 



As the Town undertakes the required reviews, we ask that these serious safety and other issues be considered and addressed. 



***This is a “Major Project.” ***



First, we believe this project should be treated as a “Major Project” and undergo the full review required of Major Projects under Section 7.4.3 of the Needham Zoning ByLaws (NZBL). 



That section requires that Major Projects receive a special permit and undergo the notice and hearing requirements of Chapter 40A. 



The NZBL defines as a Major Project “[a]ny construction project which involves: the construction of 10,000 or more square feet gross floor area; or an increase in gross floor area by 5,000 or more square feet; or any project which results in the creation of 25 or more new off-street parking spaces.” 



The proponent obviously tried to design the project to fall outside the Major Project category by claiming to fall just short of these thresholds (9960 sq ft and 24 parking spaces). However, in reality, more than the threshold 25 parking spaces are likely to be needed. 



The proponent’s March 12, 2021 letter to the Planning Board notes that the Town’s formula requires “8 spaces plus 1 space for each 40 children, plus one space for each staff member.” The facility plans for the possibility of increasing to 120 children (according to its traffic study).  With a staff of 13, the proponent claims its parking needs fall just under the 25-space threshold.  We believe the Planning Board should conclude that the parking needs are, in fact, likely to be at least 25 spaces for several reasons.



First, with the traffic congestion in exiting the facility during morning rush hour, it is likely more parking spaces will be needed to accommodate drop offs, particularly if the facility is open to larger numbers of children.



Second, we do not believe that the childcare facility can effectively operate with only 13 staff members (to include administrative staff) with 120 children and the adult to children ratios required.  The proponent must, at the very least, explain how 13 staff were arrived at.



Third, other childcare facilities in the area of similar sizes operate with more than 25 parking spaces (e.g., the Goddard School in Medfield, mentioned in the proponents traffic study, had 36 spaces per satellite imaging.

The Medfield Children’s Center has 40 (smaller building but bigger student population)).



Finally, the significant change in use and impact of the proposal over existing use strongly suggests that the Planning Board treat the proposal with the full level of review.



***Traffic Concerns***



We are deeply concerned about the impact the project will have on safety and traffic on Central Avenue and the surrounding streets.



 In normal, non-COVID, times, morning weekday traffic along Central Avenue in this area is extremely heavy and backed up. The morning rush hour extends from approximately 6:30 to 8:30 AM and regularly causes solid backups from the RTS to Temple Aliyah, and often from Newman School back to Temple Aliyah. 



To be blunt, during the weekday morning commute, Central Avenue is often an intermittent parking lot all the way to Cedar Street. Evening traffic congestion begins with the release of school and extends through approximately 6:30. Adding the additional vehicles in and out of the facility parking lot –whether coming from the south and joining the backed up traffic before entering the facility’s driveway or coming from the north and needing to make a left turn across the backed up northbound traffic and exiting the facility to again add to the backed up traffic -- will make a bad situation much worse and severely impact the ability of neighboring residents to get into and out of their homes and as pedestrians attempt to safely try and cross Central Avenue at Charles River Street and elsewhere. 



In addition, Carleton Drive, Pine Street, Country Way, Charles River Street, Fisher Street, Village Lane, Russell Road, Walker Lane, and South Street will all be negatively impacted by the proposed facility, either trying to maneuver into an even denser traffic line on Central Avenue or trying to escape the traffic by cutting through roads not designed to handle heavy commuter traffic. 



The ability of the fire department, ambulances and police to respond in a timely manner to an emergency in the neighborhood, especially during rush hours, could also well be impacted by traffic in and out of the facility. 

Afterschool programming and mid-day drop offs, which may include the use of busses, must also be accounted for. 



The current schedule of activities at Temple Aliyah includes preschool and after school programs, and the existing traffic patterns connected to these programs should be considered as the day care facility is reviewed. 

With all of these concerns, we would have hoped to see a realistic, thorough traffic study by the proponents. Instead, we are deeply disappointed to see a wholly inadequate study which fails to address any of these concerns in a realistic manner. 



• Unlike typical traffic studies, this one does not identify when the field work was done. We are told the study was conducted in February, 2021, during the Covid pandemic, when traffic on Central Avenue is a fraction of what it was before and will be after. So too, Needham public schools are remote-only on Wednesday -- if the study was done on a Wednesday it is entirely unreliable.  



The Massachusetts Department of Transportation stated last April that “[t]raffic counts are currently at historic lows and may underrepresent a realistic existing condition” and issued guidance on how to correct for undercounting. https://www.mass.gov/doc/massdot-guidance-on-traffic-count-data/download. As far as we can tell, the proponent’s study takes none of this into consideration and instead reaches a conclusion that every resident and morning rush hour traveler on Central Avenue knows to be wrong -- that Central Avenue currently enjoys an “A” level of service.



• Given the traffic line that occurs during normal weekday rush hour, the level of service for a turn into or out of the facility driveway and along Central Avenue itself, is likely an “E” or “F” without the childcare facility and will be made even worse with it. We are not traffic experts, but a short google search of conditions defining different roadway levels of service, seems instructive:  (Graphic source:  https://policymanual.mdot.maryland.gov/mediawiki/index.php?title=Roadways:_Facility_Selectio n).   

The illustration of Levels of Service E and F are what typifies the morning rush hour on Central Avenue in the vicinity of the facility during normal times. 



We note also that the field work seems to consist of a single morning’s observation. No analysis has been offered of afternoon and evening traffic impact and no attempt has been made to provide the date or day of the week (or school schedule that day) when this data was obtained. 



• The report assumes a traffic distribution of 70% from the south and 30% from the north without any explanation of this assumption. We understand the building will be occupied by a childcare operation currently operating in the center of Needham which would suggest that the traffic percentages should be reversed, with more users coming into the facility from the north, requiring more traffic to cut across the northbound lane to enter the driveway. However, It is important to note that each car will both enter and exit the driveway, doubling the number of trips impacting the neighborhood.



• The report relies on the proponent’s description of the drop off and pick up practices of the facility used at its current location. There is no provision for what happens if the facility finds that the new location requires adjustments in its drop off procedure, nor is there any provision for changes should a different entity operate the facility. No explanation is given for the queuing this process will involve, especially if cars are delayed in returning to Central Avenue. 



• The report wholly fails to examine the impact of the project on the adjacent streets or intersections (or, for that matter, traffic along Central Avenue itself). It focuses solely on the driveway entrance and exit from the proposed building. 



• It does not consider the safety ramifications of the proposed increase in traffic. While traffic studies usually reference recent accidents in the area, this report does not. Just last week, a four car accident which happened at Pine Street and Central Avenue, approximately 350 feet from the site. Over the years, neighbors have repeatedly sought to increase the safety of Central Avenue. 



Recently, residents of Oxbow Road asked for the installation of crosswalks to enable children to safely cross the street. Adding a commercial project to the area heightens these concerns. Pedestrian, as well as vehicular safety, is a critical issue and must be addressed (including the lack of sidewalks and how that impacts pedestrian options).  Residents previously requested the Town provide sidewalks in the area and the dangers to pedestrians in this area have long been a topic of discussion.  The town's Traffic Management Advisory Committee (TMAC) recently held a meeting with three community agenda items -- and all three related to this neighborhood.  TMAC recommended a pedestrian system, including crosswalk, be added at the intersection of Charles River Street and Central Avenue (where none exists now) be added to the community plan but given other projects on the list in town, it is unlikely the project will be authorized or take place for decades.       



The Planning Board’s site review process must include consideration of “[c]onvenience and safety of vehicular movement within the site and on adjacent streets….” A real traffic study, using realistic traffic counts and addressing all the relevant issues should be completed and analyzed before allowing the project to proceed. 

Setback Concerns 



The proponent acknowledges that the site review process must address “[t]he relationship of structures and open spaces to the natural landscape, existing buildings and other community assets in the area….” The proposal is for the main building to have a setback from Central Avenue of only 35 feet. The immediate south side abutter, at 1708 Central Avenue, has a set back of approximately 70 feet, Temple Aliyah is set back approximately 200 feet from to the front corner of the building, and 1652 Central Avenue is set back approximately 109 feet. Every other home on this section of Central Avenue has a setback of at least 90 feet. At 35 feet from the road, this building will be completely inconsistent with the neighborhood. 



There is no sound reason why the setback cannot be in accord with the existing buildings in the neighborhood. It is a commercial building proposed for a residential zone, and assuring that it is in harmony with the surrounding area is required by Section 7.4.1 of the Needham by laws. This may limit any potential further development of the other parts of the property (the proponent has not revealed whether that is his intention), but that is irrelevant to the requirements of site 

review. 



***Lighting Concerns***



The proponent recognizes that the site review process must include “protection of adjoining premises against seriously detrimental uses by … sound and sight buffers….” We request that the proposed plan include sound and sight buffers, as well as lighting measures which will limit the impact of the building and its operation on the surrounding homes. 



The proponent notes that the lighting will be adjacent to Temple Aliyah, but does not address lighting impacts on the abutter at 1652 Central Ave, on the other side of the Temple parking lot and with a clear line of site to the project parking lot and anticipated light poles, nor does the proponent address concerns of those across from the project. This lighting impact must be mitigated for all of the neighbors. 

Road Reconstruction After Sewer Installation 



We have been informed town sewer service will be extended from the tie in at Country Way down to 1688 Central Ave. Based upon what Needham has experienced with the South Street project, we ask that should the project be allowed to proceed, road repairs return the streets to the safest and most drivable condition in a timely manner. 

Environmental and Conservation Concerns 



Several neighbors have concerns about the potential of soil contamination at the site due to the previous uses of the property. We seek to make sure the property is safe for the proposed use and that any necessary mitigation measures be taken. 

Conclusion 



***In sum, we request the following steps be taken:*** 



• This letter be distributed to all Town bodies and officials who will consider this project. We ask that distribution include the Traffic Management Committee, which may have expertise to offer concerning the traffic conditions on Central Avenue. 



• The project be treated as a Major Project, with the full review process required. 



• The public be afforded a public and transparent process, including the ability to comment and be heard.  



• A new traffic study be done, and full consideration be given to whether the traffic degradation and safety issues can be mitigated and, if so, how. 



• If the project proceeds, the setback be increased. 



• If the project proceeds, the lighting, road construction, sidewalk, crosswalk, landscape, and environmental concerns be mitigated. 



• Finally, the Developer is a member of the Needham Select Board, which raises concerns about conflict of interest and ensuring that the process is without improper influence.  For transparency sake, we ask that all project-related communications between the Developer and the Planning Board and the Developer and other members of the Select Board be fully disclosed.       



Sincerely,



Neighbors & Neighborhoods of 1688 Central Avenue



(submitted electronically due to dangers due to COVID-19 of door-to-door canvassing)











Proposed lighting on site shall not cause a public health nuisance, with lighting being allowed to
migrate on to other abutting properties.  If complaints are received, lighting may need to be
adjusted so it will not cause a public health nuisance. 
The applicant must meet current interior/exterior COVID-19 Federal, state and local
requirements for spacing of seating, HVAC/ventilation, face covering requirements, sanitation
requirements and occupancy limit requirements, etc. Please ensure that proper occupancy limits
are met in order to accommodate the most updated state COVID-19 requirements for this
proposed facility to ensure the health and safety for the number of proposed students and staff
on site.  
The Public Health Division is also in support of the comments and concerns noted in the letter
entitled, ‘Neighborhood Petition Regarding Development of 1688 Central Avenue in Needham,’
that was received and distributed by the Planning Board, including the excerpt on the
neighboring abutters’ concerns regarding the previous uses of the property with reference to
potential soil contamination that may be present. We conducted a file check for this property
address and we support the neighbors request for a soil test based on a concern that was
investigated by the Fire Dept. that was filed back on June 24, 2003. The applicant must ensure
that the property is safe, which includes conducting proper soil testing of the site prior to
construction, and also follow through with any necessary mitigation measures as found to be
necessary, as part of this project approval.

 
Please let us know if you need additional information or have any follow-up questions on those
requirements.

Thanks,

TARA E. GURGE, R.S., C.E.H.T., M.S.
ASSISTANT PUBLIC HEALTH DIRECTOR
Needham Public Health Division
Health and Human Services Department
178 Rosemary Street
Needham, MA  02494
Ph- (781) 455-7940; Ext. 211/Fax- (781) 455-7922
Mobile- (781) 883-0127
Email - tgurge@needhamma.gov
Web- www.needhamma.gov/health

P please consider the environment before printing this email
STATEMENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY

This e-mail, including any attached files, may contain confidential and privileged information for the sole use of the intended
recipient(s).  Any review, use, distribution or disclosure by others is strictly prohibited.  If you are not the intended recipient
(or authorized to receive information for the recipient), please contact the sender by reply e-mail and delete all copies of this

message.  Thank you.

Follow Needham Public Health on Twitter!

mailto:tgurge@needhamma.gov
http://www.needhamma.gov/health
http://www.google.com/url?url=http://www.technobuffalo.com/2013/10/15/twtr-twitter-ticker-symbol-nyse/&rct=j&frm=1&q=&esrc=s&sa=U&ei=q-nlVNiWBcqpNri2guAH&ved=0CB4Q9QEwBA&usg=AFQjCNHLFQwVNUq0YD9jwRct73jdAJ3LYw
https://twitter.com/Needham_Health


 
 
 

From: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov> 
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 2:50 PM
To: David Roche <droche@needhamma.gov>; Anthony DelGaizo <ADelgaizo@needhamma.gov>;
Timothy McDonald <tmcdonald@needhamma.gov>; John Schlittler <JSchlittler@needhamma.gov>;
Dennis Condon <DCondon@needhamma.gov>; Carys Lustig <clustig@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>; Elisa Litchman <elitchman@needhamma.gov>;
Thomas Ryder <tryder@needhamma.gov>; Tara Gurge <TGurge@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Request for comment - 1688 Central Avenue
 
Dear all,
 
The Planning Board will be hearing about a proposal for a new daycare at 1688 Central Avenue on
April 6, 2021. More information is included in the submitted documents, detailed below, which can
be attached to this email (with the exception of the Stormwater Report) and can also be found at
this location K:\Planning Board Applications\Planning_1688 Central Avenue_2021. Some of the
application documents are attached, as noted, but not all, as the files were too large to include all.
(some of you will receive a hard copy in the inter-office mail as well).
 
The documents attached for your review are:
 

1. Application submitted by Needham Enterprises, LLC with Exhibit A. attached
 

2. Letter from Evans Huber Attorney, dated March 11, 2021. Attached
 

3. Letter from Evans Huber Attorney, dated March 12, 2021. attached
 

4. Letter from Evans Huber Attorney, dated March 16, 2021. attached
 

5. Plan set entitled “Needham Enterprises Daycare Center,” prepared by Mark Gluesing

Architects, consisting of 4 sheets: Sheet 1, Sheet A 1-0, entitled “1st Floor Plan,” dated March
8, 2021; Sheet 2, Sheet A 1-1, entitled “Roof Plan,” dated March 8, 2021; Sheet 3, Sheet A 2-1,
showing Building Sections, dated March 8, 2021; Sheet 4, Sheet A 3-0, showing elevations,
dated March 8, 2021. Attached.

 
6. Plan set entitled “Site Development Plans, Daycare, 1688 Central Avenue, Needham MA,”

prepared by Glossa Engineering Inc., 46 East Street, East Walpole, MA, consisting of 10 sheets:
Sheet 1, Cover Sheet, dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 2, entitled “Existing Conditions Plan of Land
in Needham, MA,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 3, entitled “Site Plan,” dated June 22, 2020;
Sheet 4, entitled “Grading and Utilities,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 5, entitled “Landscaping
Plan,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 6, entitled “Construction Details,” dated June 22, 2020;
Sheet 7, entitled “Construction Details,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 8, entitled “Sewer
Extension Plan and Profile,” dated “as noted November 19, 2020”; Sheet 9, entitled
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“Construction Period Plan,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 10, entitled “Appendix, Photometric
and Site Lighting Plan,” dated June 22, 2020.

 
7. Traffic Impact Study, dated March, 2021. Attached

 
8. Stormwater Report, dated June 22, 2020.

 
I also have attached a letter from Abutters that we received today that I am sharing in case you wish
to note the neighborhood concerns while you conduct your review.
 
The meeting where this topic will be presented to the Planning Board is April 6, 2021. If you wish to
comment, please submit your comment by Wednesday March 31, 2021, so that the Petitioner has
time to address any concerns or questions in advance of the hearing.
 
Thanks, alex.
 
 
 
_________
Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Town of Needham
500 Dedham Avenue
Needham, MA 02492
781-455-7550 Ext 271
Needhamma.gov
 
 



                      
 

Design Review Board 
 

Memo: Project Site Plan Review, 1688 Central Ave., Needham Enterprises LLC 

Meeting Date: March 22, 2021 

 

The Board reviewed the design drawings for the new building proposed for this site. 

Representing and presenting for the Applicant was Evans Huber, the attorney for the project. 

Present for the Design Review board were Deborah Robinson (vice-chair), Nelson Hammer, 

Steve Tanner, Bob Dermody and Len Karan. Mark Gluesing (chair) recused himself due to his 

involvement as architect for the project. 

 

The proposed building is a day care facility of 9,966 SF to be located on a 146,003 SF lot in a 

residential neighborhood. The proposed one-story building would be set back 35 FT from the 

street. The site would include 24 parking spaces. While the existing residential building on the 

site and smaller out-building (garage) would be demolished, the barn structure is shown to 

remain. The project application indicates that the new building will be “designed to look like a 

large single-family home...”. 

 

The Design Review Board’s comments to the Planning Board are as follows: 

 

Site Plan 

The Board has concerns regarding the siting of the building so close to the street. This is not in 

keeping with the character of Central Ave. We understand the parking and building access 

requirements, but those could be retained while adjusting the building away from central 

avenue, either by reconfiguring the building footprint or by demolishing the barn and moving 

the proposed building and parking further to the east. There is unused area to the east. 

 

Building Design 

The Board has concerns regarding the building exterior. The building is not residential in 

appearance. The west façade is the most important façade, and is too institutional in design. It 

is very flat. A residential-looking building would have more modulation of the massing, 

possibly including more three-dimensional window areas, a porch or overhang, etc. While the 

Applicant responded to this by indicating that the truss system for the roof structure is a 

limiting factor for the massing, we do not agree that that is a driving force for the architecture. 

 

The Applicant’s screenshare presentation included a 3-D drawing of the building that was not 

in the package submitted to the Design Review Board.  

 

Barn 

The applicant’s representative stated that the barn would be retained without any renovation, 

there is no intended use for the time being, and that it is being retained because it is “historic”. 



As noted above, the Board questioned whether keeping the barn is the best solution given the 

site plan issues. The Applicant did not know if the barn has any local or other historic 

designation that might affect a decision to retain or not retain the barn.  

 

Lighting 

The 24’ high lights at the north side of the proposed driveway have a long distance between 

them, which would result in bright and dim spots. Better would be four rather than three pole 

lights at the north side, with 20’ high poles. Lower fixtures would create less light trespass onto 

Temple property. 

 

The site plan presented did not show lighting at the entry, as required by code. The applicant 

did clarify that there would be lighting at the entry canopy. 

 

Fence 

The fence at the south of the building is intended to be white vinyl. The Board comment was 

that this is very bright relative to the rest of the built elements, and another color would be 

preferable so as to not be as visible. Vinyl is also available in tan and gray, or another material 

could be used. 

 

Trees 

The north edge of the site, at the Temple Aliyah side, will indeed benefit from trees to screen 

the site, but the 15’ spacing of white pines will not be satisfactory to form a true screen for 

several (5-10) years. The Board’s recommendation is that additional species be added in this 

area, located in groupings of different species and staggered. The front (west) of the site would 

benefit from foundation plantings/trees at the building as well. 

The sidewalk at the south of the building shows some trees very close to the walk. These 

would be too low and conflict with people. Either provide bigger/taller trees or move them 

away from the sidewalk.  

Arborvitae are an acceptable selection as shown to the north of the parking. 

The white pines shown to the south of the proposed building would also benefit from the same 

treatment as commented on for the north. 

 

Parking 

The dumpster enclosure at the east end of the parking limits the ability of the user of the end 

parking space to easily back out. Moving the dumpster enclosure to the east could easily 

provide more turning space for that vehicle.  

There was some confusion due to the presented documents not matching what the DRB had 

received. This parking item is another example of a discrepancy. 

 

The Board presents these comments for Planning Board consideration. These comments 

summarize and are limited to the comments made at the meeting, and are intended to relay the 

Board’s thoughts in seeing this project for the first time.  This is not intended to be minutes of 

the meeting. These comments do not document comments and explanations made by the 

Applicant in response to the Board’s comments and questions. Any lack of comment on the 

Board’s part in response to the Applicant’s justifications or in response to comments made by 

the public does not constitute agreement. 

 

End of Notes 



From: Dennis Condon
To: Alexandra Clee
Subject: RE: Request for comment - 1688 Central Avenue
Date: Monday, March 29, 2021 10:39:09 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png

Hi Alex,
We would want the drop off area be lettered to read “no parking drop off area only” so that we
would have access with our ambulance and apparatus if needed. Otherwise our interior fire
protection will be required to meet the fire and building codes.
 
Thanks,
Dennis
 
Dennis Condon
Chief of Department
Needham Fire Department
Town of Needham
(W) 781-455-7580
(C) 508-813-5107
Dcondon@needhamma.gov

Follow on Twitter: Chief Condon@NeedhamFire

  Watch Needham Fire Related Videos on YouTube @ Chief Condon
 

 

From: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov> 
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 2:50 PM
To: David Roche <droche@needhamma.gov>; Anthony DelGaizo <ADelgaizo@needhamma.gov>;
Timothy McDonald <tmcdonald@needhamma.gov>; John Schlittler <JSchlittler@needhamma.gov>;
Dennis Condon <DCondon@needhamma.gov>; Carys Lustig <clustig@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>; Elisa Litchman <elitchman@needhamma.gov>;
Thomas Ryder <tryder@needhamma.gov>; Tara Gurge <TGurge@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Request for comment - 1688 Central Avenue
 
Dear all,
 
The Planning Board will be hearing about a proposal for a new daycare at 1688 Central Avenue on
April 6, 2021. More information is included in the submitted documents, detailed below, which can
be attached to this email (with the exception of the Stormwater Report) and can also be found at

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=12172F07ABF84052A8AE1B48F3DE58AD-DENNIS COND
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this location K:\Planning Board Applications\Planning_1688 Central Avenue_2021. Some of the
application documents are attached, as noted, but not all, as the files were too large to include all.
(some of you will receive a hard copy in the inter-office mail as well).
 
The documents attached for your review are:
 

1. Application submitted by Needham Enterprises, LLC with Exhibit A. attached
 

2. Letter from Evans Huber Attorney, dated March 11, 2021. Attached
 

3. Letter from Evans Huber Attorney, dated March 12, 2021. attached
 

4. Letter from Evans Huber Attorney, dated March 16, 2021. attached
 

5. Plan set entitled “Needham Enterprises Daycare Center,” prepared by Mark Gluesing

Architects, consisting of 4 sheets: Sheet 1, Sheet A 1-0, entitled “1st Floor Plan,” dated March
8, 2021; Sheet 2, Sheet A 1-1, entitled “Roof Plan,” dated March 8, 2021; Sheet 3, Sheet A 2-1,
showing Building Sections, dated March 8, 2021; Sheet 4, Sheet A 3-0, showing elevations,
dated March 8, 2021. Attached.

 
6. Plan set entitled “Site Development Plans, Daycare, 1688 Central Avenue, Needham MA,”

prepared by Glossa Engineering Inc., 46 East Street, East Walpole, MA, consisting of 10 sheets:
Sheet 1, Cover Sheet, dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 2, entitled “Existing Conditions Plan of Land
in Needham, MA,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 3, entitled “Site Plan,” dated June 22, 2020;
Sheet 4, entitled “Grading and Utilities,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 5, entitled “Landscaping
Plan,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 6, entitled “Construction Details,” dated June 22, 2020;
Sheet 7, entitled “Construction Details,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 8, entitled “Sewer
Extension Plan and Profile,” dated “as noted November 19, 2020”; Sheet 9, entitled
“Construction Period Plan,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 10, entitled “Appendix, Photometric
and Site Lighting Plan,” dated June 22, 2020.

 
7. Traffic Impact Study, dated March, 2021. Attached

 
8. Stormwater Report, dated June 22, 2020.

 
I also have attached a letter from Abutters that we received today that I am sharing in case you wish
to note the neighborhood concerns while you conduct your review.
 
The meeting where this topic will be presented to the Planning Board is April 6, 2021. If you wish to
comment, please submit your comment by Wednesday March 31, 2021, so that the Petitioner has
time to address any concerns or questions in advance of the hearing.
 
Thanks, alex.
 
 

file:////need-file-commo/common/Planning%20Board%20Applications/Planning_1688%20Central%20Avenue_2021


 
_________
Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Town of Needham
500 Dedham Avenue
Needham, MA 02492
781-455-7550 Ext 271
Needhamma.gov
 
 



 

Page 1 of  2 

March 31, 2021 
 
 
Needham Planning Board 
Public Service Administration Building 
Needham, MA  02492 
 
 
RE: Minor Project Site Plan Review 
 Needham Enterprises Childcare Facility-1688 Central Avenue 
 
Dear Members of  the Board, 
 
The Department of  Public Works has completed its review of  the above referenced site Planning 
Board plan minor permit review.  The applicant proposes to demolish an existing house and garage 
on the property and construct a new 9,966 square foot building as a childcare facility.  The existing 
barn on the property will remain.  The childcare facility will have a maximum of  100-children.  The 
support staff  will be 13-employees and there will be 24-parking spaces to service the facility.   
 
The review was conducted in accordance with the Planning Board’s regulations and standard 
engineering practice.  The documents submitted for review are as follows: 
 

1- Completed Application for Minor Project Plan Review, with Exhibit A. 
2- A letter from Attorney Evans Huber to members of  the Needham Planning Board dated 

March 11, 2021.  
3- A letter from Attorney Evans Huber to members of  the Needham Planning Board dated 

March 12, 2021.  
4- A Supplemental letter from Attorney Evans Huber to members of  the Needham Planning 

Board dated March 16, 2021.  
5- Plans entitled, “Needham Enterprises Daycare Center”, 1688 Central Avenue, Needham, 

Massachusetts 02492 prepared by Mark Gluesing Architect revised March 8, 2021, and 
consisting of  4 sheets. 

6- Plans entitled, “Site Development Plans Daycare”, 1688 Central Avenue, Needham, MA 
prepared by Glossa Engineering, Inc. dated June 22, 2020, signed 1/26/21, and consisting 
of  10 sheets. 

7- Traffic Impact Assessment Report prepared by Gillion Associates dated March 2021 
8- Stormwater Report Dated January 26, 2021, provided by Glossa Engineering consisting of  

131-pages 
9- Document entitled, “Neighborhood Petition Regarding Development of  1688 Central 

Avenue in Needham” submitted by Neighbors and Neighborhoods of  1688 Central Avenue. 
10- Updated Traffic Report submitted by Gillion Associates dated Revised March 2021 

 
Our comments and recommendations are as follows: 
 



 – 2 – April 2, 2021  

 

• The updated traffic report submitted only provides information of the peak 
weekday morning traffic conditions.  Although the report indicates that the morning 
peak hours will have more site generated trips, the report should provide the 
evening data and those finding as well. 

• The accident data on Central Avenue in the area is absent for the traffic study.  The 
applicant should provide this information for review. 

• The applicant should provide details of the driveway opening, and sidewalk 
improvements in front of the property.  Specifically, to ensure that the existing catch 
basin that will be now located in the driveway apron will collect stormwater off the 
road and that the sidewalk will meet accessibility standards. 

• The plans show that the facility’s proposed lighting will not trespass onto the 
neighboring properties.  However, the shields proposed should minimize visual 
glare to the closest neighboring properties. 

• The project does not indicate if a generator, or if an electrical transformer is 
required.  If  found to be required, the applicant will need to provide a sound study 
and demonstrate sound attenuation measures for the generator, and visual screening 
measures for the generator or transformer. 

• The plans call for collecting stormwater and mitigating the post construction 
storm events though onsite infiltration systems. As part of the NPDES 
requirements, the applicant will also need to comply with the Public Out 
Reach & Education and Public Participation & Involvement control 
measures.  The applicant shall submit a letter to the DPW identifying the 
measures selected for Public Outreach, and for Public Participation and 
Involvement and provide dates by which the measures will be completed. 

 
If  you have any questions regarding the above, please contact our office at 781-455-7538. 
 
Truly yours, 
 
 
Thomas Ryder 
Assistant Town Engineer 
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ARTICLE 5: AMEND ZONING BY-LAW – HIGHWAY COMMERCIAL 1 ZONING DISTRICT 
 
To see if the Town will vote to amend the Needham Zoning By-Law as follows: 

 
1. Amend Section 2.1, Classes of Districts, by adding the following term and abbreviation under the 

subsection Industrial: 
 
“HC-1 -- Highway Commercial 1” 

 
2. Amend Section 3.2, Schedule of Use Regulations, by adding a new Section 3.2.7 as follows: 

 
“3.2.7 Uses in the Highway Commercial 1 District  

 3.2.7.1 Permitted Uses  

 The following uses are permitted within the Highway Commercial 1 District as a matter of right:  

(a) Uses exempt from local zoning control pursuant to M.G.L. Chapter 40A, Section 3.  

(b) Public parks and playgrounds, municipal buildings or uses.  

(c) Retail establishment (not including grocery stores) or combination of retail establishments serving 
the general public where each establishment contains 5,750 square feet or less of floor area and where 
all items for sale or rent are kept inside a building.  

(d) Manufacturing clearly incidental and accessory to a retail use on the same premises and the product 
is customarily sold on the premises.   

(e) Craft, consumer or commercial service establishment dealing directly with the general public.  

(f) Laundry or dry-cleaning pick-up station with processing done elsewhere.  

(g) Professional, business or administrative office, but not including any of the following: a medical 
clinic or Medical Services Building or medical, surgical, psychiatric, dental, orthodontic, or 
psychologist group practices comprised of three or more such professionals (hereinafter “Group 
Practices”) or physical therapy, alternative medicine practices, wellness treatments, including but not 
limited to, acupuncture, yoga, chiropractic and/or nutrition services. “Professional” shall include 
professional medical, surgical, psychiatric, dental, orthodontic or psychologist practice by a group of 
two or fewer such professionals (“Non-group Practice”).  

(h) Bank or Credit Union.  

(i) Medical Laboratory or laboratory engaged in scientific research and development and/or 
experimental and testing activities including, but not limited to, the fields of biology, genetics, 
chemistry, electronics, engineering, geology, medicine and physics, which may include the 
development of mock-ups and prototypes.  

(j) Radio or television studio.  

(k) Light non-nuisance manufacturing, including, but not limited to, the manufacture of electronics, 
pharmaceutical, bio-pharmaceutical, medical, robotic, and micro-biotic products, provided that all 
resulting cinders, dust, flashing, fuses, gases, odors, smoke, noise, vibration, refuse matter, vapor, and 
heat are effectively confined in a building or are disposed of in a manner so as not to create a nuisance 
or hazard to safety or health.  
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(l) Telecommunications facility housed within a building.  

(m) Other customary and proper accessory uses incidental to lawful principal uses. Further provided, 
accessory uses for seasonal temporary outdoor seating for restaurants serving meals for consumption 
on the premises and at tables with service provided by waitress or waiter shall be allowed upon minor 
project site plan review with waiver of all requirements of Section 7.4.4 and 7.4.6 except as are 
necessary to demonstrate compliance with Section 6.9 by the Planning Board or Select Board in 
accordance with Section 6.9.  

(n) More than one building on a lot.  

(o) More than one use on a lot.  

 3.2.7.2 Uses Permitted by Special Permit  

The following uses are permitted within the Highway Commercial 1 District upon the issuance of a 
Special Permit by the Special Permit Granting Authority under such conditions as it may require:  

(a) Light-rail train station.  

(b) Adult day care facility.  

(c) Private school, nursery, or kindergarten not otherwise classified under Section 3.2.7.1 (a).  

(d) Retail establishment (not including grocery stores) or combination of retail establishments serving 
the general public where any establishment contains more than 5,750 but less than 10,000 square feet 
of floor area and where all items for sale or rent are kept inside a building.   

(e) Equipment rental service but not including any business that uses outside storage.  

(f) Grocery store provided it does not exceed 10,000 square feet of floor area.  

(g) Eat-in or take-out restaurant or other eating establishment except that a lunch counter incidental to 
a primary use shall be permissible by right. 

(h) Veterinary office and/or treatment facility and/or animal care facility, including but not limited to, 
the care, training, sitting and/or boarding of animals.  

(i) Indoor athletic or exercise facility or personal fitness service establishment, which may include 
outdoor pool(s) associated with such facilities.  

(j) External automatic teller machine, drive-up window or auto-oriented branch bank accessory to a 
bank or credit union permitted under Section 3.2.7.1(h) hereof.  

(k) Group Practices as defined in Section 3.2.7.1(g) and alternative medicine practices, physical 
therapy, and wellness treatments facilities including, but not limited to, acupuncture, yoga, chiropractic 
and/or nutrition services.  Such uses may have customary and proper accessory uses incidental to the 
lawful principal uses, including but not limited to, pharmacies.   

(l) Live performance theater, bowling alley, skating rink, billiard room, and similar commercial 
amusement or entertainment places. 

(m) Apartment or multi-family dwelling provided that (1) the proposed apartment or multi-family 
dwelling complies with the lot area per unit requirements for apartments in the A-1 district as detailed 
in Section 4.3, (2) no more than 240 dwelling units shall be permitted in the Highway Commercial 1 
District, (3) at least 40% but not more than 70% of all dwelling units within any project shall be one-
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bedroom units, and (4) at least 12.5% of all dwelling units shall be Affordable Units as regulated in 
Section 6.12.” 

3. Amend Section 4.7.1, Specific Front Setbacks, by deleting the following provisions: 
 
“(b) On the easterly side of Gould Street from Highland Avenue northerly to land of the New York, 
New Haven and Hartford Railroad Company, there shall be a fifty (50) foot building setback line; 

 
(c) On the northerly side of Highland Avenue from Gould Street northeasterly to the property of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, there shall be a fifty (50) foot building setback line.” 
 

4. Amend Section 4.10, Dimensional Regulations for Industrial-1 District, by deleting Section 4.10.4, 
which refers to Section 4.7.1 (b) and (c). 

 
5. Amend Section 4, Dimensional Regulations, by adding a new Section 4.11 Dimensional Regulations 

for Highway Commercial Districts as follows: 
 

 “4.11 Dimensional Regulations for Highway Commercial Districts 
 
 4.11.1 Highway Commercial 1 

Minimum 
Lot Area 
(Sq. Ft.) 
 
 

Minimum 
Lot 
Frontage 
(Ft.) 

Front 
Setback 
(Ft.) 
 
(1) 

Side 
Setback 
(Ft.) 
 
(1) (3) 

Rear 
Setback 
(Ft.) 
 
(1) (3) 

Maximum 
Height 
(Ft.) 
 
(1) 

Maximum 
Stories 
 
 
(1) 

Maximum 
Lot 
Coverage 
 
(2) (4) 

Floor  
Area 
Ratio 
 
(5) (6) 

20,000 100 5 10 10 56 4 65% 0.70 
 

(1) a. All buildings shall be limited to a height of 56 feet and four stories, except that buildings within 
200 feet of Highland Avenue or the extension of the right-of-way line as described below in 
paragraph c. and buildings within 200 feet of Gould Street shall be limited to a height of 35 feet 
and 2 ½ stories as-of-right. If the height of a building is increased above the height of 35 feet, the 
front setback shall be increased to 15 feet and the side and rear setbacks to 20 feet except that, along 
the MBTA right-of-way the side and rear yard setbacks shall be 10 feet.  
 
b. By Special Permit from the Planning Board, the maximum height of a building may be increased 
to 3 stories and 42 feet within 200 feet of Highland Avenue or the extension of the right-of-way 
line as described below in paragraph c. and within 200 feet of Gould Street. By Special Permit from 
the Board, the maximum height of a building may be further increased to the following limits: 5 
stories and 70 feet provided the building is not located within 200 feet of Highland Avenue or the 
extension of the right-of-way line as described below in paragraph c. or within 200 feet of Gould 
Street.  
 
c. (i) The line from which the 200-foot setback from Highland Avenue referred to in paragraphs a. 
and b. above shall be measured is that line which starts at the point of curvature on Highland 
Avenue at Gould Street marked by a stone bound/drill  hole (SB/DH) and runs northeasterly 
N63º56’51”E by the Highland Avenue 1980 State Highway Alteration 361.46 feet to a stone 
bond/drill hole, then continues on the same northeasterly course an additional 330.54 feet for a total 
distance from the first mentioned bound of 700 feet. Reference is made to a plan entitled “Plan of 
Land Gould Street, Needham, MA”, prepared by Andover Engineering, Inc., dated July 27, 2000, 



4 
 

last revised September 20, 2001, recorded in the Norfolk County Registry of Deeds as Plan No. 
564 of 2001, Plan Book 489. (ii) The line from which the 50-foot landscaped setback from Highland 
Avenue referred to in paragraph d. below shall be measured is that line which starts at the point of 
curvature on Highland Avenue at Gould Street marked by a stone bound/drill  hole (SB/DH) and 
runs northeasterly N63º56’51”E by the Highland Avenue 1980 State Highway Alteration 361.46 
feet to a stone bound/drill hole. If the 1980 State Highway Alteration along Highland Avenue is 
superseded by a subsequent State Highway Alteration, the 50-foot landscaped setback from 
Highland Avenue shall be measured from the newly-established street line. 

 
  d. Buildings and structures abutting Highland Avenue for the distance described in subsection (1) 

c. (ii) above and/or abutting Highland Avenue as it continues southwesterly to the intersection with 
Gould Street and/or abutting Gould Street shall be set back at least 50 feet from said streets.  
Buildings and structures abutting the layout of Route 128/95 beyond said Highland Avenue 
distance from stone bound to stone bound shall be set back at least 20 feet from said Route 128/95 
layout.  Notwithstanding the location or height of any building and structures, the required 50-foot 
or 20-foot setback shall be a landscaped, vegetative buffer area, which shall be required along the 
aforementioned street frontages and said layout in order to screen the development.  Driveway 
openings, sidewalks, walkways and screened mechanical equipment shall be permitted in the buffer 
area.  

 
  e. Structures erected on a building and not used for human occupancy, such as chimneys, heating-

ventilating or air conditioning equipment, solar or photovoltaic panels, elevator housings, skylights, 
cupolas, spires and the like may exceed the maximum building height provided that no part of such 
structure shall project more than 15 feet above the maximum allowable building height, the total 
horizontal coverage of all of such structures on the building does not exceed 25 percent, and all of 
such structures are set back from the roof edge by a distance no less than their height. The Planning 
Board may require screening for such structures as it deems necessary. Notwithstanding the above 
height limitations, cornices and parapets may exceed the maximum building height provided they 
do not extend more than 5 feet above the highest point of the roof.  

 
  f. For purposes of clarity, the required building setbacks and allowed envelopes (including 

setbacks) for allowance of additional height above 35 feet for the as-of right circumstance and 42 
feet for the special permit circumstance are shown on figures 1 and 2 below. 
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Figure 1: 

 
Figure 2: 
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(2) Maximum lot coverage shall be 65% for all projects.  However, if a project is designed such that at 
least 65% of the required landscaped area immediately abuts at least 65% of the required 
landscaped area of an adjoining project for a distance of at least 50 feet, the maximum lot coverage 
may be increased to 75%.      
  

(3) No side or rear yard setback is required for shared parking structures between adjoining properties, 
but only on one side of each lot, leaving the other side or rear yards open to provide access to the 
interior of the lot. 
 

(4) A minimum of 25% of total lot area must be open space.  The open space area shall be landscaped 
and may not be covered with buildings or structures of any kind, access streets, ways, parking areas, 
driveways, aisles, walkways, or other constructed approaches or service areas. Notwithstanding the 
preceding sentence, open space may include pervious surfaces used for walkways and patios. 
(Pervious surfaces shall not preclude porous pavement, porous concrete, and/or other permeable 
pavers.) 
 

(5) A floor area ratio of up to 1.35 may be allowed by a special permit from the Planning Board. In 
granting such special permit, the Planning Board shall consider the following factors: the ability of 
the existing or proposed infrastructure to adequately service the proposed facility without 
negatively impacting existing uses or infrastructure, including but not limited to, water supply, 
drainage, sewage, natural gas, and electric services; impact on traffic conditions at the site, on 
adjacent streets, and in nearby neighborhoods, including, but not limited to, the adequacy of the 
roads and intersections to safely and effectively provide access and egress; the environmental 
impacts of the proposal; and the fiscal implications of the proposal to the Town.  In granting a 
special permit, the Planning Board shall also consider any proposed mitigation measures and 
whether the proposed project’s benefits to the Town outweigh the costs and adverse impacts, if 
any, to the Town. 
 

(6) The calculation of floor area in determining floor area ratio shall not include parking areas or 
structures but shall include such active ground floor uses, such as retail, office, institutional, or 
display as are allowed by Section 4.11.2 (2). 

 
  4.11.2 Supplemental Dimensional Regulations 

(1)  Notwithstanding Section 3.2.7.1(m) and any other provision of this Section 4.11 to the contrary, a 
parking garage, even if it is for an as-of-right development, may not exceed 44 feet in height, may 
not have a building footprint in excess of 42,000 square feet and may not  be located within 250 
feet of Highland Avenue or the extension of the right-of-way line described in Section 4.11.1 (1) 
c. (i) or within 200 feet of Gould Street. Notwithstanding the above, the maximum height of a 
parking garage may be increased to 55 feet by Special Permit from the Planning Board. For 
purposes of clarity the height, coverage and location requirements for the as-of-right and special 
permit parking garage circumstance are shown on figure 3 below.  

 
(2) Parking structures may have an active ground floor use, such as retail, office, institutional, or 

display. Structured parking must be located at least 20 feet from adjacent buildings but may be 
attached to the building it is servicing if all fire and safety requirements are met. 

 
(3) Maximum uninterrupted facade length shall be 200 feet.   
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(4) All setback, height, and bulk requirements applicable to this Section 4.11 are contained in this 
Section and no additional requirements occasioned by this district abutting Route 128/95’s SRB 
district shall apply. 

 
Figure 3 
 

 
4.11.3   Special Permit Requirements 

In approving any special permit under Section 3.2.7.2 and/or Section 4.11, or for any project proceeding 
under the Highway Commercial 1 district provisions which constitute a Major Project under Section  
7.4.2, the Planning Board shall consider the following design guidelines for development: (a) The 
proposed development should provide or contribute to providing pedestrian and neighborhood 
connections to surrounding properties, e.g., by creating inviting buildings or street edge, by creating 
shared publicly accessible green spaces, and/or by any other methods deemed appropriate by the 
Planning Board; (b) Any parking structure should have a scale, finish and architectural design that is 
compatible with the new buildings and which blunts the impact of such structures on the site and on 
the neighborhood; (c) The proposed development should encourage creative design and mix of uses 
which create an appropriate aesthetic for this gateway to Needham, including but not limited to, 
possible use of multiple buildings to enhance the corner of Highland Avenue and Gould Street, possible 
development of a landscape feature or park on Gould Street or Highland Avenue, varied façade 
treatments, streetscape design, integrated physical design, and/or other elements deemed appropriate 
by the Planning Board; (d) The proposed development should promote site features and a layout which 
is conducive to the uses proposed; (e) The proposed development should incorporate as many green 
building standards as practical, given the type of building and proposed uses; (f) The proposed 
development should be designed and conditioned to reduce or mitigate adverse impacts on adjacent 
properties or the surrounding area such as those resulting from excessive traffic congestion or excessive 
demand for parking; and (g) The proposed development shall include participation in a transportation 
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demand management program to be approved by the Planning Board as a traffic mitigation measure, 
including but not limited to, membership and participation in an integrated or coordinated shuttle 
program.”   
 

6. Amend Section 5.1.3, Parking Plan and Design Requirements, by adding at the end of the second 
sentence of subsection (j) which reads “Such parking setback shall also be twenty (20) feet in an 
Industrial-1 District” the words “and Highway Commercial 1 District unless a deeper parking setback 
is required by Section 4.11.” 
 

7. Amend Section 6.5.1 of Section 6.5 Limited Heliports, by adding after the words “Industrial Districts,” 
in the first sentence, the words “and in the Highway Commercial 1 District,”.  
 

8. Amend Section 6.12, Affordable Housing, by revising the first paragraph to read as follows: 

“Any mixed-use building in the Neighborhood Business District (NB) with six or more dwelling units 
shall include affordable housing units as defined in Section 1.3 of this By-law. Any building in the 
Highway Commercial 1 District with six or more dwelling units shall include affordable housing units 
as defined in Section 1.3 of this By-law. The requirements detailed in paragraphs (a) thru (i) below 
shall apply to a development that includes affordable units in the Neighborhood Business District.  The 
requirements detailed in paragraphs (a), (c), (d), (e), (f), (g), and (h) below shall apply to a development 
that includes affordable units in the Highway Commercial 1 District.” 

 
9. Amend Section 7.2.5 of Section 7.2 Building or Use Permit, by adding after the words “Industrial-1 

District,” in the first sentence, the words “Highway Commercial 1 District,”.  
 
10. Amend Section 7.4.2 of Section 7.4 Site Plan Review, by adding in the first sentence of the last 

paragraph, the words “Highway Commercial 1 District,” after the words “Highland Commercial-128,”.  
 
11. Amend Section 7.7.2.2, Authority and Specific Powers (of Design Review Board) by adding after the 

words “Industrial-1 District,” in the first sentence of the second paragraph, the words “Highway 
Commercial 1 District,”.  
 

Or take any other action relative thereto. 
 
INSERTED BY: Planning Board 
FINANCE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDS THAT: 
 
Article 5 Information: The Council of Economic Advisors (CEA), which was created by the Select Board to 
evaluate Town-wide economic conditions and make recommendations to promote and encourage new and 
existing businesses, undertook a review of all Industrial Zoning Districts in late 2013, and, after focusing 
its efforts on three different areas along Route 128, held public meetings with residents, neighbors, public 
officials, businesses and landowners in 2014 about potential zoning initiatives.  As requested during those 
discussions, the CEA obtained a build-out analysis, a traffic impact report based on that analysis, and 
elevation drawings to better understand the impact of any proposed development.  After examining the 
results of those reports, the CEA in 2017 reached out again to the various stakeholder groups and presented 
its preliminary recommendations to upgrade the zoning adjacent to Route 128 in order to make these areas 
more economically competitive. The CEA then presented its recommendations to the Select Board in 
January 2018. The Planning Board and Select Board, having reviewed the proposals from the CEA, 
determined in 2018 to move forward on only one area; the area circumscribed by Route 128, Highland 
Avenue, Gould Street, and the MBTA right-of-way. A land use study was completed and a rezoning plan 
for the noted area was then developed and presented to the October 2019 Special Town Meeting where it 
received a majority vote but fell short of the 2/3 vote required for passage. Concerns with the overall density 
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profile, traffic impact, use profile and lack of sustainable development principles were noted by Town 
Meeting members. 

In response to input received at the October 2019 Special Town Meeting, a Town-wide Community meeting 
was held in January 2020 with residents, neighbors, public officials, businesses and landowners to further 
develop and refine the Town’s overall land use goals and strategy for the district. Additionally, a working 
group comprising representatives from the Planning Board, Select Board, Finance Committee, and Council 
of Economic Advisors was established to review the policy objectives of the district and to offer strategies 
to address the concerns raised at both the October 2019 Special Town Meeting and the January 2020 
Community meeting.  The working group commissioned an updated traffic study of the district to determine 
the capacity of the Town’s traffic infrastructure to accommodate development at variable density and use 
profiles. 3D modeling and an updated fiscal impact analysis of the district were completed once the density 
and use profile of the district were finalized consistent with the capacity of the Town’s traffic infrastructure 
to accommodate development at variable density and use profiles. A revised zoning and land use plan were 
then prepared which initiative is now expressed in the regulatory framework detailed in this article. 

Briefly, the following six modifications have been made from the 2019 rezoning proposal to the current 
2021 proposal as follows: (1) The overall density of development within the district has been reduced. 
Specifically, the as-of-right floor area ratio (FAR) has been reduced from 1.0 to .70 and the special permit 
FAR has been reduced from 1.75 to 1.35. (2) The maximum building height within the district has been 
reduced by one story for both the as-of-right and special permit condition. (3) The building setback distance 
along Gould Street and Highland Avenue has been increased from 20 feet to 50 feet. The noted 50-foot 
setback area is required to be a landscaped buffer area designed to screen the development from the street. 
(4) The required open space on the lot has been increased from 20 percent to 25 percent. (5) Permitted 
uses within the district have been expanded to include multi-family dwellings with an affordable housing 
requirement of 12.5 percent. (6) The special permit criteria for permit issuance has been expanded to 
include green building standards. The proposed use and dimensional changes to this area, to be rezoned 
Highway Commercial 1 (“HC1”), are detailed below.  

The amendments to Section 3.2 detail the uses allowed by right and those by special permit.  In addition, 
by listing the uses rather than using the current table of uses, the uses can be clarified and brought up to 
date.  Key changes to the use listing include allowing up to 240 units of multi family dwelling units; allowing 
greater retail by special permit for more than 5,750 sq. ft. and less than 10,000 sq. ft. (current limit 5700 
sq. ft.);allowing grocery stores of up to 10,000 square feet by special permit; clarifying medical services 
allowed by right and by special permit (as was done in the Needham Crossing zoning); standardizing the 
medical laboratory and research and development defined uses; allowing by right more than one use and 
more than one building on a lot; changing theaters, bowling alleys, skating rinks, billiard rooms and similar 
commercial amusement or entertainment places from by right to special permit; deleting indoor movie 
theaters from allowed uses; precluding single family detached dwellings from allowed uses; and precluding 
certain industrial uses in the district including, inter alia, commercial garages, contractor’s yards, lumber 
or fuel establishments, medical clinics, and previously allowed warehousing, manufacturing and industrial 
services.  The purpose of the use changes are: (1) to ensure that uses allowed by right or by special permit 
will maximize the economic value of redevelopment to the Town; (2) to ensure that the permitted uses within 
the district are consistent with the Town’s land use goals for this gateway location and the Highland Avenue 
Corridor; and (3) to subject certain uses presently allowed by right to the special permit process so that 
they may be properly vetted by the permit granting authority as to impacts and mitigation. 

The amendments to Section 4 would create the dimensional requirements for the new Highway Commercial 
1 zone.  The proposal under the new Section 4.11 establishes height restrictions for the district based upon 
measured distance from Gould Street and Highland Avenue. For the as-of-right circumstance development 
within 200 feet of Gould Street and 200 feet of Highland Avenue would be limited to a maximum height of 
35 feet and 2 ½ stories and beyond 200 feet to a maximum height of 56 feet and 4 stories.  For the special 
permit circumstance development within 200 feet of Gould Street and 200 feet of Highland Avenue would 
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be limited to a maximum height of 42 feet and 3 stories and beyond 200 feet to a maximum height of 70 feet 
and 5 stories.  (The current zoning allows 30 feet or two stories.) The proposal would change the front 
setback to 5 feet for all roadways internal to the site such as TV Place.  This 5-foot front setback is 
applicable across the district unless the building height exceeds 35 feet, in which case the front setback 
increases to 15 feet, or the building sits on Highland Avenue or Gould Street, where a 50-foot landscaped 
vegetative buffer is proposed or along the layout of Route 95/128 where a 20-foot landscaped vegetative 
buffer is proposed. (Current front setback is 20 feet except along Gould and Highland where a 50-foot 
building setback and landscape buffer is imposed.)  The side and rear setback would change to 10 feet 
unless the building height exceeds 35 feet, in which case the setback is increased to 20 feet for all side and 
rear setbacks not abutting the MBTA right-of-way.  (The current side setback is 20 feet and the current rear 
setback is 10 feet). For informational purposes, the required building setbacks and allowed envelopes 
(including setbacks) for additional height above 35 feet are shown as Figure 1 for the as-of-right condition 
and as Figure 2 for the special permit condition in the zoning article. 

The new zoning creates a maximum lot coverage requirement of 65% and an open space requirement of a 
minimum of 25%.  (The current zoning contains no such requirements.)  Changes are also proposed to the 
maximum FAR; a maximum FAR by right would be .70; the FAR may be increased up to 1.35 by special 
permit provided certain findings are made.  The amendment clearly sets out the specific factors which will 
allow the exercise of the Board’s special permit granting authority.  The proposed zoning also sets out the 
maximum uninterrupted façade length that is allowed—200’.  (The current zoning allows a FAR of only 0.5 
and in very limited special circumstances 0.65-0.75.)   

Finally, the new zoning restricts the bulk, height and location of a parking garage, even if it is for an as-
of-right development. A parking garage may not exceed 44 feet in height, may not have a building footprint 
in excess of 42,000 square feet nor may it be located within 250 feet of Highland Avenue or within 200 feet 
of Gould Street. Notwithstanding the above, the maximum height of a parking garage may be increased to 
55 feet by Special Permit from the Planning Board. For informational purposes, the required bulk, height 
and location requirements of a parking garage under both the as-of-right and special permit condition are 
shown as figure 3 in the zoning article. 
 
Based on the build-out analysis, traffic report, dimensional analysis, consultant findings and information, 
and meeting testimony, the Planning Board confirmed that certain dimensional requirements, including 
front setback, height, floor area ratio, and side setbacks, and use requirements were constraining 
development under the current zoning rules and, given the properties’ regionally prime commercial 
location along Route 128, is significantly underperforming economically, to the detriment of the Town.  
Further the Board found that the current industrial district zoning at the property was not reflective of the 
Town’s land use policy goals for this gateway location and that a conversion to a mixed-use district 
consistent with the land use profile of the remainder of the Highland Avenue corridor was warranted. With 
rezoning, in time, this area should attract significant high value redevelopment consistent with the Town’s 
land use objectives, which will be overseen by the Planning Board under its site plan review and special 
permit obligations.   

 

 



ARTICLE 6: AMEND ZONING BY-LAW – MAP CHANGE TO HIGHWAY COMMERCIAL 1  
 

To see if the Town will vote to amend the Needham Zoning By-Law by amending the Zoning Map as 
follows:  
 
Place in the Highway Commercial 1 District all that land now zoned Industrial-1 and lying between the 
Circumferential Highway, known as Route 128/95 and Gould Street and between the Massachusetts Bay 
Transit Authority (M.B.T.A.) right-of-way and Highland Avenue. Said land is bounded and described as 
follows: 
 
Beginning at a stone bound on the northerly layout line of Highland Avenue at the intersection of Gould 
Street as shown on a plan recorded at the Norfolk County Registry of Deeds, Plan No. 564 of 2001, Plan 
Book 489; thence turning and running southwesterly, westerly and northwesterly along a radius of 44.00 
feet a distance of 80.06 feet to a stone bound on the easterly sideline of Gould Street; thence running 
northwesterly, northerly, and northeasterly along a curve of radius of 505.00 feet of said sideline of Gould 
Street  a distance of 254.17 feet to a point on the said easterly sideline of Gould Street; thence running 
N10º49’50”E a distance of 284.29 feet to a point on the said easterly sideline of Gould Street at the 
intersection of TV Place, a privately owned  Right of Way; thence continuing N10º49’50”E a distance of 
160.00 feet more or less to a stone bound as shown on a plan recorded at the Norfolk County Registry of 
Deeds Land Court Case No. 18430I; thence continuing N10º49’50”E a distance of 84.82 feet to a stone 
bound located at the intersection of the easterly sideline of Gould Street and the southerly sideline of the 
M.B.T.A. Right of Way as shown on a plan recorded at the Norfolk County Registry of Deeds Land Court 
Case No. 18430I; thence turning and running along said southerly M.B.T.A. Right of Way line northeasterly 
a distance of 1,219.55 feet as shown on a plan recorded at the Norfolk County Registry of Deeds Land 
Court Case No. 18430I, 18430J and 18430H to a point at the intersection of the westerly sideline of the 
Route 128 Right of Way and said southerly sideline of the M.B.T.A. Right of Way; thence turning and 
running S4º25’46”E a distance of 292.00 feet to a stone bound as shown on a plan recorded at the Norfolk 
County Registry of Deeds Land Court Case No. 18430H; then turning and running southwesterly along the 
Route 128 Right of Way a distance of 484.61 feet to a point; thence turning and running S13º34’58”W a 
distance of 451.02 feet as shown on a plan recorded at the Norfolk County Registry of Deeds, Plan No. 564 
of 2001, Plan Book 489 to a point; thence turning and running S76º26’41”E a distance of 35.56 feet to a 
point; thence turning and running S13º34’58”W a distance of 67.34 feet to a point; thence running 
southwesterly along a curve of radius 245.45 feet a distance of 136.59 feet to a point;  thence running 
southwesterly along a curve of radius 248.02 feet a distance of 38.04 feet to a point; thence running 
southwesterly along a curve of radius 1180.00 feet a distance of 140.09 feet to a point; thence turning and 
running S42º43’47”W a distance of 42.52 feet to a stone bound located in the westerly sideline of the Route 
128 Right of Way; thence turning and running S63º56’51”W a distance of 361.46 feet to the point of 
beginning. 
 
Or take any other action relative thereto. 
 
INSERTED BY: Planning Board 
FINANCE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDS THAT: 
 
Article Information: Article 6 describes the geographical area proposed to be placed in the new Highway 
Commercial 1 zoning district.  The affected area is generally bounded on the north by the Massachusetts 
Bay Transit Authority (M.B.T.A.) commuter railroad right-of-way, on the east by the Circumferential 
Highway, known as Route 128/95, on the south by Highland Avenue and on the west by Gould Street. The 
subject land is currently located in the Industrial-1 zoning district. 
 
 



From: Barten, Deborah
To: Planning
Cc: Deb Barten
Subject: RE: Objection to Muzi Ford Proposal!
Date: Wednesday, March 31, 2021 8:40:53 AM
Importance: High

 
I object to the proposed rezoning for Muzi because it allows the possible development of 5-story
buildings that are unprecedented on this side of Route 128 and too big with insufficient setbacks,
not enough green space, and has resulted from an unreliable process while leading to too much
traffic without understanding the incremental value to the town over a reasonably scaled-down
project." Filling the Planning Board's mailbox with such objections, in these or your own words, can
only help us.
 
I grew up on Central Ave, across from Gould Street; where my parents still reside.  Traffic is already
bad enough in that area and can’t even imagine the impact this would have!
Thanks,
Deb
 
 
Deb Barten

Application Developer

A: 162 Middle Street, Pawtucket, RI 02860

T: 401.642.4534

W: www.collette.com

mailto:dbarten@collette.com
mailto:planning@needhamma.gov
mailto:djbarten@verizon.net
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=http%3a%2f%2fwww.gocollette.com%2f&c=E,1,XqrxrLiib1xUvI0rKCEa9rrFM26mAk4J7B21c5Lon3dkKYS8484SR8H0MCK6P7Dtf6Za8V-AW-Jih_03ueOEU-Qv8pgVg5NBhXnV9yVlnJNMaarlVA,,&typo=1


 



 
 

 
  NEEDHAM 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
AGENDA   

          THURSDAY, April 15, 2021 - 7:30PM 
Zoom Meeting ID Number: 869-6475-7241 

 
FOR PLANNING BOARD USAGE ONLY 

 

To join the meeting link at: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86964757241 
 
Minutes    Review and approve Minutes from March 18, 2021 meeting.  
 
Case #1 – 7:30PM 5 TV Place - Public notice is hereby given that Hearst Stations Inc. dba 

WCVB-TV, applicant, has made application to the Board of Appeals for an 
Amendment under Sections 6.5, 7.5.2 and any other applicable Sections of 
the Zoning By-Law to a Special Permit dated July 30, 1985 authorizing the 
operation of a helicopter at 5 TV Place in order to change the helicopter 
model from a Bell Jet Ranger 206 to an Eurocopter-Airbus AS350. The 
property is located at 5 TV Place, Needham, MA in the Industrial-1 zoning 
district. 

 
 
Case #2 – 7:30 PM 40 Morton Street- Public notice is hereby given that Glenn and Deborah 

Mulno, applicants, have made application to the Board of Appeals for a 
Special Permit under Sections 1.4.6, 4.2.1, 7.5.2 and any other applicable 
Sections of the Zoning By-Law to allow the building of a studio sunroom 
within the side setback of a non-conforming lot. The property is located at 
40 Morton Street, Needham, MA in the Single Residence B zoning district. 
Upon said notice, a public hearing will be held remotely on Zoom on 
Thursday, April 15, 2021 at 7:30 p.m.  

 
Case #3 – 7:45PM 20 Coolidge Avenue - Public notice is hereby given that Rachel Bright, 

applicant, has made application to the Board of Appeals for a Special Permit 
under Sections 4.2, 4.2.1, 7.5.2 and any other applicable Sections of the 
Zoning By-Law to allow a second-story addition exceeding the maximum 
FAR to a legally non-conforming lot. The property is located at 20 Coolidge 
Avenue, Needham, MA in the Single Residence B zoning district. 

 
 
 

Next Meeting:   May 20, 2021, 7:30pm 
 

 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86964757241
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86964757241














































P.E. Robbins, P.E.
1777 State Route 167
Victoria, IL 61485
PER17125
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TOWN OF NEEDHAM, MASSACHUSETTS
Building Inspection Department

                                    Assessor's Map & Parcel No. ________________________
        Building Permit No. ______________ At No. ____________________________________________________
        Lot Area ________________________Zoning District _____________________________________________
        Owner __________________________________ Builder __________________________________________

Note:  Plot Plans shall be drawn in accordance with Sections 7.2.1 and 7.2.2 of the Zoning By-Laws for the town of Needham.  All plot plans shall show existing structures 
and public utilities, including water mains, sewers, drains, gaslines, etc.; driveways, Flood Plain and Wetland Areas, lot dimensions, dimensions of proposed structures, sideline 
offsets and setback distances, (allowing for overhangs) and elevation of top of foundations and garage floor.  For new construction, elevation of lot corners at streetline and 
existing and approved street grades shall be shown for grading along lot line bordering streetline.  For pool permits, plot plans shall also show fence surrounding pool with 
a gate, proposed pool and any accessory structures*, offsets from all structures and property lines, existing elevations at nearest house corners and pool corners, nearest storm 
drain catch basin (if any) and, sewage disposal system location in unsewered area.
(*Accessory structures may require a separate building permit ¾  See Building Code)

I hereby certify that the information provided on this plan is accurately shown and correct as indicated.
The above is subscribed to and executed by me this _____________________ day of _______________ 20 _____.
Name ____________________________________________ Registered Land Surveyor  No. _________________
Address__________________________ City _____________ State _____ Zip _______Tel. No. ______________
Approved _______________________________________ Director of Public Works               Date ____________
Approved _______________________________________ Building Inspector                          Date ____________

PROPOSED SUNROOM PLAN
40' Scale

































 

FAR Compliance Documentation 
20 Coolidge Avenue 
FAR Requirement Calculations 
FIRST FLOOR 
 

 

 

 

 

 

FIRST FLOOR  
EXISTING FAR AREA CALCULATION 

Area A: 33.0 x 25.0 =  825.0 SF 
Area B: 8.0 x 14.0 =  112.0 SF 
Area C: 16.5 x 20.5=  338.0 SF 
Area D: 14.0 x 13.0 =  182.0 SF 
Area E: 14.0 x 22.5 =  315.0 SF 

TOTAL of Areas A - E =  1,772.0 SF 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FIRST FLOOR  
PROPOSED FAR AREA CALCULATION 

Area A: 33.0 x 25.0 =  825.0 SF 
Area B: 8.0 x 14.0 =  112.0 SF 
Area C: 41.0 x 16.5=  677.0 SF 
Area D: 16.5 x 14.0 =  231.0 SF 
Area E: 22.5 x 14.0 =  315.0 SF 

TOTAL of Areas A - E =  2,160.0 SF 
 
INCREASE = 388.0 SF 
 

FAR Requirement Calculations 
SECOND FLOOR 
 

 

 

 

 

 

SECOND FLOOR 
EXISTING FAR AREA CALCULATION 

Area F: 33.0 x 25.5 =  842.0 SF 
Area G: 16.0 x 23.0 =  368.0 SF 

TOTAL of Areas F+G =  1,210.0 SF 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SECOND FLOOR 
PROPOSED FAR AREA CALCULATION 

Area F: 33.0 x 25.5 =  842.0 SF 
Area G: 16.0 x 23.0 =  368.0 SF 
Area H: 14.0 x 34.0 =  476.0 SF 

TOTAL of Areas F - H =  1,686.0 SF 
 
INCREASE = 476.0 SF 
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FAR Requirement Calculations 
SUMMARY 

 

LOT SIZE =   7,044.0 SF 

FAR PERCENTAGE =  0.38 

MAX FAR = 7,044.0 x 0.38 = 2,677.0 SF 

 

 

Gross Floor Area Change Calculations 
SUMMARY 

 

EXISTING 

FIRST FLOOR AREA =  1,772.0 SF 

SECOND FLOOR AREA =  1,210.0 SF 

SUBTOTAL TOTAL FAR AREA =  2,982.0 SF 

 

GARAGE CREDIT =  315.0 SF 

LESS GARAGE CREDIT =  2,667.0 SF 

TOTAL FAR AREA =  2,667.0 SF 

 

2,677.0 SF MAX FAR > 2,627.0 SF 

38% FAR 

FAR COMPLIES 

 

PROPOSED 

FIRST FLOOR AREA =  2,160.0 SF 

SECOND FLOOR AREA =  1,686.0 SF 

SUBTOTAL TOTAL FAR AREA =  3,846.0 SF 

 

GARAGE CREDIT =  315.0 SF 

LESS GARAGE CREDIT =  3,531.0 SF 

TOTAL FAR AREA =  3,531.0 SF 

 

3,531.0 SF > 2,677.0 SF MAX FAR 

50% FAR 

814.0 SF OVER 

FAR EXCEEDS MAXIMUM 

 

  

 
 
 



20 Coolidge Avenue, Needham 
Special Permit Application – Supplemental Information 
Project Information  
PROPOSED PROJECT 

The owners of 20 Coolidge Avenue are proposing to expand their home by extending their First Floor Family 
Room and by adding a second story section over their existing Garage and Mudroom.  All of the proposed work 
is fully conforming from a dimensional standpoint. 

This is the second phase of an expansion that began in 2015, PRIOR to the changes in the Zoning Code that 
added the FAR requirement to the SRB district. 
 

NON-CONFORMING COMPONENTS AND RELIEF REQUESTED 

EXISTING NON-CONFORMITIES 

   The Lot Area is 7,044 SF, which is below the 10,000 SF minimum. 

RELIEF REQUESTED 
  The existing structure and all of the proposed changes are fully compliant with the standard SR3 yard 

dimensions. 
  The proposed FAR EXCEEDS the 0.38 maximum, as the Lot Area for this property is substantially below 

the 10,000 SF requirement.  It should be noted that the entire neighborhood was developed in the 1920’s 
and earlier, well before the 10,000 SF limit was conceived. The lot sizes throughout this area are 
commonly well below that limit. 

  The owners are looking for relief from the 0.38 FAR limit, which is poorly suited for this area.   
 

Property Overview 
PROPERTY HISTORY AND OVERVIEW 

Property Class Single Family 
Zoning SRB 
Land Area 7,044 SF 
Style Colonial 
Year Built 1925 -- Renovated 2009, 2015 
Number of Stories 2.0 (Existing) 
Rooms/Bedrooms 8 / 4 (Existing) 
Full Baths/Half Baths 2 / 1 (Existing) 

Zoning and Dimensional Compliance Information 
District SRB 
Dimensional Requirements 

Required Actual/Proposed Compliance Status 

Lot Size 
 

10,000 SF 7,044 SF EXISTING 
NONCONFORMING 

Minimum Frontage  
 

80.0 LF 91.0 FT  CONFORMS 

Minimum Setback - Front 
 

20.0 FT 23.1 FT -- EXISTING 
NO CHANGE PROPOSED 

CONFORMS 

Minimum Side Yard -- LEFT 
 

12.0 LF 
 

10.7 FT -- EXISTING 
NO CHANGE PROPOSED 

CONFORMS 

Minimum Side Yard -- RIGHT 
 

12.0 LF 
 

22.8 FT -- EXISTING 
NO CHANGE PROPOSED 

CONFORMS 

Minimum Rear Yard 
 

10.0 LF 10.4 FT -- EXISTING 
NO CHANGE PROPOSED 

CONFORMS 

Height 35.0 FT 
2.5 ST 

NO CHANGE PROPOSED CONFORMS 

FAR 
 

0.38 0.37 – EXISTING 
0.50 -- PROPOSED 

PROPOSED CHANGE 
NON-CONFORMING 

 



 

Justification for Special Permit Relief 
BASIC CRITERIA:  IS THE IMPROVEMENT A DETRIMENT TO THE NEIGHBORHOOD 

The core principle for the granting of zoning relief via a Special Permit is that the relief requested is not 
detrimental to the neighborhood.   
We assert that the proposed changes to 20 Coolidge are NOT DETRIMENTAL to the neighborhood from any 
perspective. 
All of the proposed construction will be conforming with respect to the standard SRB dimensional setback 
constraints.   
 
DESIGN CONSIDERATIONS WITH RESPECT TO THE NEIGHBORHOOD 

The owners of 20 Coolidge have been careful to keep the size of the proposed addition modest in size and 
massing, especially with respect to visible site lines from the street.  The quality and nature of the 
neighborhood is especially important to them.  Their self-imposed design constraints are a reaction to the tear 
downs and new construction, which, although constructed by-right, seem much more massive and imposing 
than the existing types of housing on the nearby streets.  The proposed modifications will be detailed and 
finished with that sense of restrained scale in mind.   
Additionally, it should be noted that as one of the older neighborhoods in Needham, the average lot sizes are 
much smaller than in many other SRB neighborhoods.  Within a roughly 500 FT radius from 20 Coolidge, less 
than 30 percent of the lots meet the 10,000 SF minimum.  With a blanket 0.36 – 0.38 FAR limit in all SRB 
neighborhoods, the Great Plain district is at a significant disadvantage due to Lot Size.   
We believe that the addition and the related updates to the exterior of the house will actually be an aesthetic 
improvement to the neighborhood.  We also propose that the strategy being proposed is much more measured 
and respectful than many of the recent/current teardown/new home projects in the neighborhood. 
 
FAR CONSTRAINTS IN THE GREAT PLAIN NEIGHBORHOOD 

Additionally, it should be noted that as one of the older neighborhoods in Needham, the average lot sizes in 
this area are much smaller than in many other SRB neighborhoods.  Within a roughly 500 FT radius from 20 
Coolidge, fewer than 30 percent of the lots meet the 10,000 SF minimum.  With a blanket 0.36 – 0.38 FAR limit 
in all SRB neighborhoods, the Great Plain district is at a significant disadvantage due to Lot Size, which is then 
reflected in the allowable FAR value. 
In many areas in Needham a proposed addition adding about 800 SF in order to increase an older 
approximately 2,700 SF home to a more contemporary 3,500 SF size would be straightforward and would be 
allowed by right.  We believe that this is a reasonable request in this neighborhood as well. 
 
AFFECTED ABUTTERS 

On Coolidge the only abutter affected in a measurable manner is to the left of the property.  The proposed 
second floor addition would be partially visible to them over an existing 6 FT fence and through a border with 
fairly tall evergreen screening.   
At the rear, the primary abutter is at 21 Prince Street.  The existing view from 21 Prince is currently obscured 
by a 1.5 story garage and various plantings.  There would be little perceptible change to this situation.  17 
Prince Street also partially abuts the rear of 20 Coolidge.  The first-floor addition at 20 Coolidge would not be 
visible from 17 Prince because of the existing garage at 21 Prince.  The second-floor addition would be partially 
visible, screened again by the existing 6 FT fence and vegetation. 
 
SUMMARY 

We believe that the proposed relief request is reasonable and appropriate with respect to the defining Special 
Permit criteria, i.e., that the changes are not detrimental to the neighborhood.   
The physical changes visible from the street are clearly minor and do not alter the look and feel of the home in 
any substantive manner.  They are restrained in scale and location and are primarily hidden from view.  The 
changes do not modify the streetscape perception of massing, do not impact the amount of light as perceived 
from the street, and have no impact on existing vegetation or shade. 
 

 

  



Property Context and Abutters 
 

 
 

 

  



Existing Conditions Photos 
 

 
Existing Elevation – Front 
 

 
Existing Elevation – Rear 
   



 

 
Existing Elevation – Right 

 
 

 
Existing Elevation – Left 

 
 
  



 

 

Aerial View – Showing Proposed Location of Work 
 

  



Street Context -- Photos 
 

 

Proceeding South on Coolidge Avenue 
 

 

 

Proceeding North on Coolidge Avenue 
 

 
 

 
 
 

APPROXIMATE 
LOCATION OF 
CHANGES 

APPROXIMATE 
LOCATION OF 
CHANGES 
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      April 5, 2021 

 

By First-Class Mail and Email louise.fincom@gmail.com 
 
Carol A. Smith-Fachetti 
Chair 
Needham Finance Committee 
1471 Highland Avenue 
Needham, MA  02492 
 
 Re: Objections to Proposal for Highway Commercial-1 Zoning Change for Muzi 

  
Dear Chair Fachetti and Members of the Finance Committee: 

 We represent Ben Daniels of 5 Sachem Road in Needham, Massachusetts, and Barry and 
Nicole Pollack of 15 Pandolf Lane in Needham, Massachusetts, in connection with the 
objections set forth herein (the “Objections”) to the Planning Board’s proposed change in zoning 
that would create a new Highway Commercial-1 District for Muzi (the “Proposal”). Please 
circulate this letter to the members of the Finance Committee.  

For the Finance Committee’s review, the Objections focus on three grounds: (1) a failure 
by the Planning Board to provide adequate and accurate financial analyses and traffic data; 
(2) the misapplication of funds allotted for a new traffic study; and, (3) transparency issues that 
have deprived residents of adequate information and opportunities to provide input and raise 
objections. As you know, in the fall of 2019, the Planning Board proposed an extremely similar 
proposal to change the same exact property to allow and encourage an unusually dense 
development of office buildings in the area. The Planning Board continues to refer to its recent 
efforts as part of an ongoing, multi-year plan. At Town Meeting in November 2019, the 
substantially similar proposal to the one now pending failed to gather the requisite vote of Town 
Meeting Members. For both that failed proposal and the present one, the Planning Board has 
expressed the same two goals: (1) to eliminate the possibility of a warehouse or other industrial 
uses; and (2) to generate more tax revenue than that actually experienced as a result of the 
present operations at the site. When viewed in its full context, the Planning Board’s goals have 
caused it to seek certain maximum development at virtually any cost to our residents, rather than 
to use proper comparators based on reliable information and to make transparent presentations 
when interacting with other town officials and residents, as described below. 
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I.   Inadequate and Misleading Financial Analyses and Traffic Data  

 When presenting to the community and the Finance Committee, the Planning Board has 
compared apples to oranges, and either withheld data concerning the appropriate comparators or 
failed to compile such data. For example, at the March 31, 2021, Finance Committee meeting, 
the Planning Board compared approximately $500,000 in actual tax revenue under the present 
sub-optimal use by right within existing zoning limits to some $8 million or so in projected tax 
revenue if the property is developed to the maximum of proposed FAR (floor area ratio) limits 
with a Special Permit. The present operations are, however, limited by right to a 0.5 FAR or a 
0.75 FAR by Special Permit. As we understand it, the present use operates within the 0.5 FAR 
by right for a suboptimal use. A proper analysis by the Planning Board would have used genuine 
comparators, such as probable by right uses under both existing limits and proposed zoning 
changes, or as an alternative, using as comparators the maximum development for both existing 
and proposed scenarios by right, or even could have used as comparators the maximum of both 
existing and proposed scenarios by Special Permit. Instead, in the Planning Board’s zeal to 
persuade reluctant Town Meeting Members and the public, it compared an existing suboptimal 
by right use (not even maximized by right), to the maximum use allowed by the proposed 
changes through a Special Permit. These imbalanced assumptions have offered an unreliable 
comparison for public assessments.  
 
 In addition to these problematic financial comparisons, the underlying traffic data creates 
unreliable information for the assessment of traffic burdens and traffic mitigation costs to which 
the town and residents will be exposed. In an email dated January 10, 2020 (obtained by public 
records requests and previously submitted to the Finance Committee), the Town Manager wrote 
to the Planning Director that existing traffic data from 2015 was even then (months before the 
2020 Town Meeting) already “falling outside the limits of accepted professional practice (4.6 
years at Town Meeting 2020),” that the data failed to account for changes along Route 128 since 
2015, and “that the counts are very close to the end of their useful life.” The January 10, 2020 
email expressed concerns even then about the data at “the Finance Committee” level, “that the 
counts should have been updated” and those promoting the rezoning for Muzi “may be setting 
ourselves up for failure if we do not update this information.” Accordingly, those promoting the 
change sought funds for a new traffic study within accepted standards of practice. Then the 
Pandemic hit, complicating the new traffic study. In an email at that time (previously submitted 
to the Finance Committee), a Select Board member blamed “fincom” for a Pandemic-caused 
“pickle” complicating or delaying the commencement of a new study. 
 

Rather than wait for conditions that would allow an adequate traffic study or instead 
reduce the aggressive maximum FAR that could cause such significant traffic burdens, the 
Planning Board found an “expert” willing to rely on the same data that had already been deemed 
too outdated. The expert pointed to the Mass DOT’s guidance directed at ongoing DOT projects 
and on safety or maintenance issues, where projects needed to continue. For those settings, the 
DOT warned against using new studies during artificially light traffic and instead provided 
guidelines for the use of the best data available. Extensive research has revealed no direction by 
the Mass DOT that towns should rush into the use of outdated traffic data for elective rezoning 
plans that were not addressing immediate safety and maintenance issues. At any rate, even when 
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using the outdated data, the retained traffic engineer found that a buildout at the proposed 1.35 
FAR (which would be allowable by Special Permit) would increase traffic by a remarkable 
multiple of more than 7-fold, going from under 1,500 vehicle visits each weekday to 
approximately 10,000, through intersections already scoring D’s, E’s and F’s for traffic.  
 

The Planning Board’s proposal underestimates the tremendous costs and burdens to the 
town and residents associated with the 7-fold increase in traffic, merely by claiming that 
developers could cover mitigation costs. Compounding the problems underlying this speculation, 
the Planning Board took the position in community meetings that it would simply focus traffic 
mitigation by performing takings on the Muzi property itself. When doing so, the Planning Board 
omitted important aspects of the report by the traffic engineer at the joint meeting of the Select 
Board, Planning Board and Finance Committee held on November 18, 2020. The following 
excerpts from the February 3, 2021 community meeting and the November 18, 2020 joint town 
board meeting (with time markers on public recordings) provide examples of the Planning 
Board’s ongoing failure to address adequately real traffic burdens and costs:  

  
1. February 3, 2021 Community Meeting Excerpt from Video Recording 

at 1 hr, 35 second mark, Town Meeting Member question: “Last quick question, 
just there was a reference to a land taking for the traffic mitigation, might be 
in or for someone in my precinct, where or what intersection would that be 
at?” 

Planning Board member (Adam Block) answer: “So, so any land taking I think 
is uh specifically was y’know uh is speculative at this point, the uh the aim 
would be uh as a function of making the uh improvements to traffic at the 
corner of Highland and Gould uh that the uh developer would effectively use 
their own land to widen that strip that would make the most sense and they 
would effectively be doing their own takings, that would not be something that 
the town would would do (…pause) necessarily, but it all it all would depend 
on whatever type of uh development goes in. So it’s undetermined at this point.” 

2. November 18, 2020 Joint Meeting of Planning Board, Select Board and 
Finance Committee: 

at 42 minutes 22 seconds, Committee member question: “I'm wondering, um, so 
even with the proposed modifications in traffic, y’know we still have a few areas 
that are D and F, so what would it take, uh, to rectify that situation so the level 
of service is more acceptable, like what would it take in terms of costs or 
takings of land, what else would need to be done?”  

Answer of traffic engineer: “Yep, um, so yeah one of those is obviously the 
Gould Street at Central Avenue intersection where I mentioned in the morning 
that's at a level of service E still. So to be able to rectify that it would require 
construction of an additional lane on Gould Street so that you would have 
separate left and right hand turn lanes there. And that would require a 
property taking on one or potentially both of those corners ....” 
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at 45 minutes 32 seconds, answer of Traffic engineer: “Where the greatest need 
is on the Hunting Road northbound approach where right now that 
approach has a shared left turn and through lane and dedicated right turn 
lane and that really should be three lanes on that approach ... and that would 
require some, some widening and property takings” involving partial 
“property takings on each side” or “more substantial takings on one side of the 
road to be able to get rid of those service Es and bring the entire intersection back 
down to a level of D...” 

at 46 minutes 20 seconds, Committee member question: “Those property 
takings are not reflected on your schematics?”  

Answer by traffic engineer (about presentations used for community): “They 
are not, correct.” 

at 49 minutes 9 seconds,  Board member (John Bulian): “I think we may be 
underestimating the amount of traffic that Hunting Road will need to take 
northbound going straight across to the new Muzi built out site... I do believe 
it will be necessary to do what you just indicated with a right turn, a straight 
and a left turn lane dedicated on Hunting Road in order to be able to manage 
the traffic that we will have in the morning rush hour coming up northbound on 
Hunting Road from Greendale.” 

at 52 minutes 25 seconds, Board member (Maurice Handel) responding to traffic 
engineer: “I have a particular bias which says to me that to the extent that you can 
make traffic conditions more efficient, you invite more traffic” .. ; 52 minutes 52 
seconds: “we are in the middle of an inflection point in terms of traffic, and 
working habits and coming out of this uh pandemic, I think work patterns and 
hour patterns in terms of when people work and or commute or don't commute 
and work from home are very very different than what we think they are going to 
be ... so I would be very cautious about sinking a lot of resource into 
optimizing traffic flow and focus more on how this property is going to be 
used.” 

  
Clearly by focusing incompletely in public presentations on takings only from the Muzi 
property itself, the Planning Board has not properly analyzed the reasonably expectable 
traffic burdens and costs predicted by its retained traffic engineer for the intersection of 
Gould Street and Central Avenue and the intersection of Hunting Road and Highland 
Avenue. There is simply no credible basis on which to find that developers would 
definitely proceed by Special Permit AND cover the costs of mitigation along non-
adjacent parcels such as those along Gould Street by Central Avenue and those along 
Hunting Road off of Highland Avenue, let alone bear the burden of measures needed to 
address cut-through traffic on side streets. The speculation about imposing solutions on 
developers is unfair, unreliable and impractical in light of problems that will reach non-
adjacent parcels and homes. 
  



Needham Finance Committee 
April 5, 2021 
Page 5 
 

  

 Unless the Planning Board somehow supplements its proposal with fair, complete 
and accurate descriptions of these issues to the public along with probable and non-
speculative cures, or reach a reasonable compromise that satisfies objections to the 1.35 
FAR that would allow nothing but office buildings with concentrated rush hour traffic, 
the Finance Committee should reject the Planning Board’s proposal.   

   
II. Misuse of Town Funds  
 
 Based on the town’s productions in response to public records requests, there is a 
disconnect between, as discussed above, the purposes for a request for public funds to conduct a 
new traffic study, and the actual use of the funds to compare outdated information from 2015 to 
incomplete and inconsistent data from 2019, in order to portray the 2015 data as viable and 
useful. Obviously if the 2019 data was sufficiently complete and accurate, it could be used here, 
but it is not, so the traffic engineer did not directly use 2019 data for projections. In fact, internal 
town emails (previously submitted to the Finance Committee) reflect a recognition that the 
limited 2019 data from three pertinent intersections revealed inconsistencies in traffic, with a 
substantial increase in traffic in one of the three intersections, though the Planning Board has 
mischaracterized the data as reflecting consistent decreases. None of these comparisons even 
begins to take into account certain developments in office capacity surrounding Kendrick Street 
since 2015 or the imminent and massive Northland project on Needham Street in Newton. In 
other words, public funds were used to justify a result, rather than to ensure a proper means of 
collecting and assessing data to help inform important decision-making processes. The Finance 
Committee should take appropriate action to understand the disconnect in the Planning Board’s 
use of town funds for an unreliable traffic report in order to prevent further misuse of funds. 

  
III.  Lack of Transparency 
 

In addition to the lack of transparency underlying, as described above, presentations on 
traffic mitigation, transparency in town processes has been lost through officials holding multiple 
positions in both the public and non-profit sector, with competing missions. The Planning Board, 
the Select Board, the Council of Economic Advisors (CEA) and what used to function as the 
Needham Heights Neighborhood Association, have overlapping leaders and members that have 
functioned with conflicts of interest that have deprived the residents of Needham Heights of an 
informed opportunity to be heard. The Needham Heights Neighborhood Association (NHNA) 
continues to hold itself out on a website as having a primary mission “to enhance and protect the 
residential character and livability of the area.” The NHNA is not functioning, however, as an 
independent community organization to fulfill that mission. Adam Block serves as the Chair of 
the CEA and sits on the Planning Board, while acting as the President of the NHNA. Maurice 
Handel of the Select Board sits on the CEA while also serving as a board member of the NHNA. 
Under Mr. Block’s watch, until recent written demands, the NHNA had not made any requisite 
state filings that would have disclosed its leadership and the fact that he lives on High Rock 
Street across town, well outside of Needham Heights. As President of the NHNA, Mr. Block is 
charged with protection of the “residential character” of the neighborhood, but as Chair of the 
CEA, Mr. Block is charged with promoting “new and existing industry, business, and 
commerce,” as well as advising the town on zoning matters for the growth of businesses, which 
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are hardly resident-centric functions. In other words, Needham Heights residents could not rely 
on the NHNA to advocate, as they were induced to believe, for “the residential character and 
livability” on which it was founded. Recently, Mr. Block and Mr. Handel rejected in writing a 
written request by a member and former board member to poll members of the NHNA about 
their views of the proposed zoning changes to help formulate a position by the organization. Just 
two business days before the Planning Board’s hearing, the NHNA sent out an email informing 
its membership that the organization would no longer take positions on zoning matters, while not 
even informing the membership of the date of the public hearing or the deadline for objections. 
Essentially, the NHNA became an email list through which certain town boards could control the 
information flow to those residents who have expressed a special interest in the community. 
These overlapping and conflicting roles and actions undermined transparency, turned the NHNA 
into an arm of public boards, and limited the educated voices of our residents. 
 

These conflicts are compounded by the representation of Muzi on the CEA. While CEA 
minutes reflect that Muzi’s representative has at times recused himself from CEA discussions 
about the proposed rezoning for Muzi, at the January 2021 CEA meeting, he did not recuse 
himself, as confirmed in the minutes and on a video recording of the meeting. Furthermore, the 
results of a recent public records request reflect private meetings, texts, emails and conversations 
by a Select Board member with the Muzi representative. Such communications can at times be 
appropriate by a town official and residents. Here, however, a news article reported that the 
pertinent Select Board member has refused to describe the discussions with the Muzi 
representative, though there has been no official non-disclosure agreement reached between the 
town and Muzi constituents. Even more significantly, at the January 27, 2020 community 
meeting concerning a potential second bite at the rezoning apple, that same Select Board member 
sat next to another town board member as he provided inaccurate or misleading information to 
the public in response to a direct question. Specifically, at the 2 hour, 3 minute and 8 second 
mark of the public video recording of that meeting, the following question and answer occurred: 

 
Resident: So Muzi Ford and Channel 5 have never given any input or anything?” 
Board Member answer: “No.” 
 

The text messages and emails received in response to a public records request confirm that 
answer was demonstrably false. The resident had preceded his particular question with the 
comment, “Be honest,” calling attention to the need for transparency, but the town officials did 
not oblige. Such transparency problems present further grounds on which to require the Planning 
Board to do more for the residents of the town before presenting its proposal at Town Meeting. 
The Finance Committee should therefore not support the proposal in its present form. 
  

Conclusion 
 

 Based on the foregoing, the Finance Committee should not support the Planning Board’s 
proposal to rezone Muzi. Doing so would sanction the use of unreliable financial and traffic data, 
as well as presentations of improper comparisons that use contradictory assumptions. The 
Finance Committee is essentially the final safeguard by which to educate Town Meeting 
Members that the Planning Board’s persistence is not itself a reliable indicator of merit for its 
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proposal. Any actual financial benefits of the rezoning cannot be gleaned from the unreliable 
financial comparisons performed by the Planning Board. The actual burdens and costs of traffic 
problems flowing from the proposal cannot be gleaned from the unreliable traffic data and 
incomplete considerations of traffic at nearby but not adjacent locations. Undoubtedly, some 
zoning changes can be made at the site, but particularly to the extent so many objections still 
exist to the maximum FAR, any zoning changes should await reliable information and 
transparent presentations, rather than being rushed.  

 
       Sincerely, 

 

       Peter J. Duffy 
 
cc:  Ben Daniels 
       Barry Pollack 
       Jeanne McKnight, Planning Board Chair 

Peter J. Duffy
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