
NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD 
Tuesday November 2, 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. Amendment to Major Project Site Plan Special Permit No. 2009-06: Town of Needham, 1471 
Highland Avenue, Needham, Massachusetts, Petitioner. (Property located at 1471 Highland 
Avenue, Needham, Massachusetts). Regarding proposed Town Common renovation.  

7:45 p.m. Major Project Site Plan: Needham Enterprises, LLC, 105 Chestnut Street, Suite 28, Needham, 
MA, Petitioner. (Property located at 1688 Central Avenue, Needham, MA). Regarding 
proposal to construct a new child care facility of 9,966 square feet and 30 parking spaces, that 
would house an existing Needham child-care business, Needham Children's Center (NCC). 
Please note: this hearing was continued from the June 14, 2021, July 20, 2021, August 17, 
2021, September 8, 2021, October 5, 2021 and October 19, 2021 meetings of the Planning 
Board. 

2. De Minimus Change: Major Project Site Plan Special Permit No. 2008-09: Town of Needham, 1471 Highland
Avenue, Needham, MA, Petitioner (Property is located at 484 and 500 Dedham Avenue, Needham, MA).

3. Board of Appeals – November 18, 2021.

4. Minutes.

5. Correspondence.

6. 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




 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LEGAL NOTICE 

Planning Board 

TOWN OF NEEDHAM 

NOTICE OF HEARING 

 

In accordance with the provisions of M.G.L., Chapter 40A, S.11; the Needham Zoning By-Law, 

Section7.4 and Special Permit No. 2009-06, Section 4.2, the Needham Planning Board will hold a 

public hearing on Tuesday, November 2, 2021 at 7:20 p.m. by Zoom Web ID Number 826-5899-

3198 (further instructions for accessing are below), regarding the application of the Needham 

Select Board, 1471 Highland Avenue, Needham, MA, for a Special Permit under Site Plan 

Review, Section 7.4 of the Needham Zoning By-Law.  

 

The subject property is located at 1471 Highland Avenue, Needham, Massachusetts, shown on 

Assessor’s Map No. 51 as Parcel 1 containing 1.36 acres and is located in the Center Business 

Zoning District. The requested Major Project Site Plan Review Special Permit Amendment would, 

if granted, permit the comprehensive redesign and renovation of the Town Common at 1471 

Highland Avenue. The complete redesign includes replacement of the lawn, landscaping, 

pedestrian pathways, seating areas, lighting, and other amenities as discussed in the application 

materials and shown on the submitted plans.  

 

In accordance with the Zoning By-Law, Section 7.4, a Major Project Site Plan Review Special 

Permit Amendment is required. In accordance with Special Permit No. 2009-06, Section 4.2, 

further site plan approval is required. 

 

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 

 

The application may be viewed at this link: 

https://www.needhamma.gov/Archive.aspx?AMID=146&Type=&ADID= . 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 PLANNING BOARD 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Needham Times, October 14, 2021 and October 21, 2021. 

 

PLANNING & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
PLANNING DIVISION 

http://www.zoom.us/
http://www.zoom.us/
https://us02web.zoom.us/s/82658993198
https://www.needhamma.gov/Archive.aspx?AMID=146&Type=&ADID=
http://masspublicnotices.org/
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TOWN OF NEEDHAM, MASSACHUSETTS

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
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RENOVATION

AUGUST 2021
PLAN INDEX

DESCRIPTIONSHEET NO.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

TITLE SHEET & INDEX

GENERAL NOTES

EXISTING CONDITIONS & SITE PREPARATION PLAN

LAYOUT & MATERIALS PLAN

GRADING & DRAINAGE PLAN

ELECTRICAL  PLAN

PLANTING PLAN

DETAILS

DETAILS

DETAILS

ELECTRICAL DETAILS

ELECTRICAL DETAILS

ELECTRICAL DETAILS

ELECTRICAL DETAILS

DETAILS

DETAILS

SELECT BOARD

MATTHEW BORRELLI, CHAIRMAN

MARIANNE COOLEY, VICE CHAIRMAN

LAKSHMI BALACHANDRA , CLERK

DANIEL P. MATTHEWS, MEMBER

MARCUS NELSON, MEMBER

TOWN MANAGER

KATHLEEN P. FITZPATRICK

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

CARYS LUSTIG, DIRECTOR

ROBERT A. LEWIS, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR

EDWARD OLSEN, SUPERINTENDENT PARKS & FORESTRY

PREPARED BY:

H
I
G

H
L
A

N
D

 
A

V
E

.

O
A

K
 S

T
.

C
H

E
S

T
N

U
T

 
S

T
.

D

E

D

H

A

M

 

A

V

E

.

 

(

R

T

.

 

1

3

5

)

GREAT PLAIN AVE.

(RT 135)

M

B

T

A
C

H
A

P
E

L
 
S

T
.

G

A

R

D

E

N

 
S

T
.

N

E

H

O

I

D

E

N

 

S

T

.

M
A

P
L
E

 
S

T
.

L

I
N

D

E

N

 
S

T

.

W
A

R
R

E
N

 
S

T
.

P
I
C

K
E

R
I
N

G
 
S

T
.

PROJECT

LOCATION

N

G

L

E

N

D

O

O

N

 
R

D

.

PERMIT SET

9-2-2021



O

N

L

Y

O
N

L
Y

O
N

L
Y

O
N

L
Y

ONLY

ONLY

O
N

L
Y

N
78

°3
1'

45
"W

11
3.

06
'

S12°03'45"W

380.21'

N18°47'30"E
334.67'

S
77

°5
6'

15
"E

13
9.

15
'

R = 30.31'
47.30'

R = 
35

.19
'

49
.76

'

TOWN HALL

ISSUE DATE

NUMBER DATE MADE BY CHECKED BY

REVISIONS

DRAWN BY:

DESIGNED BY:

CHECKED BY:

UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED OR CHANGED BY REPRODUCTION

SCALE

BETA JOB NO.

SHEET NO.

7185

TOWN COMMON RENOVATION

REGISTERED PROFESSIONAL PREPARED BY

AS SHOWN

For

Review

Only

SUBCONSULTANT TITLE

8
/
1

7
/
2

0
2

1
 
1

0
:
3

5
 
A

M
O

:
\
7

1
0

0
S

\
7

1
8

5
 
-
 
N

E
E

D
H

A
M

 
-
 
T

O
W

N
 
C

O
M

M
O

N
\
D

R
A

W
I
N

G
 
F

I
L

E
S

\
P

L
A

N
S

E
T

\
7

1
8

5
 
N

O
T

E
S

.
D

W
G

 
(
B

E
T

A
 
S

T
B

 
B

W
.
S

T
B

)

NEEDHAM, MASSACHUSETTS

SR/NS/CC

SR/NS

SR/RM
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GENERAL NOTES

2

GENERAL NOTES:

1. THE LOCATION OF SUBSURFACE UTILITIES SHOWN IS APPROXIMATE AND NOT GUARANTEED TO BE COMPLETE OR ACCURATE. THE

CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY THE LOCATIONS AND ELEVATIONS OF EXISTING UTILITY LINES AND STRUCTURES PRIOR TO

COMMENCEMENT OF WORK. THE CONTRACTOR MUST NOTIFY DIG SAFE PRIOR TO ANY EXCAVATION, DEMOLITION OR EXPLOSION

WORK IN PUBLIC OR PRIVATE WAYS OR UTILITY COMPANY RIGHT-OF-WAY OR EASEMENT.

2. WHERE AN EXISTING UTILITY IS FOUND TO CONFLICT WITH THE PROPOSED WORK, THE LOCATION, ELEVATION AND SIZE OF THE

UTILITY SHALL BE ACCURATELY DETERMINED WITHOUT DELAY BY THE CONTRACTOR, AND THE INFORMATION FURNISHED TO THE

ENGINEER FOR THE RESOLUTION OF THE CONFLICT.

3. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ALTER THE MASONRY OF THE TOP SECTION OF ALL EXISTING DRAINAGE AND SANITARY STRUCTURES AS

NECESSARY FOR THE CHANGES IN GRADE, AND RESET ALL WATER AND DRAINAGE FRAMES, GRATES AND BOXES TO THE PROPOSED

FINISH SURFACE GRADE. REQUIRED NEW MASONRY SHALL BE CLAY BRICK CONFORMING TO M4.05.2.

4. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAKE ALL ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE ALTERATION AND ADJUSTMENT OF GAS, ELECTRIC, TELEPHONE,

CABLE TV, FIRE ALARM AND ANY OTHER PRIVATE UTILITIES BY THE UTILITY COMPANIES. ALL UTILITY CASTING AND FIRE ALARM BOXES

SHALL BE ADJUSTED TO FINISH GRADE BY THEIR RESPECTIVE OWNERS.

5. AREAS OUTSIDE THE LIMITS OF PROPOSED WORK DISTURBED BY THE CONTRACTOR'S OPERATIONS SHALL BE RESTORED BY THE

CONTRACTOR TO THEIR ORIGINAL CONDITION AT THE CONTRACTOR'S EXPENSE.

6. THE TERM "PROPOSED" (PROP.) MEANS WORK TO BE CONSTRUCTED USING NEW MATERIALS OR, WHERE APPLICABLE, RE-USING

EXISTING MATERIALS IDENTIFIED AS "REMOVE AND RESET" (R&R).

7. ALL DRAINAGE STRUCTURES SHALL BE RETAINED UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

8. ALL FRAMES AND GRATES FOR PROPOSED DRAINAGE STRUCTURES SHALL BE MUNICIPAL STANDARD.

9. UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED EXISTING DRAINAGE LINES TO BE REPLACED SHALL BE ABANDONED IN PLACE. IF THEY CONFLICT WITH

THE PROPOSED DRAINAGE LINES THEY SHALL BE REMOVED AS DIRECTED BY THE ENGINEER.

10. WHERE DRAINAGE PIPES OR STRUCTURES ARE ABANDONED IN PLACE THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAKE SURE THAT ALL CONNECTING

PIPES, INLETS AND OUTLETS ARE PLUGGED. ALL LIVE CONNECTIONS SHALL BE CONNECTED TO THE NEW SYSTEM.

11. ALL CURB TIE DIMENSIONS ARE TO THE FACE OF THE CURB.

12. PROPOSED SIDEWALKS AND WHEELCHAIR RAMPS SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED TO THE NEAREST SCORE LINE OR EXPANSION JOINT IN

THE EXISTING ADJACENT WALK SURFACE AS DIRECTED BY THE ENGINEER.

13. PROPOSED SIDEWALK AT SIGNS, POLES AND OTHER FEATURES SHALL BE BOXED AND PROVIDED FLEXIBLE JOINT FILLER.

14. THE PROPOSED SIDEWALK GRADE SHALL MEET THE EXISTING GRADE AT ALL ADJOINING PAVEMENT ELEVATIONS UNLESS OTHERWISE

NOTED ON THE PLAN.

15. PROPOSED SIDEWALK AND WHEELCHAIR RAMPS SCORE LINES AND EXPANSION JOINTS ARE SHOWN ON THE PLANS. THE

CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE WITH THE ENGINEER DURING CONSTRUCTION.

16. WHEN WORKING NEXT TO EXISTING PAVEMENT, WALLS, BERMS, AND OTHER STRUCTURES, CONTRACTOR SHALL EXERCISE EXTREME

CAUTION NOT TO DISTURB THE EXISTING STRUCTURES.  ANY DAMAGE TO THE EXISTING STRUCTURES SHALL BE REPAIRED BY THE 

CONTRACTOR AT HIS OWN EXPENSE.

17. ORNAMENTAL STREET LIGHTING LAYOUTS ARE SHOWN ON ELECTRICAL PLANS.  THE DETAILS ARE SHOWN ON DETAIL 

SHEETS.

18. DUE TO THE PROJECT IN DOWNTOWN AREA, CONTRACTOR SHALL EXERCISE EXTREME CAUTION NOT TO DISTURB EXISTING

SIDEWALK.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MEET ALL EXISTING GRADES AT THESE LOCATIONS UNLESS OTHERWISE SHOWN ON THE PLAN.

19. SAFETY CONTROLS FOR CONSTRUCTION OPERATIONS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH MASSDOT REQUIREMENTS AND THE LATEST

VERSION OF THE MUTCD.

20. SURVEY BASE PLAN BY CHAPPELL ENGINEERING ASSOCIATES, LLC ON OCTOBER 2018.

21. THE SURVEY BASE PLAN  ARE IN U.S. SURVEY FEET IN THE MASSACHUSETTS STATE PLANE COORDINATE SYSTEM REFERENCED TO

THE NORTH AMERICAN DATUM OF 1983.

22. ELEVATIONS, IN U.S. SURVEY FEET, ARE REFERENCED TO THE NORTH AMERICAN VERTICAL DATUM OF 1988 (NAVD88).

23. PROPOSED TREE  LOCATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL STAKE TREES IN THE FIELD PRIOR TO INSTALLATION FOR

APPROVAL BY THE ENGINEER.

24. LOCATION OF PROPOSED SHRUB PLANTINGS ARE APPROXIMATE.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE WITH THE ENGINEER PRIOR

TO INSTALLATION.

25. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE REQUIRED TO MAINTAIN A MINIMUM LEVEL OF GENERAL STREET LIGHTING EQUIVANENT TO THE

EXISTING CONDITION OVER THE COURSE OF THE PROJECT EITHER BY TEMPORARILY RETAINING SOME OF THE EXISTING LIGHTS

AND/OR ACTIVATING PORTIONS OF THE NEW LIGHTING SYSTEMS.  THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE REQUIRED TO IDENTIFY HIS

APPROACH IN HIS POST BID SCHEDULE.

PAVEMENT NOTES:

PAVEMENT MILLING AND OVERLAY

SURFACE COURSE: 1 

1

2

" CLASS I BITUMINOUS CONCRETE TOP COURSE

PAVEMENT MILLING: 1 

1

2

" PAVEMENT MILLING

NOTE:  1.5" MAX LIFT BINDER COURSE FOR LEVELING IN AREAS NOT ABLE TO BE

SHAPED WITH MILLING.

CONCRETE SIDEWALK , WHEELCHAIR RAMPS, AND DRIVEWAYS

SURFACE COURSE: 5" CEMENT CONCRETE

SUB BASE: 8" GRAVEL BORROW TYPE C (MIN.) OR 

COMBINATION OF EXISTING SUITABLE SUB BASE AS 

APPROVED BY THE ENGINEER.

HMA SIDEWALK

SURFACE COURSE: 3" HOT MIX ASPHALT (HMA) PAVEMENT PLACED IN TWO LAYERS, 1" TOP 

COURSE MATERIAL OVER 2" BINDER COURSE MATERIAL

BASE COURSE: 8" GRAVEL BORROW TYPE C (MIN.)

WHEELCHAIR RAMP NOTES:

1. ALL WHEELCHAIR RAMPS SHALL CONFORM TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE ARCHITECTURAL ACCESS BOARD (A.A.B.) AND THE

AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT (A.D.A.). AND THE TOWN OF NEEDHAM STANDARDS.

2. THE LOCATION OF PROPOSED WHEELCHAIR RAMP ARE SHOWN ON LAYOUT PLAN AND THE  DETAILS, EXACT LOCATION MAY BE

ADJUSTED, IF NECESSARY, BY THE ENGINEER IN THE FIELD.

3. PROPOSED WHEELCHAIR RAMPS SHALL HAVE DETECTABLE WARNING PANELS INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH AAB AND ADA

STANDARDS. THE PANEL SHALL BE VARIED TO MEET OPENINGS OF THE RAMP AS SHOWN.  THE  PANEL SHALL BE GRANITE AND

COLORED CALEDONIA.

4. IN INSTANCES WHERE AN EXISTING MANHOLE, HANDHOLE OR OTHER "SURFACE" TYPE STRUCTURE THAT CANNOT BE REMOVED OR

RESET, IS WITHIN THE ACTUAL WHEELCHAIR RAMP PATH, THE STRUCTURE SHALL BE CAREFULLY ADJUSTED SUCH THAT THE

TOPMOST SURFACES OF THE STRUCTURE COVER SHALL BE FLUSH WITH THE RAMP SURFACE AND SHALL MATCH THE SLOPE OF THE

NEW WHEELCHAIR RAMP AS DIRECTED BY THE ENGINEER.

PROPERTY INFORMATION

SCALE: 1" = 40'

PLAN REFERENCE

1. "1471 HIGHLAND AVENUE ZONING AS-BUILT PLAN OF LAND IN NEEDHAM, MA.",

PREPARED BY JOHN A. HAMMER III, PLS, BILLERICA, MA., DATED SEPTEMBER 30,

2011, SHEETS 1 AND 2. NOTED AS BUILDING PERMIT No. B120100159.

LOT 44-138-1

AREA = 59,211 S.F.

LOT AREA % EXISTING

PROPOSED

Building 16.54%

8,239 s.f.

Paved Areas 34.0%

1586 s.f.

Open Space 49.46%

18,767 s.f.

COMMON AREA Existing

Paths and Walkways 4,121 s.f.

Planted Areas 617 s.f.

Lawn Area 23,844 s.f.

INSIDE COMMON AREA

ENTIRE LOT

TOTAL 28,592 s.f. 28,592 s.f.

Area % Area %

14.5 % 28.8 %

2.1 % 5.5 %

83.4 % 65.7 %

100.0 % 100.0 %

INSIDE COMMON

AREA = 28,592 S.F.

INSIDE COMMON AREA

Permit Set
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TREE

PROTECTION

FENCE

RET. FOUNTAIN &

PAVING

PROT. WALLS &

PAVERS (TYP)

RET. ELECTRICAL

BOXES

R&R SCULPTURE #2

REM. BRICK PAVING &

BASE COURSES (TYP.)

REM. BIT. WALK &

BASE COURSES (TYP.)

REM. TREE (TYP.)

REM. BENCHES;

DELIVER TO

TOWN (TYP.)

REM. BENCHES;

DELIVER TO

TOWN (TYP.)

R&R SCULPTURE #1

REM. RUBBER

PAVEMENT

REM. TRASH

CAN (TYP.)

RET. ELECTRICAL

BOXES

REM. LIGHTS (TYP.

FOR 10 QTY.)

LEGEND

PROT. = PROTECT

REM. = REMOVE & DISPOSE

RET. = RETAIN

R&R = REMOVE & REPLACE

    X = REMOVE TREE & GRIND STUMP

SAWCUT LINE

SAWCUT LINE

LIMIT OF WORK LINE

LIMIT OF WORK LINE

LIMIT OF WORK LINE

LIMIT OF

WORK LINE

EXIST. CB

BURIED RIM

EXIST. CB

BURIED RIM

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

REM. BUS STOP

AND CONC. PAD

REM. BENCHES; DELIVER TO

TOWN AND REM. & DISPOSE

CONC. PAD (2 QTY.)

REM. GRAN.

COBBLES

EXIST. WATERLINE

TO FOUNTAIN

LIMIT OF

WORK LINE

Permit Set
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PAVERS
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CONTROL JOINT

(SAWCUT)

LANDSCAPE WALL

EDGE OF PAVEMENT

LANDSCAPE CURB

BENCH

LITTER AND RECYCLE

RECEPTACLES

SAFETY SURFACE

TENT ANCHOR

SHADE STRUCTURE

WITH SWING BENCH

PICNIC TABLE

BUS SHELTER

WITH BENCH

RELOCATED
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"CIRCLE OF PEACE"
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LAYOUT & MATERIALS PLAN

4

PROP. PICNIC TABLE &

BENCHES (TYP.)

RELOCATED

SCULPTURE #2

PROP. FESTOON

POLE (TYP.)

PROP. SAFETY

SURFACING

RELOCATED

SCULPTURE #1

PROP.

SWING

PROP. SHADE

STRUCTURE

PROP. LED POST-TOP

LIGHT (TYP.)

PROP. BUS

STOP

PROP. CONC.

PAVERS (TYP.)

RAMP WITH

DETECTABLE

WARNING PANEL

PROP. RECESSED

WALKWAY LIGHT (TYP.)

PROP. BENCH

(TYP.)

PROP. SOLAR POWERED

WASTE & RECYCLING

SYSTEM (TYP.)

PROP. BENCH

(TYP.)

PROP. BENCH (TYP.)

PROP. SHADE

STRUCTURE

PROP. PICNIC TABLE &

BENCHES (TYP.)

PROP.  BRICK

MASONRY WALL

PROP. TENT

FOOTING BLOCK

(TYP. OF 5)

PROP. FESTOON

POLE (TYP.)

PROP. BENCH

(TYP.)

PROP. SOLAR POWERED

WASTE & RECYCLING

SYSTEM (TYP.)

PROP. PICNIC TABLE &

BENCHES (TYP.)

PROP. BENCH

(TYP.)

PROP. EXP. AGG.

CONC. PAVING

PROP. EXP. AGG.

CONC. PAVING

PROP. EXP. AGG.

CONC. PAVING

PROP. CONC.

PAVERS (TYP.)

PROP. BENCH

(TYP.)

PROP. BENCH

(TYP.)

PROP. PICNIC TABLE &

BENCHES (TYP.)

PROP. CONC.

PAVERS (TYP.)

PROP. LAWN

PROP. CEMENT

CONC. PAVING

RESET EXIST

CURB

RESET EXIST

CURB

PROP. SWING

PROP. LITTER & RECYCLE

RECEPTACLE (TYP.)

PROP. LITTER

& RECYCLE

RECEPTACLE

(TYP.)

PROP. TENT

GUYING BLOCK

(TYP. OF 12)
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5

163

163.5

164

163.30

+

162.83

+

162.77

+

162.74

+

164.75
+

163.35

+

163.90

+

164.13
+

164.60

+

164.65

+

164.25

+

162.50

+

162.70

+

162.40

+

162.35

+

162.26

+

162.60

+

161.95

+

162.95

+

+162.50

+

162.35

+

162.37

+

162.34

163.80

+

163.30

+

164.75

+

165.0

+

165.0

+

1

6

5

.

2

5

+

165.25

+

164.75

+

162.0

+

161.75

+

CB-1

R=163.25

I=159.60

CB-2

R=163.25

I=159.14

CB-3

R=163.25

I=158.15

CB-4

R=162.0

I=158.40

CB-5

R=163.3

I=158.88

CB-6

R=162.5

I=158.1

CB-7

R=163.1

I=156.66

CB-8

R=161.75

I=156.66

1

6

5

1

6

5

1
6
4

DMH-B

R=163.15

I=157.74 (12" IN/OUT)

DMH-A

R=163.55

I=158.78 (12" IN/OUT)

S
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.0

2
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5
7
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S=0.020

54' - 12" HDPE
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S
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0
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1
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3
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2
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S
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1
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5
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1

5

1

5

'

 

-

 

1

2

"

 

H

D

P

E

DMH-B

R=163.35

I=158.25

GRADING LEGEND:

EXIST. CONTOUR MAJOR

EXIST. CONTOUR MINOR

PROP. CONTOUR MAJOR

PROP. CONTOUR MINOR

PROP. SPOT GRADE

PROP. CATCH BASIN

164.25

+

PROP. 12" HDPE

PROP. MANHOLE

CHANGE IN TYPECIT
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GRADING & DRAINAGE PLAN

5

EARTHEN MOUND

EARTHEN MOUND

PROP. DRAIN

(TYP.)

EXIST. CB

CIT

ADJUST TO FINISH GRADE

I = 156.30 (EX. 12" OUT)

I = 156.30 (12" IN)

EXIST. CB

CIT

ADJUST TO FINISH GRADE

I = 158.05 (EX. 12" OUT)

I = 158.05 (12" IN)

EXIST. 12"

DRAIN

MAINTAIN EXIST.

GRADE AT TREE

PROTECTION FENCE

EXIST. 12"

DRAIN

Permit Set



LIGHT POLE 

HANDHOLE 

ELECTRICAL LEGEND

CONDUIT 

SHADE STRUCTURE LIGHT

GFCI RECEPTACLE  

PATH LIGHT

BUILDING LIGHT

SPEAKERS

FESTOON POLE (REMOVABLE)

AIRPLANE WIRE (REMOVABLE)

GROUND MOUNT GFCI  

‐

ISSUE DATE

NUMBER DATE MADE BY CHECKED BY

REVISIONS

DRAWN BY:

DESIGNED BY:

CHECKED BY:

UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED OR CHANGED BY REPRODUCTION

SCALE

BETA JOB NO.

SHEET NO.

7185
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ELECTRICAL  PLAN

T
O

W
N

 
H

A
L

L

6

POLE FOR

FESTOON LIGHTS (6)

PROP. LED POST

TOP LIGHTS (10)

EACH WITH GFCI

RECEPTACLE

PROP. LINEAR FLOOD  LIGHTS

FOR BUILDING FACADE (7) SEE

DETAILS

PROP. GFCI,

LIGHTING, AND

SPEAKERS FOR

SHADE STRUCTURE

EX (EMPTY)LIGHTING

CONTROL CABINET

FOR PROP LIGHTING

EX 3" NM CONDUIT (EMPTY)

TO BE USED FOR PROP.

SERVICE CONNECTION FROM

MANHOLE TO EX ELEC.

CABINET

EX  COMPOSITE HANDHOLE,

18"X30"X18" WITH 4 - 2" NM

CONDUITS (EMPTY) FOR

PROPOSED LIGHTING

PROP (3) 2" NM CONDUIT;

RUN AUDIO CABLE IN

SEPARATE CONDUIT

PROP. MARKER LIGHT

DRIVER IN IP68

ENCLOSURE;

MOUNTED ON SHADE

STRUCTURE

PROP. MARKER

LIGHT DRIVERS

(4) IN IP68

ENCLOSURE;

MOUNTED IN SITE

WALL

PROP 1" NM CONDUIT;

PROP MARKER

LIGHT (TYP. OF

40)

PROP (3) 2" NM

CONDUIT;

RUN AUDIO CABLE IN

SEPARATE CONDUIT

PROP (3) 2" NM

CONDUIT;

RUN AUDIO CABLE IN

SEPARATE CONDUIT

PROP. MARKER LIGHT

DRIVER IN IP68 ENCLOSURE;

MOUNTED ON SHADE

STRUCTURE

FLUSH GRADE

GROUND BOX

(TYP OF 3)

WALL MOUNTED

RECEPTACLES FOR

POWER AND AUDIO

CONNECTIONS

PROP. GFCI,

LIGHTING, AND

SPEAKERS FOR

SHADE STRUCTURE

PROP (3) 2" NM

CONDUIT;

RUN AUDIO CABLE IN

SEPARATE CONDUIT

PROP (3) 2" NM

CONDUIT;

RUN AUDIO CABLE IN

SEPARATE CONDUIT

PROP 1" NM CONDUIT WITH (2)

2W#14 AWG SPEAKER WIRE

EX 1" NM CONDUIT WITH

2W#14 AWG SPEAKER WIRE

PROP 2" NM CONDUIT

BETWEEN LIGHT POLES WITH

3W TYPE 8 NO.4 W/ GND AND

2W TYPE 8 NO. 4 W/ GND FOR

RECEPTACLE  FOR POWER

(TYP. OF ALL)

MAINTAIN POWER TO

EXISTING LIGHT  FIXTURE;

PROVIDE HANDHOLE AND

SPLICE IN EXISTING

CONDUCTORS AS NEEDED

R & D EX LIGHT

POLE  (TYP OF 10)

PROP  ELEC.

HANDHOLE 12"X12"

SD2.031 (TYP OF ALL)

CUT AND REROUTE EX.

1" NM CONDUIT; SPLICE

(2) 2W#14 AWG

SPEAKER WIRE

R&R EX HANDHOLE

SET FLUSH WITH NEW

GRADE

R&D EX HANDHOLE

(CONFIRM IN FIELD

WITH ENGINEER)

 EX HANDHOLE (TBD)

(CONFIRM IN FIELD

WITH ENGINEER)

R&R EX HANDHOLE

SET FLUSH WITH

NEW GRADE

Permit Set
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163

163.5

164
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L
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PLANT LEGEND:

SHADE

TREE

ORNAMENTAL

TREE

EVERGREEN

TREE

ORNAMENTAL

GRASS

PERENNIAL

SHRUB
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PLANTING PLAN

7

UAP

2

UAV

1

MP

1

SR

1

ZSM

1

SR

1

AR

1

MP

1

CO

1

LS

1

LS

1

CO

1

MP

1

AR

1

SR

1

ZSM

1

SR

1

UAV

1

MP

1

UAP

2

TREE LIST

KEY QTY. BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME SIZE SPACING

TREES

AR

Acer rubrum 'October Glory' October Glory Red Maple

3"-3.5" Cal. B&B

CO

Chamaecyparis obtuse Hinoki Falsecypress

8'-9' B&B

LS

Liquidambar styriciflua 'Slender Silhouette'

Slender Silhouette Sweet Gum 3"-3.5" Cal. B&B

MP

Malus prairifire Prairifire Crabapple

3"-3.5" Cal. B&B

SR

Syringa reticulata 'Ivory Silk' Ivory Silk Tree Lilac

3"-3.5" Cal. B&B

UAP Ulmus americana 'Princeton' Princeton Elm 4"-4.5" Cal. B&B

UAV

Ulmus americana 'Valley Forge' Valley Forge Elm

4"-4.5" Cal. B&B

ZSM Zelkova serrata 'Musashino' Musashino Zelkova 3"-3.5" Cal. B&B

SAND BASED ROOT

ZONE AND SOD (TYP.)

PERENNIALS

(TYP.)

SHRUBS

(TYP.)

ORNAMENTAL

GRASS (TYP.)

SHRUBS

(TYP.)

ORNAMENTAL

GRASS (TYP.)

PERENNIALS

(TYP.)

SHRUBS

(TYP.)

ORNAMENTAL

GRASS (TYP.)

PERENNIALS

(TYP.)

Permit Set



EXPANSION JOINT

EXPOSED AGGREGATE CONCRETE PAVING

NOTES:

1. AGGREGATE SIZE, COLOR, AND SHAPE SHALL BE CONSISTANT THROUGHOUT THE PROJECT AREA.

2. EXPANSION JOINTS SHALL BE 20' O.C. UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED ON THE PLANS.

3. THOROUGHLY WASH AND CLEAN ALL SURFACES AND REMOVE ALL DEBRIS AFTER

POWERWASHING AND SAWCUTTING.

4. SAWCUT CONTROL JOINTS SHALL BE AS NOTED ON THE PLANS.

CONTROL JOINT

4000 PSI CONC.

COMPACTED

SUBGRADE

8" COMPACTED

GRAVEL BASE

EXP. AGG. FINISH,

SEE NOTE BELOW

SLOPE AS SHOWN

ON PLANS

EXPOSED

AGGREGATE

1

8

" WIDE SAWCUT LINE,

1

3

 THE DEPTH OF EXP.

AGG. CONC. PAVING

1

2

" JOINT FILLER, SEE

SPECIFICATIONS

BACKER ROD

 POLYURETHANE

JOINT SEALANT TO A

DEPTH OF 1", COLOR

TO MATCH PAVEMENT

CONCRETE PAVER SIDEWALK

8" GRAVEL

BORROW (TYPE C)

4" CEMENT CONC. BASE,

CONTINUOUS, EXP. JTS,

@ 6.0' MAX.

1" SAND SETTING BED

FINISH GRADE

CONC. PAVER STRIP

PAVERS: 3.94" x 7.87" x 2.36"

POLYMERIC SAND JOINTS

EDGE REINFORCEMENT

CONC.

PAVING

GRANITE PAVING SLAB

8" THICK CEM. CONC.

BASE, CONTINUOUS,

EXP. JTS, @ 6.0' MAX.

1" SAND SETTING BED

FINISH GRADE

1

8

" JOINT SWEPT WITH

POLYMERIC SAND

GRAN. PAVING SLAB

(SEE PLANS)

GRAVEL BORROW

(TYPE C)

COMPACTED

SUBGRADE

FLUSH GRAN.

CURB

1 

1

2

" MILL AND

OVERLAY

CURB LOCK

1

2

" WEARING COURSE

POLYURETHANE SAFETY SURFACING

AT 'CIRCLE OF PEACE' SCULPTURE

3" CUSHION COURSE

3

4

" CRUSHED STONE

COMPACTED

SUBGRADE

EXPANSION JOINT

CONCRETE PAVING - 5" THICK

NOTES:

1. EXPANSION JOINTS SHALL BE 20' O.C. UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED ON THE PLANS.

2. CONTROL JOINTS SHALL BE 5' O.C. UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED ON THE PLANS.

CONTROL JOINT

4000 PSI CONC.

COMPACTED

SUBGRADE

8" GRADED

AGGREGATE

BASE COURSE

BROOM FINISH UNLESS

OTHERWISE NOTED

SLOPE AS SHOWN

ON PLANS

3" WIDE TOOLING

CENTERED ON

CONTROL JOINT

 CONTROL

JOINT

1

2

" JOINT FILLER

COMPOUND, SEE

SPECIFICATIONS

BACKER ROD

 POLYURETHANE

JOINT SEALANT TO A

DEPTH OF 1", COLOR

TO MATCH PAVEMENT

TYPICAL SECTION

SCULPTURE #1 - CIRCLE OF PEACE

PLAN VIEW

FINISH GRADE

SAFETY SURFACE;

SEE DETAIL

EXIST. SCULPTURE

18" DIAM. x 48" DEEP

CONC. FOUNDATION

METAL ROD AT EACH

CONNECTION POINT

(FOOT OF EACH CHILD)

18" DIAM. x 48" DEEP

CONC. FOUNDATION

TYPICAL SECTION

SCULPTURE #2 - CHILDREN ON BENCH

FINISH GRADE

CEM. CONC. WALK

EXIST. SCULPTURE

18" DIAM. x 24" LONG x 48" DEEP

CONC. FOUNDATION

METAL ROD AT EACH

CONNECTION POINT

PLAN VIEW

ISSUE DATE

NUMBER DATE MADE BY CHECKED BY
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DRAWN BY:
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BUS SHELTER STRUCTURE

FINISH

GRADE

COVER

PLATE

FINISH

GRADE

COVER

PLATE

SOLID CANOPY

PANELS

BAY 1 BAY 2

59242-0159242-0159242-01

LUMBER

2"x6"x8.5'

LUMBER

2"x6"x11'-8.5"

STEEL RAFTER

(

1

4

" THICK)

STEEL ANGLE

(1.5"x1.5"x

3

16

" THICK)

STEEL BEAM CAP

DUPLEX

GFCI 15A

SPOT LIGHT

TUBE STEEL BEAM

8'x4'x14' (.5 THICK)

SHADE STRUCTURE

TOP VIEW

STEEL BASE PLATE (

1

2

" THICK)

LAG BOLT, NUT AND WASHER

LUMBER 1x6

TUBE STEEL 8"x4"x11' (.5 THICK)

BEAM BOLT, NUT AND WASHER

STEEL PLATE TOP (

1

2

" THICK)

SPEAKER (2)

STEEL RAFTER TAB

BOLT, NUT AND WASHER

STEEL RAFTER (

1

4

" THICK)

STEEL ANGLE

(1.5"x1.5"x

3

16

" THICK)

SPOT LIGHT (4)

SWING

BRACKET

SWING

BENCH

FRONT VIEW

GFCI RECEPTACLE

REAR VIEW

FINISH GRADE

FINISH GRADE

TUBE STEEL POST TO TUBE

TUBE STEEL POST TO

FOUNDATION CONNECTION

RAFTER TAB CONNECTION

1/2 METAL PLATE TO TUBE

STEEL BEAM CONNECTION

STEEL PLATE TOP

(

1

2

" THICK)

STEEL PLATE TOP

(

1

2

" THICK)

BEAM BOLT, NUT

AND WASHER

LUMBER 2"x6"x11'-9.5"

MACHINE SCREW AT JOIST

STEEL ANGLE (1.5"x1.5"x

3

16

" THICK)

STEEL RAFTER (

1

4

" THICK)

LUMBER 1"x6"x10'

MACHINE SCREW

(WOOD STRAP)

BOLT, NUT

AND WASHER

STEEL

RAFTER TAB

DUPLEX

GFCI 15A

STEEL RAFTER

(

1

4

" THICK)

OUTDOOR SPEAKER

MACHINE SCREW

(WOOD STRAP)

LUMBER 1"x6"x10'

TUBE STEEL

8"x4"x11' (.5 THICK)

SIDE VIEW

SCALE: 

1

2

"=1'-0"

FINISH GRADE

ISSUE DATE
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TYPICAL SECTION

BRICK MASONRY WALL

GRAN. CAP W/ 

3

4

" CHAMFER

TOP AND BOTTOM

SS DOWELS, 2 PER

CAP, SEE BRICK

MASONRY PIN DETAIL

MORTAR JOINT

BRICK VENEER

8" CMU

HORIZONTAL JOINT

REINFORCEMENT

@16" O.C. TYP.

FINAL GRADE

CONC. FOUNDATION

W/ 

3

4

" CHAMFER

2" CLEAR TYP.

#4 REBAR EXTENDED

FROM FOUNDATION INTO

CMU CORE @ 48" O.C.

#4 REBAR @ 12" O.C.

(HORIZONTAL)

#4 REBAR @ 12" O.C.

(VERTICAL)

#4 @ 12" TOP AND

BOTTOM E.W. 3"

CLEAR BOTTOM ONLY

GRAVEL BORROW

NOTE:

ALLOW FOR MOISTURE REMOVAL SYSTEM BETWEEN CMU AND BRICK FACING MATERIALS THAT ALLOWS

FOR MOISTURE ENTERING TO DRAIN THROUGH WEEP HOLES, TYP. FOR BRICK MASONRY PIER AND WALL.

9

16

" DIA. HOLE FOR BOLT

SEE MOUNTING DETAIL

CONC. HAUNCH

SEE

ANCHOR

DETAIL

GRAVEL BORROW

(TYPE C)

3/8" DIAM. x 3" STEEL

ANCHOR BOLTS

2 PER FRAME

GRAVEL BORROW

ANCHOR DETAIL FOR BENCH

ON CONCRETE SIDEWALK

CONC. PAD

BENCH

ELEVATIONSECTION

CONC. PAD

PLAN VIEW

BENCH PER PLAN

CONC. PAD

BENCH PER PLAN

PICNIC TABLE

PLAN VIEW

SIDE ELEVATION FRONT ELEVATION

FRONT ELEVATION

CONC.

WALKCONC. WALK

PICNIC TABLE

PER PLAN

PICNIC TABLE

PER PLAN

PICNIC TABLE &

BENCH PER PLAN

TENT FOOTING BLOCK

2'x1'x1' CONC. BLOCK

SET FLUSH WITH

SURROUNDING SOD

FINISH GRADE SOD

TENT GUYING BLOCK

 CONC. BLOCK SET

FLUSH

FINISH GRADE SOD

RECESSED D-RING GALVANIZED

TIE-DOWN ANCHOR W/ (4) HOLES

(SIZED FOR BOLT) RATED FOR 2000

LB WLL MIN.

TOP OF CONC. BLOCK TO BE

FLUSH WITH GRADE

#4 REBAR @ 12" O.C. EW

(4) 3/8-IN X 8-IN COARSE THREAD

CARRIAGE BOLT SET; PRECAST IN CONC.

 PROVIDE RECEIVING

PLATE WITH 

3

8

" NUTS

SET ON 8" OF  

3

4

"

CRUSHED STONE

SET ON 8" OF  

3

4

"

CRUSHED STONE

SOLAR POWERED WASTE & RECYCLING SYSTEM

UNITS TO BE

FURNISHED

BY TOWN

NOTES:

1. RECEPTACLES SHALL BE SURFACE MOUNTED  AT LOCATION SHOWN ON PLANS.

2. INSTALLATION TO BE COMPLETED IN ACCORDANCE WITH MANUFACTURER'S SPECIFICATIONS.

3. RECEPTACLES SHALL BE FURNISHED TO CONTRACTOR BY TOWN.

4. RECEPTACLES SHALL HAVE CUSTOMIZED GRAPHIC WRAP.

FRONT VIEW SIDE VIEW

FRONT VIEW MOUNTING PLATE

COMPACTING

WASTE

SINGLE-STREAM

RECYCLING

HANDS FREE

FOOT PEDAL

8 - 

3

8

" DIA. TAMPER

PROOF SS BOLTS

W/ 3" EMBEDMENT

CONC.

SIDEWALK

TRASH

COMPACTOR

MOUNTING PLATE

PROVIDED BY TOWN

PLAN VIEW

SCALE: 

1

4

"=1'-0"
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COORDINATE BUILDING

PENETRATION LOCATION

WITH TOWN/BUILDING

FACILITIES DEPT.  BUILDING

PENETRATION SHAL MEET

ALL APPLICABLE BUILDING

AND FIRE CODES.

JUNCTION BOX; COORDINATE FINAL

LOCATION TO MINIMIZE VISUAL IMPACT (TYP.)

1" RMC; COORDINATE FINAL LOCATION TO

MINIMIZE VISUAL IMPACT (TYP.)

LINEAR LIGHT FIXTURE; SEE LIGHT

SCHEDULE FOR MODEL NUMBER ;

COORDINATE FINAL LOCATION TO

MINIMIZE VISUAL IMPACT (TYP.)

NOTES:

1. PROVIDE (1) 20 AMP CIRCUIT AND INSTALL A NEW BREAKER

WITHIN THE EXISTING ELECTRICAL PANEL.

2. COORDINATE ROUTING OF THE NEW CIRCUIT TO A TOUCH LED

LIGHTING CONTROLLER;  CAPABLE OF CHANGING COLORS,

CREATING ZONES, DIMMING AND TIMER FUNCTIONS.
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15

14

8

10

11

12

9

6

7

13

MAIN CIRCUIT BREAKER

LIGHTING CIRCUIT #1 (POLES LP#1-LP#10, )

FRAME

200

30

C
I
R

C
U

I
T

2

1

M

4

5

3

200

30

POLES(N-NEUTRAL)

BREAKER

TRIP

2P

2P

PHASE: 
1

WIRES: 
120/240V

DESCRIPTION OF LOAD CABLE

VOLTAGE:3

MAINS: 200A. MAIN C.B.

CONDUIT

3W#3/0AWG & #6AWG GND

3W#4AWG & #4 GND

REMARKS

17

16

42 CIRCUIT

1-3"NM SCH80

1-2"NM SCH80

30 302P

1-2"NM SCH80

30 302P

1-2"NM SCH80

6-POLE LIGHTING CONTACTOR,

RATED 240V, 30A (120V COIL)

ELECTRICAL RISER DETAIL

LIGHTING LOAD CENTER

NOT TO SCALE

M

OUTSIDE
INSIDE

METER SOCKET ENCLOSURE,

200A, 1Ø, 3W, 120/240V,

WITH BY-PASS LEVER

(NEMA 3R OUTDOOR RATED)

PER UTILITY REQUIREMENTS

MTR. CABINET

200A, 1Ø, 3W, 120/240V, 22KA

DISTRIBUTION PANEL, 42CKT PANEL

200A, 2-POLE, MAIN

CIRCUIT BREAKER

20 AMP GFCI DUPLEX RECEPTACLE

L

75W, 120V INCANDESCENT FIXTURE IN

METER CABINET, WITH SPST (ON/OFF)

SWITCH

2W#12, W/GND IN 3/4" EMT

LIGHT POLES LP#1-LP#10

CKT#1

CKT#2

CKT#16

SEE PANEL SCHEDULE

FOR FEEDER AND

CONDUIT SIZE

TC

C

C

INCOMING SERVICE CABLE

3#3/0 AWG (COPPER) XHHW-2,

600 V., IN 1-3" TYPE NM CONDUIT

WITH #6 GROUND FROM MANHOLE

3#3/0 AWG (COPPER)

600 V, TYPE XHHW-2

WITH #4 GROUND

CKT#3

CKT#4

30 302P

30 302P

30 301P

30 301P

30 301P

20 201P

20 201P

20 201P

20 201P

30 302P

FLAG AND ARCH UPLIGHTS (6 LIGHTS)
20 201P 2W#8AWG & #10 GND

POLE RECEPTACLES (POLES LP#1-LP#10)

CKT#5

CKT#6

CKT#7

CKT#8

CKT#14

C

CKT#9

CKT#10

CKT#11

CKT#12

CKT#13

TIME CLOCK POWER
20 201P 2W#12AWG & #12 GND

1-1"NM SCH80

RECEPTACLE IN CABINET
20 201P 2W#12AWG & #12 GND

1-1"NM SCH80

CKT#15

STREETLIGHT POLE BASE

ACCESS HOLE

POLE GND.

FROM SOURCE

2" PVC SCH.40

CONDUIT

COPPER

SPLIT-BOLT

CONNECTION

T
O

 
F

I
X

T
U

R
E

 
/
 
T

O
P

 
O

F
 
P

O
L
E

#
1
2
 
C

U
 
(
L
I
N

E
 
2
4
0
V

)

#
1
2
 
C

U
 
(
L
I
N

E
 
2
4
0
V

)

#
1
2
 
C

U
 
(
G

R
O

U
N

D
)

LG L

IN-LINE WATER-PROOF FUSE HOLDER.

(TYP. BUSSMAN OR APPROVED EQUAL)

FUSE SIZE: 3A FOR 240V FIXTURE

#4 CU (GROUND)

#4 CU (LINE 2)

#4 CU (LINE 1)

LIGHTING BALLAST AND BULB IN

FIXTURE (BY CONTRACTOR)

#4 CU (NUET.)

TO NEXT POLE

GFCI RECEPTACLE WITH WET

LOCATION IN-USE COVER

MOUNTED NEAR TOP OF POLE

#
1
2
 
C

U
 
(
N

E
U

T
R

A
L
)

N

PHOTOCONTROL

#4 CU (GROUND)

#4 CU (LINE 2)

#4 CU (LINE 1)

#4 CU (NUET.)

NOT TO SCALE

TYPICAL STREETLIGHT

WIRING DETAIL

#
1
2
 
C

U
 
(
L
I
N

E
 
1
2
0
V

)

L

#
1
2
 
C

U
 
(
N

E
U

T
R

A
L
)

N

#
1
2
 
C

U
 
(
G

R
O

U
N

D
)

G

#4 CU (GROUND)

#4 CU (120V)

#4 CU (NUET.)

#4 CU (GROUND)

#4 CU (120V)

#4 CU (NUET.)

CONTROLLED BY PHOTOCELL IN EACH POLE

CKT#17

PC

C

C

C

BP

TC-TIME CLOCK

PC-PHOTOCONTROL

BP-BYPASS SWITCH

6-POLE LIGHTING CONTACTOR,

RATED 240V, 30A (120V COIL)

CONTROLLED BY PHOTOCELL W/BYPASS IN CABINET

PHOTOCONTROL CONTACTOR POWER
20 201P 2W#12AWG & #12 GND

1-1"NM SCH80

PC

CONTROLLED BY TIMECLOCK & PHOTOCELL IN CABINET

SHADE STRUCTURE RECEPTACLES ( 2 TOTAL)

IN-WALL AND IN GROUND RECEPTACLES (3 TOTAL)

SHADE STRUCTURE  RECEPTACLES (2 TOTAL)
2W#8AWG & #10 GND

IN WALL AND IN GROUND  RECEPTACLES (3 TOTAL)
2W#8AWG & #10 GND

POLE RECEPTACLES (POLES LP#11-LP#21)
2W#4AWG & #4 GND

1-2"NM SCH80

SHADE STRUCTURE LIGHTS (1-8) AND MARKER

LIGHTS (1-40)

1-2"NM SCH80

CONTROLLED BY BREAKER (ALWAYS ON)

CONTROLLED BY BREAKER (ALWAYS ON)
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LIGHT POLE FOUNDATION CONDUIT DETAIL

NOT TO SCALE

24"

MIN.

RGS

LIGHT POLE FOUNDATION NOTES:

1. BOLT PATTERN SHOWN IS TYPICAL AND NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION

  CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE BOLT PATTERN DETAILS

  BASED ON SELECTED MANUFACTURER.

2. PROVIDE REBAR DETAIL FROM PRECAST CONCRETE VENDOR

   FOR APPROVAL.

3. CONDUIT LOCATIONS SHOWN ARE TYPICAL.

2" TYPE NM ELEC.

CONDUITS 18" MIN.

RADIUS SWEEPS

GROUNDING LUG WITH #4 CU

GROUND CONDUCTOR TO

GROUND ROD IN HANDHOLE

FINISHED GRADE

LIGHTING FIXTURE POLE

HANDHOLE

BOND TO GROUNDING LUG INSIDE BASE

OF POLE. GROUNDING CONDUCTOR SIZE

AS INDICATED ON DRAWINGS

GROUNDING TYPE BUSHING

PVC

FOUNDATION SHALL BE FLUSH

WITH SIDEWALK AND 3" ABOVE

FINISHED GRADE IN GRASS AREAS.

1. HANDHOLE ORIENTATION TO BE SUCH THAT

  ALL SUPPLY DUCTS ENTER ON SAME SHORT SIDE.

2. SIZE AND NUMBER OF CONDUITS AS REQUIRED.

3. CONDUIT LOCATIONS SHOWN ARE TYPICAL.

HANDHOLE INSTALLATION NOTES:

INSTALL FLUSH WITH EXISTING GRADE

FINISHED GRADE

4" CEM. CONC. SIDEWALK

8" GRAVEL BORROW

TYPE C

NATIVE BACKFILL

95% COMPACTION

3/4" CRUSHED STONE

(M2.01.4) 6" MINIMUM

INSTALLATION DETAIL

PRECAST ELECTRIC HANDHOLE

NOT TO SCALE

ELECTRIC HANDHOLE

WITH BONDED COVER

5/8"X8'-0" COPPERWELD GROUND ROD

INSTALLED 18" BELOW GRADE

INSTALL #4 AWG BASE COPPER PIG TAIL

AND GROUND TO LIGHT POLE STEEL

BOND METAL FRAME &

COVER TO GROUND ROD,

W/NO.8 INSULATED WIRE

1

4

"x20 BOLTING BOLT

BONDING TAB WELDED TO

BOTTOM CENTER OF COVER

3' OF NO. 8 BONDING WIRE

COVER TO BE LABELED "LIGHTING"

INSTALL FLUSH WITH EXISTING GRADE

NO. AND SIZE OF CONDUITS

AS REQUIRED.

36" RADIUS 45°

PVC BEND TO SWEEP UPWARDS

AND EXTEND 2" INTO

HANDHOLE

4"MIN.

WIDTH VARIES

2
4
"
 
M

I
N

I
M

U
M

COUPLING

PVC SCH40

D
E

P
T

H
 
V

A
R

I
E

S

NO. AND SIZE OF CONDUITS

AS REQUIRED.

FINISHED GRADE

6" CRUSHED ROCK

NOTES:

1. HANDHOLE ORIENTATION TO BE SUCH THAT

  ALL SUPPLY DUCTS ENTER ON SAME SHORT

  SIDE.

2. SIZE AND NUMBER OF CONDUITS AS REQUIRED.

3. CONDUIT LOCATIONS SHOWN ARE TYPICAL.

NO CONDUITS

IN CENTER 1/3

OF HANDHOLE

RGS
PVC

INSTALLATION DETAIL

COMPOSITE ELECTRIC HANDHOLE

NOT TO SCALE

LIGHT POLE FOUNDATION DETAIL

NOT TO SCALE

22"
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POST TOP LIGHT

C18 SPLIT CAST IRON

BASE WITH REMOVABLE

ACCESS DOOR

11 GA., 5 3/4" BASE DIA.,

STEEL FLUTED TAPERED

POLE 0.14"/FT. TAPER

3"Ø GOLD BALL

BANNER BY OTHERS

1 1/2" SCH. 40 STEEL PIPE

(1.90" O.D. x .145" WALL)

15 A, 120 V, GFI RECEPTACLE WITH

WEATHERPROOF COVER (LOCATED

IN-LINE WITH HANDHOLE)

APPLY SILICONE SEALANT

AT INSTALLATION

21C/8" GLOBE FITTER

50 W, LED, 120 V, BALLAST & SOCKET

ASSEMBLY, (LAMP BY OTHERS)

24C BRASS FILIGREE RING

#199 ACRYLIC GLOBE22C GOLD FINIAL

19C CAPITAL WITH  PHOTO

ELECTRIC CONTROL

SIDEWALK

RECESSED WALKWAY LIGHT

TYPICAL SECTION

FINISH GRADE

WELL HOUSING OR SLEEVE;

INSTALL PER

MANUFACTURERS

RECOMMENDATIONS

CONDUIT

MARKER LIGHT; SEE

LIGHTING SCHEDULE

FOR MODEL

EXP. AGG. CONC. PAVING

(2) DUPLEX RECEPTACLES

(1) RJ45 – AUDIO

(1) 3-PIN XLR, MIC INPUT - AUDIO

TYPICAL SECTION

 WALL MOUNTED AUDIO AND GFCI RECEPTACLES

FINAL GRADE

(2) 2 GANG JUNCTION BOXES WITH

METAL LOCKABLE COVERS

1" PVC ELEC. CONDUIT FOR

EACH 2 GANG BOX; RUN

AUDIO CONNECTIONS IN A

SEPARATE CONDUIT BACK TO

HANDHOLES

AUDIO POWER

CUT BRICK TO FIT
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ANCHOR BASE DETAIL

NOT TO SCALE

BOLT SLOTS /

HOLES

14" BOLT CIRCLE

0° - HANDHOLE

270° 90°

180°

VIEWED

FROM

TOP

6" ROUND STEEL POLE

LUMENPULSE PL-S 6 STL R 16 H

BKTX WO CAP TP GALV    

HANDHOLE PER

LIGHTPOLE

MANUFACTURER

PROVIDE (4)   1.25" x 36" x 4"

ANCHOR BOLT AND HARDWARE

PER MANUFACTURERS

REQUIREMENTS

ANCHOR BOLTS SHALL BE 1.25" Ø,

INSTALLED ON A BOLT CIRCLE OF

14IN; COORDINATE BOLT CIRCLE

TEMPLATE PER MANUFACTURERS

REQUIREMENTS

BASE PLATE COVER PER

MANUFACTURERS

REQUIREMENTS

PROVIDE HANDHOLE AND

CABLE GLAND AS NEEDED TO

ROUTE SEASONAL LIGHTING/

EXTENSION CORDS

POLE (FOR FESTOON LIGHTS)

CABLE MOUNTING

TAB

POLE (FOR FESTOON LIGHTS)

 PRECAST FOUNDATION DETAIL

REINFORCED PRECAST BASE

FOUNDATION. CONCRETE TO

BE 5000PSI AT 28 DAYS

#3 REBAR TIES @ 12" VERTICAL

SPACING O.C., W/3" CLEAR TO

EDGE OF FOUNDATION (TYP.)

9-#7 REBAR, EQUALLY

SPACED,W/3" CLEAR (TYP.)

ANCHOR BOLTS  (TYPICAL FOR

4) SIZE PER LIGHTPOLE REQ.

LIGHTING FIXTURE POLE

HANDHOLE

BOND TO GROUNDING

LUG INSIDE BASE OF

POLE. GROUNDING

CONDUCTOR SIZE AS

INDICATED ON DRAWINGS

GROUNDING LUG WITH #6 CU

GROUND CONDUCTOR TO

GROUND ROD

EXOTHERMIC

CONNECTION

5/8" X 8'-0"

COPPERCLAD

GROUND ROD

(4) 1.5" TYPE NM

ELECTRICAL CONDUITs

TO ADJACENT

HANDHOLE 18" MIN.

RADIUS SWEEP

FINISHED GRADE

PVCPVC

BASE FOOTPRINT

N.T.S.

26" ROUND CONC

FOUNDATION

REBAR CAGE CIRCLE

BOLT CIRCLE

9-#7 REBAR,

EQUALLY SPACED,

W/3" CLEAR (TYP.)

CONDUIT AREA WITH

2" ELECTRIC NM

CONDUIT AND 3/4"

FOR GROUND WIRE

LIGHT POLE FOUNDATION NOTES:

 16' ROUND TAPERED

ALUMINUM POLE

 EYE BOLT (837-0800)

SHACKLE BOLT

(835-08-1)

LOOP SWAG WITH

THIMBLE (804-0600)

6MM 316 WIRE

TURNBUCKLE &

THREAD (828-0600-02)

 NUT & WASHER

 DRILL HOLE TO

RECEIVE EYE BOLT

 16' ROUND TAPERED

ALUMINUM POLE

6MM 316 WIRE

 NUT & WASHER

 DRILL HOLE TO

RECEIVE EYE BOLT

SINGLE POLE MOUNT

DUAL POLE MOUNT (LOCATION 1)

MOUNTING TAB LOCATION

 EYE BOLT (837-0800)

SHACKLE BOLT

(835-08-1)

LOOP SWAG WITH

THIMBLE (804-0600)

TURNBUCKLE &

THREAD (828-0600-02)

CABLE MOUNTING TAB

REMOVABLE CAP

ROUND TAPERED

ALUMINUM POLE

TURNBUCKLE &

THREAD (828-0600-02)

6MM 316 WIRE

LOOP SWAG WITH

THIMBLE (804-0600)

SHACKLE BOLT

(835-08-1)

EYE BOLT

(837-0800)

NUT &

WASHER

DRILL HOLE TO

RECEIVE EYE BOLT
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SECTION - FENCE PROTECTION OF ROOT ZONE

CONSTRUCTION

ZONE

FENCE AND POST MATERIAL PER

SPECIFICATIONS; PLACE FENCE AS

SHOWN ON PLANS AND AS CLOSE

TO CONSTRUCTION LIMITS (AS FAR

FROM TRUNK) AS POSSIBLE

NO TRESPASSING, STORAGE

OF EQUIPMENT, OR

STOCKPILING OF MATERIALS

ARMOR TREES AS

SHOWN ON PLANS OR

PER ARBORIST; ARMOR

FROM BASE OF TREE,

INCLUDING ROOT FLARE,

TO FIRST BRANCH

CONSTRUCTION

ZONE

NO TRESPASSING, STORAGE

OF EQUIPMENT, OR

STOCKPILING OF MATERIALS

SECTION - TRUNK ARMORING & PRUNING

TREE PROTECTION FOR 'BLUE TREE'

KNOT

GUY

WEBBING

DO NOT CUT

LEADER

TREE PER PLAN

REMOVE ALL

DEADWOOD (DO NOT

REMOVE ANY OTHER

VEGETATION)

GUY WEBBING

ATTACHED NO

HIGHER THAN 

1

2

AND NO LOWER

THAN 

1

3

 THE

HEIGHT OF THE

TREE

TAPER MULCH

AWAY FROM

TRUNK

3" MULCH TO LIMIT

SHOWN ON PLAN

MOUND WITH

EXCAVATED SOIL TO 3"

ABOVE FINISH GRADE

PLANT WITH

TREE'S ROOT

COLLAR 2" ABOVE

FINISHED GRADE

CUT AND REMOVE

BURLAP AND WIRE

BASKET FROM TOP

1

3

 OF ROOT BALL

EX.

GROUND

REMOVE ALL

NURSERY

PROTECTION

DEVICES PRIOR TO

PLANTING

BACKFILL

COMPACTED

TO 85%

SEE PLAN FOR

LIMITS OF

MULCH

3-2"x2" HARDWOOD

STAKES. DRIVE 3'

INTO GROUND

OUTSIDE OF

ROOTBALL

ROOT BALL ON

UNDISTURBED

SUBGRADE

NOTE:

AFTER THE GUARANTEE PERIOD THE CONTRACTOR WILL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE

REMOVAL OF STAKES AND GUY WEBBING.

GUYING DETAIL

NTS

DECIDUOUS TREE STAKING & PLANTING

PRUNE ALL

DEADWOOD (DO NOT

REMOVE ANY OTHER

VEGETATION)

TAPER MULCH AWAY

FROM TRUNK

3" MULCH TO LIMIT

SHOWN ON PLAN

MOUND WITH

EXCAVATED SOIL TO 3"

ABOVE FINISH GRADE

PLANT WITH SHRUB'S

ROOT COLLAR 2"

ABOVE FINISH GRADE

CUT AND REMOVE

BURLAP AND WIRE

BASKET FROM TOP 

1

3

OF ROOT BALL. FOLD

UNDER , SO AS NOT TO

EXPOSE ABOVE GRADE

SHRUB PER PLAN

BACKFILL

COMPACTED

TO 85%

SEE PLAN FOR

LIMITS OF

MULCH

ROOT BALL ON

UNDISTURBED

SUBGRADE

EX.

GROUND

SHRUB PLANTING

KNOT

GUY

WEBBING

GUYING DETAIL

NTS

DO NOT CUT

LEADER

TREE PER PLAN

REMOVE ALL

DEADWOOD (DO NOT

REMOVE ANY OTHER

VEGETATION)

GUY WEBBING

ATTACHED NO

HIGHER THAN 

1

2

AND NO LOWER

THAN 

1

3

 THE

HEIGHT OF THE

TREE

TAPER MULCH

AWAY FROM

TRUNK

3" MULCH TO LIMIT

SHOWN ON PLAN

MOUND WITH

EXCAVATED SOIL TO 3"

ABOVE FINISH GRADE

PLANT WITH

TREE'S ROOT

COLLAR 2" ABOVE

FINISHED GRADE

CUT AND REMOVE

BURLAP AND WIRE

BASKET FROM TOP

1

3

 OF ROOT BALL

EX.

GROUND

REMOVE ALL

NURSERY

PROTECTION

DEVICES PRIOR TO

PLANTING

BACKFILL

COMPACTED

TO 85%

SEE PLAN FOR

LIMITS OF

MULCH

3-2"x2" HARDWOOD

STAKES. DRIVE 3'

INTO GROUND

OUTSIDE OF

ROOTBALL

ROOT BALL ON

UNDISTURBED

SUBGRADE

NOTE:

AFTER THE GUARANTEE PERIOD THE CONTRACTOR WILL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE

REMOVAL OF STAKES AND GUY WEBBING.

EVERGREEN TREE STAKING & PLANTING

PRUNE ALL

DEADWOOD (DO NOT

REMOVE ANY OTHER

VEGETATION)

3" MULCH TO LIMIT

SHOWN ON PLAN

MOUND WITH

EXCAVATED SOIL TO 3"

ABOVE FINISH GRADE

PLANT WITH SHRUB'S

ROOT COLLAR 2"

ABOVE FINISH GRADE

SHRUB PER PLAN

TAPER MULCH

AWAY FROM TRUNK

BACKFILL

COMPACTED

TO 85%

LOOSEN ROOT

MASS

SEE PLAN FOR

LIMITS OF MULCH

EX.

GROUND

CONTAINER GROWN TREE & SHRUB PLANTING

2" MULCH TO LIMIT

SHOWN ON PLAN

MOUND WITH

EXCAVATED SOIL TO 3"

ABOVE FINISH GRADE

PLANT PERENNIAL

AT DEPTH EQUAL

TO THAT WHICH THE

PLANT WAS GROWN

IN THE NURSERY

EX.

GROUND

PERENNIAL

PER PLAN

TAPER MULCH

AWAY FROM TRUNK

SEE PLAN FOR

LIMITS OF MULCH

BACKFILL

COMPACTED

TO 85%

GENTLY HAND LOOSEN

SOIL FROM AROUND

ROOT BALL WITHOUT

SEVERING MAIN ROOTS

SPREAD ROOTS OVER

UNDISTURBED

SUBGRADE

PERENNIALS & GRASSES PLANTING

'VEE' CUT

WIDEN MULCH

THICKNESS

3" MULCH

TAMP EDGE OF

LOAM

1" SOIL REVEAL

LAWN

NOTE:

LOCATE BEDLINE AS SHOWN ON PLAN.

BEDLINE EDGE

SAND BASED ROOT ZONE AND SOD

FIBER REINFORCING

SAND BASED ROOT ZONE

(SEE SPECIFICATIONS)

COMMON BORROW AS

REQUIRED TO RAISE GRADE

OR EX. SUBSOIL COMPACTED

SOD - SEE NOTES

FOR SOD TYPE
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From: John Schlittler
To: Alexandra Clee
Cc: cheep@miyares-harrington.com
Subject: RE: Request for comment - Town Common reno
Date: Thursday, October 7, 2021 10:45:00 AM

Alex,
I just would like a little more clarification on parking, laydown space.  It seems that Garrity Way will
be used for laydown space and that traffic and parking will not be impacted?  Where will
construction trucks, DPW trucks etc. park while on site? The only reason I ask is we all know that
parking in that area is a hot topic.  Thanks, I’m sure there was some info on this before but don’t
recall the specifics.  Thanks, other than that no issues. 
 

From: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, October 7, 2021 10:30 AM
To: David Roche <droche@needhamma.gov>; Anthony DelGaizo <ADelgaizo@needhamma.gov>;
John Schlittler <JSchlittler@needhamma.gov>; Dennis Condon <DCondon@needhamma.gov>; Tara
Gurge <TGurge@needhamma.gov>; Carys Lustig <clustig@needhamma.gov>; Timothy McDonald
<tmcdonald@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>; Elisa Litchman <elitchman@needhamma.gov>;
Thomas Ryder <tryder@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Request for comment - Town Common reno
 
Dear all,
 
I have received the attached application materials for the proposed renovation at the Town
Common. The Planning Board hearing on this matter has been schedule for November 2, 2021.
Please send your comments by Wednesday October 27, 2021 at the latest.
 
The documents attached for your review are as follows:
 

1. Application for the Amendment to 2009-06 to allow the renovation of the Town Common,
dated October 5, 2021.

 
2. Memorandum from Attorney Christopher Heep, dated September 30, 2021.

 
3. Plan set entitled “Town of Needham, Massachusetts, Department of Public Works, Needham

Town Common Renovation, August 2021” prepared by BETA-inc., consisting of 16 sheets:
Sheet 1, Cover Sheet, dated September 2, 2021; Sheet 2, entitled “General notes,” dated
August, 2021; Sheet 3, entitled “Existing Conditions & Site Preparation Plan,” dated August,
2021; Sheet 4, entitled “Layout and Materials Plan,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 5, entitled
“Grading and Drainage Plan,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 6, entitled “Electrical Plan,” dated
August, 2021; Sheet 7, entitled “Planting Plan,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 8, entitled
“Details,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 9, entitled “Details,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 10,
entitled “Details,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 11, entitled “Electrical Details,” dated August,
2021; Sheet 12, entitled “Electrical Details,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 13, entitled “Electrical

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=D487051D2FB44870A274E9FCC0571005-JOHN SCHLIT
mailto:aclee@needhamma.gov
mailto:cheep@miyares-harrington.com


Details,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 14, entitled “Electrical Details,” dated August, 2021; Sheet
15, entitled “Details,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 16, entitled “Details,” dated August, 2021.

 
Thank you, alex.
 
 
 
 
 
Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Needham, MA
www.needhamma.gov
 

From: Alexandra Clee 
Sent: Friday, May 7, 2021 12:01 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: RE: Request for comment - 1688 Central Avenue - revised plans
 
Dear all,
 
We have received a memo from the attorney for this project detailing the changes that were made
between the original plans and the revised plans (the revised plans as sent to you by email dated
April 27, 2021). I am sending it in case it assists you. We also did receive a newly revised Landscape
Plan, which I have attached.
 
If you have already submitted updated comments (and the attached info does not change those), or
do not wish to submit additional comments, totally fine. If you wish to submit any additional
comments, please do so by Wed May 12 if you can.
 
Thanks!
 
 
 
Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Needham, MA
www.needhamma.gov
 

From: Alexandra Clee 
Sent: Tuesday, April 27, 2021 9:31 AM

http://www.needhamma.gov/
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mailto:tryder@needhamma.gov
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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 - revised plans
 
Dear all,
 
We received an updated letter and updated plan set for the noted project; both are attached for
your review. This matter is currently scheduled for May 18 in front of the Planning Board. As there is
a lot of interest in this proposal, we would welcome any new/additional comments you may have as
soon as you are able (but at the latest, by Wednesday May 12).
 
Thanks, alex.
 
 
Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Needham, MA
www.needhamma.gov
 

From: Alexandra Clee 
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

mailto:droche@needhamma.gov
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mailto:TGurge@needhamma.gov
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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.
 
 
 
_________
Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Town of Needham
500 Dedham Avenue
Needham, MA 02492
781-455-7550 Ext 271
Needhamma.gov
 



 



From: Dennis Condon
To: Alexandra Clee
Subject: RE: Request for comment - Town Common reno
Date: Friday, October 8, 2021 10:20:46 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png

Hi Alex,
The Fire Department has no issues with these changes.
 
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: Thursday, October 7, 2021 10:30 AM
To: David Roche <droche@needhamma.gov>; Anthony DelGaizo <ADelgaizo@needhamma.gov>;
John Schlittler <JSchlittler@needhamma.gov>; Dennis Condon <DCondon@needhamma.gov>; Tara
Gurge <TGurge@needhamma.gov>; Carys Lustig <clustig@needhamma.gov>; Timothy McDonald
<tmcdonald@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>; Elisa Litchman <elitchman@needhamma.gov>;
Thomas Ryder <tryder@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Request for comment - Town Common reno
 
Dear all,
 
I have received the attached application materials for the proposed renovation at the Town
Common. The Planning Board hearing on this matter has been schedule for November 2, 2021.
Please send your comments by Wednesday October 27, 2021 at the latest.
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The documents attached for your review are as follows:
 

1. Application for the Amendment to 2009-06 to allow the renovation of the Town Common,
dated October 5, 2021.

 
2. Memorandum from Attorney Christopher Heep, dated September 30, 2021.

 
3. Plan set entitled “Town of Needham, Massachusetts, Department of Public Works, Needham

Town Common Renovation, August 2021” prepared by BETA-inc., consisting of 16 sheets:
Sheet 1, Cover Sheet, dated September 2, 2021; Sheet 2, entitled “General notes,” dated
August, 2021; Sheet 3, entitled “Existing Conditions & Site Preparation Plan,” dated August,
2021; Sheet 4, entitled “Layout and Materials Plan,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 5, entitled
“Grading and Drainage Plan,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 6, entitled “Electrical Plan,” dated
August, 2021; Sheet 7, entitled “Planting Plan,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 8, entitled
“Details,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 9, entitled “Details,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 10,
entitled “Details,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 11, entitled “Electrical Details,” dated August,
2021; Sheet 12, entitled “Electrical Details,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 13, entitled “Electrical
Details,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 14, entitled “Electrical Details,” dated August, 2021; Sheet
15, entitled “Details,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 16, entitled “Details,” dated August, 2021.

 
Thank you, alex.
 
 
 
 
 
Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Needham, MA
www.needhamma.gov
 

From: Alexandra Clee 
Sent: Friday, May 7, 2021 12:01 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: RE: Request for comment - 1688 Central Avenue - revised plans
 
Dear all,
 
We have received a memo from the attorney for this project detailing the changes that were made
between the original plans and the revised plans (the revised plans as sent to you by email dated
April 27, 2021). I am sending it in case it assists you. We also did receive a newly revised Landscape
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Plan, which I have attached.
 
If you have already submitted updated comments (and the attached info does not change those), or
do not wish to submit additional comments, totally fine. If you wish to submit any additional
comments, please do so by Wed May 12 if you can.
 
Thanks!
 
 
 
Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Needham, MA
www.needhamma.gov
 

From: Alexandra Clee 
Sent: Tuesday, April 27, 2021 9:31 AM
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 - revised plans
 
Dear all,
 
We received an updated letter and updated plan set for the noted project; both are attached for
your review. This matter is currently scheduled for May 18 in front of the Planning Board. As there is
a lot of interest in this proposal, we would welcome any new/additional comments you may have as
soon as you are able (but at the latest, by Wednesday May 12).
 
Thanks, alex.
 
 
Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Needham, MA
www.needhamma.gov
 

From: Alexandra Clee 
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>;
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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
“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.
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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
 
 



From: Tara Gurge
To: Alexandra Clee
Cc: Lee Newman
Subject: RE: Public Health Division reply to your Request for comment - Town Common reno
Date: Tuesday, October 26, 2021 2:03:37 PM
Attachments: image002.png

image003.png

Alex –

The Public Health Division conducted a review of the Planning Board Major Project site plans for the
proposed renovations to be conducted at the Needham Town Common. We have no comments on
this proposed project at this time.

Thanks,

TARA E. GURGE, R.S., C.E.H.T., M.S. (she/her/hers)
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!

From: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 26, 2021 1:18 PM
To: Anthony DelGaizo <ADelgaizo@needhamma.gov>; Thomas Ryder <tryder@needhamma.gov>;
Tara Gurge <TGurge@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>
Subject: FW: Request for comment - Town Common reno

Reminder re: comments on this project; I will be sending out packets tomorrow afternoon.
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https://twitter.com/Needham_Health










Thanks!

Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Needham, MA
781-455-7550 ext. 271
www.needhamma.gov

From: Alexandra Clee 
Sent: Thursday, October 7, 2021 10:30 AM
To: David Roche <droche@needhamma.gov>; Anthony DelGaizo <ADelgaizo@needhamma.gov>;
John Schlittler <JSchlittler@needhamma.gov>; Dennis Condon <DCondon@needhamma.gov>; Tara
Gurge <TGurge@needhamma.gov>; Carys Lustig <clustig@needhamma.gov>; Timothy McDonald
<tmcdonald@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>; Elisa Litchman <elitchman@needhamma.gov>;
Thomas Ryder <tryder@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Request for comment - Town Common reno

Dear all,

I have received the attached application materials for the proposed renovation at the Town
Common. The Planning Board hearing on this matter has been schedule for November 2, 2021.
Please send your comments by Wednesday October 27, 2021 at the latest.

The documents attached for your review are as follows:

1. Application for the Amendment to 2009-06 to allow the renovation of the Town Common,
dated October 5, 2021.

2. Memorandum from Attorney Christopher Heep, dated September 30, 2021.

3. Plan set entitled “Town of Needham, Massachusetts, Department of Public Works, Needham
Town Common Renovation, August 2021” prepared by BETA-inc., consisting of 16 sheets:
Sheet 1, Cover Sheet, dated September 2, 2021; Sheet 2, entitled “General notes,” dated
August, 2021; Sheet 3, entitled “Existing Conditions & Site Preparation Plan,” dated August,
2021; Sheet 4, entitled “Layout and Materials Plan,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 5, entitled
“Grading and Drainage Plan,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 6, entitled “Electrical Plan,” dated
August, 2021; Sheet 7, entitled “Planting Plan,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 8, entitled
“Details,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 9, entitled “Details,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 10,
entitled “Details,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 11, entitled “Electrical Details,” dated August,
2021; Sheet 12, entitled “Electrical Details,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 13, entitled “Electrical
Details,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 14, entitled “Electrical Details,” dated August, 2021; Sheet
15, entitled “Details,” dated August, 2021; Sheet 16, entitled “Details,” dated August, 2021.
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Thank you, alex.

Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Needham, MA
www.needhamma.gov

From: Alexandra Clee 
Sent: Friday, May 7, 2021 12:01 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: RE: Request for comment - 1688 Central Avenue - revised plans

Dear all,

We have received a memo from the attorney for this project detailing the changes that were made
between the original plans and the revised plans (the revised plans as sent to you by email dated
April 27, 2021). I am sending it in case it assists you. We also did receive a newly revised Landscape
Plan, which I have attached.

If you have already submitted updated comments (and the attached info does not change those), or
do not wish to submit additional comments, totally fine. If you wish to submit any additional
comments, please do so by Wed May 12 if you can.

Thanks!

Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Needham, MA
www.needhamma.gov

From: Alexandra Clee 
Sent: Tuesday, April 27, 2021 9:31 AM
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>
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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 - revised plans

Dear all,

We received an updated letter and updated plan set for the noted project; both are attached for
your review. This matter is currently scheduled for May 18 in front of the Planning Board. As there is
a lot of interest in this proposal, we would welcome any new/additional comments you may have as
soon as you are able (but at the latest, by Wednesday May 12).

Thanks, alex.

Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Needham, MA
www.needhamma.gov

From: Alexandra Clee 
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

mailto:LNewman@needhamma.gov
mailto:elitchman@needhamma.gov
mailto:tryder@needhamma.gov
mailto:TGurge@needhamma.gov
http://www.needhamma.gov/
mailto:droche@needhamma.gov
mailto:ADelgaizo@needhamma.gov
mailto:tmcdonald@needhamma.gov
mailto:JSchlittler@needhamma.gov
mailto:DCondon@needhamma.gov
mailto:clustig@needhamma.gov
mailto:LNewman@needhamma.gov
mailto:elitchman@needhamma.gov
mailto:tryder@needhamma.gov
mailto:TGurge@needhamma.gov
file:////need-file-commo/common/Planning%20Board%20Applications/Planning_1688%20Central%20Avenue_2021


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.

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



Exhibits received regarding 1688 Central Avenue    1
between March 1, 2021 and November 2, 2021 

Exhibits received for 1688 Central Avenue 

All testimony received between March 1, 2021 and November 2, 2021 

Applicant submittals.  Application, Memos, Plans, Traffic Studies, Drainage. Etc. 

1. Properly executed Application for Site Plan Review for: (1) A Major Project Site Plan under
Section 7.4 of the Needham By-Law, dated May 20, 2021.

2. Letter from Matt Borrelli, Manager, Needham Enterprises, LLC, dated March 16, 2021.

3. Letter from Attorney Evans Huber, dated March 11, 2021.

4. Letter from Attorney Evans Huber, dated March 12, 2021.

5. Letter from Attorney Evans Huber, dated March 16, 2021.

6. Architectural plans entitled “Needham Enterprises, Daycare Center, 1688 central Avenue,”
prepared by Mark Gluesing Architect, 48 Mackintosh Avenue, Needham, MA, consisting of 4
sheets: Sheet 1, Sheet A1-0, entitled “1st Floor Plan, dated Mach 8, 2021; Sheet 2, Sheet A1-1,
entitled “Roof Plan,” dated March 8, 2021; Sheet 3, Sheet A2-1 showing “Longitudinal Section,”
“Nursery/Staff Room Section,” “Toddler 1/ Craft Section at Dormer,” and “Playspace/Lobby
Section,” dated March 8, 2021; and Sheet 4, Sheet A3-0, showing “North Elevation,” “West
Elevation,” “East Elevation,” and “South Elevation,” dated March 8, 2021.

7. Plans entitled “Site Development Plans, Daycare, 1688 Central Avenue, Needham, MA,”
consisting of 10 sheets, prepared by Glossa Engineering, Inc., 46 East Street, East Walpole, MA,
02032, 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 Plan of Land,” 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 November 19, 2020; Sheet 9, entitled “Construction Period
Plan,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 10, entitled “Appendix, Photometric and Site Lighting,” dated
June 22, 2021, all plans stamped January 21, 2021.

8. Traffic Impact Assessment, prepared by Gillon Associates, Traffic and Parking Specialists, dated
March 2021.

9. Stormwater Report prepared by Glossa Engineering, Inc., 46 East Street, East Walpole, MA, 02032,
dated June 22, 2020, stamped January 26, 2021.

10. Traffic Impact Assessment, prepared by Gillon Associates, Traffic and Parking Specialists, revised
March 2021.

11. Plans entitled “Site Development Plans, Daycare, 1688 Central Avenue, Needham, MA,”
consisting of 9 sheets, prepared by Glossa Engineering, Inc., 46 East Street, East Walpole, MA,
02032, Sheet 1, Cover Sheet, dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021; Sheet 2, entitled
“Existing Conditions Plan of Land in Needham, MA,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021;



Exhibits received regarding 1688 Central Avenue      2  
between March 1, 2021 and November 2, 2021 

 

Sheet 3, entitled “Site Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021; Sheet 4, entitled “Grading 
and Utilities Plan of Land,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021; Sheet 5, entitled 
“Landscaping Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021; Sheet 6, entitled “Construction 
Details,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021; Sheet 7, entitled “Construction Details,” 
dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021; Sheet 8, entitled “Sewer Extension Plan and Profile,” 
dated November 19, 2020, revised April 15, 2021; Sheet 9, entitled “Construction Period Plan,” 
dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, all plans stamped April 15, 2021. 

 
12. Architectural plans entitled “Needham Enterprises, Daycare Canter, 1688 central Avenue,” 

prepared by Mark Gluesing Architect, 48 Mackintosh Avenue, Needham, MA, consisting of 2 
sheets: Sheet 1, Sheet A3-0, showing “North Elevation,” “West Elevation,” “East Elevation,” and 
“South Elevation,” dated March 8, 2021, revised March 30, 2021; Sheet 2, Sheet A1-0, entitled “1st 
Floor Plan, dated March 8, 2021, revised March 30, 2021. 

 
13. Letter from Attorney Evans Huber, dated April 21, 2021. 

 
14. Memorandum from Attorney Evans Huber, dated May 5, 2021. 

 
15. Plans entitled “Site Development Plans, Daycare, 1688 Central Avenue, Needham, MA,” 

consisting of 9 sheets, prepared by Glossa Engineering, Inc., 46 East Street, East Walpole, MA, 
02032, Sheet 1, Cover Sheet, dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021 and June 2, 2021; Sheet 
2, entitled “Existing Conditions Plan of Land in Needham, MA,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 
15, 2021 and June 2, 2021; Sheet 3, entitled “Site Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 
2021 and June 2, 2021; Sheet 4, entitled “Grading and Utilities Plan of Land,” dated June 22, 2020, 
revised April 15, 2021 and June 2, 2021; Sheet 5, entitled “Landscaping Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, 
revised April 15, 2021 and June 2, 2021; Sheet 6, entitled “Construction Details,” dated June 22, 
2020, revised April 15, 2021 and June 2, 2021; Sheet 7, entitled “Construction Details,” dated June 
22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021 and June 2, 2021; Sheet 8, entitled “Sewer Extension Plan and 
Profile,” dated November 19, 2020, revised April 15, 2021 and June 2, 2021; Sheet 9, entitled 
“Construction Period Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021 and June 2, 2021, all plans 
stamped June 2, 2021. 

 
16. Architectural plans entitled “Needham Enterprises, Daycare Canter, 1688 central Avenue,” 

prepared by Mark Gluesing Architect, 48 Mackintosh Avenue, Needham, MA, consisting of 2 
sheets: Sheet 1, Sheet A1-0, entitled “1st Floor Plan, dated March 8, 2021, revised March 30, 2021 
and May 30, 2021; Sheet 2, Sheet A3-0, showing “North Elevation,” “West Elevation,” “East 
Elevation,” and “South Elevation,” dated March 8, 2021, revised March 30, 2021 and May 30, 
2021. 

 
17. Traffic Impact Assessment, prepared by Gillon Associates, Traffic and Parking Specialists, revised 

June 2021. 
 

18. Letter from Attorney Evans Huber, dated June 14, 2021. 
 

19. Presentation shown at the July 20, 2021 hearing.  
 

20. Memorandum from Attorney Evans Huber, dated August 4, 2021.  
 

21. Plans entitled “Site Development Plans, Daycare, 1688 Central Avenue, Needham, MA,” 
consisting of 9 sheets, prepared by Glossa Engineering, Inc., 46 East Street, East Walpole, MA, 



Exhibits received regarding 1688 Central Avenue      3  
between March 1, 2021 and November 2, 2021 

 

02032, Sheet 1, Cover Sheet, dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 
28, 2021; Sheet 2, entitled “Existing Conditions Plan of Land in Needham, MA,” dated June 22, 
2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 28, 2021; Sheet 3, entitled “Site Plan,” dated 
June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 28, 2021; Sheet 4, entitled “Grading 
and Utilities Plan of Land,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 28, 
2021; Sheet 5, entitled “Construction Details,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021 and 
June 2, 2021; Sheet 6, entitled “Construction Details,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, 
June 2, 2021 and July 28, 2021; Sheet 7, entitled “Sewer Extension Plan and Profile,” dated 
November 19, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 28, 2021; Sheet 8, entitled 
“Construction Period Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 28, 
2021; Sheet 9, entitled “Landscaping Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 
2021 and July 28, 2021, all plans stamped July 28, 2021. 
 

22. Traffic Impact Assessment, prepared by Gillon Associates, Traffic and Parking Specialists, dated 
August 11, 2021. 
 

23. Technical Memorandum, from John Gillon, prepared by Gillon Associates, Traffic and Parking 
Specialists, dated September 2, 2021. 
 

24. Letter from Attorney Evans Huber, dated September 30, 2021. 
 

25. Plans entitled “Site Development Plans, Daycare, 1688 Central Avenue, Needham, MA,” 
consisting of 9 sheets, prepared by Glossa Engineering, Inc., 46 East Street, East Walpole, MA, 
02032, Sheet 1, Cover Sheet, dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 
2021 and September 28, 2021; Sheet 2, entitled “Existing Conditions Plan of Land in Needham, 
MA,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021 and September 28, 
2021; Sheet 3, entitled “Site Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 
28, 2021 and September 28, 2021; Sheet 4, entitled “Grading and Utilities Plan of Land,” dated 
June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021 and September 28, 2021; Sheet 
5, entitled “Construction Details,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 
28, 2021 and September 28, 2021; Sheet 6, entitled “Construction Details,” dated June 22, 2020, 
revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021 and September 28, 2021; Sheet 7, entitled 
“Sewer Extension Plan and Profile,” dated November 19, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 
2021, July 28, 2021 and September 28, 2021; Sheet 8, entitled “Construction Period Plan,” dated 
June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021 and September 28, 2021; Sheet 
9, entitled “Landscaping Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 
2021 and September 28, 2021, all plans stamped September 29, 2021. 
 

26. Plan entitled “Appendix, Photometric and Site Lighting Plan, 1688 Central Ave in Needham,” 
dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021 and September 28, 2021. 
 

27. Memorandum from Attorney Evans Huber, dated October 13, 2021. 
 

28. Email from Evans Huber, dated October 14, 2021 with two attachments: Vehicle Count for 
September 2019 and Vehicle Count for February 2020. 
 

29. Memorandum from Attorney Evans Huber, dated October 28, 2021. 
 

30. Plans entitled “Site Development Plans, Daycare, 1688 Central Avenue, Needham, MA,” 
consisting of 9 sheets, prepared by Glossa Engineering, Inc., 46 East Street, East Walpole, MA, 



Exhibits received regarding 1688 Central Avenue      4  
between March 1, 2021 and November 2, 2021 

 

02032, Sheet 1, Cover Sheet, dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 
2021, September 28, 2021 and October 28, 2021; Sheet 2, entitled “Existing Conditions Plan of 
Land in Needham, MA,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, , 
September 28, 2021 and October 28, 2021; Sheet 3, entitled “Site Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, 
revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021, September 28, 2021 and October 28, 2021; 
Sheet 4, entitled “Grading and Utilities Plan of Land,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, 
June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021, September 28, 2021 and October 28, 2021; Sheet 5, entitled 
“Construction Details,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021 , 
September 28, 2021 and October 28, 2021; Sheet 6, entitled “Construction Details,” dated June 22, 
2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021, September 28, 2021 and October 28, 
2021; Sheet 7, entitled “Sewer Extension Plan and Profile,” dated November 19, 2020, revised 
April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021, September 28, 2021 and October 28, 2021; Sheet 8, 
entitled “Construction Period Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 
28, 2021, September 28, 2021 and October 28, 2021; Sheet 9, entitled “Landscaping Plan,” dated 
June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021, September 28, 2021 and October 
28, 2021, all plans stamped October 28, 2021. 
 

31. Plan entitled “Appendix, Photometric and Site Lighting Plan, 1688 Central Ave in Needham,” 
dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021, September 28, 2021 and 
October 28, 2021. 
 

32. Technical Memorandum, from John Gillon, prepared by Gillon Associates, Traffic and Parking 
Specialists, dated October 27, 2021. 
 

 

Peer Review on Traffic 

33. Letter from John W. Diaz, Greenman-Pedersen, Inc., dated July 15, 2021, regarding traffic impact 
peer review.  
 

34. Memo prepared by John T. Gillon, Gillon Associates, Traffic and Parking Specialists, dated August 
21, 2021, transmitting Response to Greenman-Pedersen, Inc. peer review. 

 
35. Letter from John W. Diaz, Greenman-Pedersen, Inc., dated August 26, 2021, regarding traffic 

impact peer review.  
 

36. Letter from John W. Diaz, Greenman-Pedersen, Inc., dated October 18, 2021, regarding traffic 
impact peer review.  
 

37. Email thread between John Glossa and John Diaz, most recent email dated October 28, 2021. 
 

38. Letter from John W. Diaz, Greenman-Pedersen, Inc., dated November 1, 2021, regarding traffic 
impact peer review, with accompanying marked up site plans from October 28, 2021. 

 
 
 

Staff/Board Comments. 

 
39. Memorandum from the Design Review Board, dated March 22, 2021.  
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40. Memorandum from the Design Review Board, dated May 14, 2021. 

 
41. Memorandum from the Design Review Board, dated August 13, 2021. 

 
42. Interdepartmental Communication (IDC) to the Board from Tara Gurge, Health Department, dated 

March 24, 2021, April 27, 2021, August 9, 2021 and August 16, 2021 (with attachment – 
“Environmental Risk Management Review,” prepared by PVC Services, LLC dated March 17, 
2021) 

 
43. IDC to the Board from David Roche, Building Commissioner, dated March 22, 2021. 

 
44. IDC to the Board from Chief Dennis Condon, Fire Department, dated March 29, 2021, April 27, 

2021 and August 9, 2021 
 

45. IDC to the Board from Chief John J. Schlittler, Police Department, dated May 6, 2021. 
 

46. IDC to the Board from Thomas Ryder, Assistant Town Engineer, dated March 31, 2021, May 12, 
2021, August 12, 2021 and September 3, 2021. 

 
 

Abutter Comments. 

 
47. Neighborhood Petition Regarding Development of 1688 Central Avenue in Needham, submitted 

by email from Holly Clarke, dated March 22, 2021, with excel spreadsheet of signatories.  
 

48. Email from Robert J. Onofrey, 49 Pine Street, Needham, MA, dated March 26, 2021.  
 

49. Email from Norman MacLeod, Pine Street, dated March 31, 2021. 
 

50. Letter from Holly Clarke, 1652 Central Avenue, Needham, MA, dated April 3, 2021, transmitting 
“Comments of Neighbors of 1688 Central Avenue for Consideration During the Planning Board’s 
Site Review Process for that Location,” with 3 attachments.  

 
51. Email from Meredith Fried, dated Sunday April 4, 2021. 

 
52. Letter from Michaela A. Fanning, 853 Great Plain Avenue, Needham, MA, dated April 5, 2021. 

 
53. Email from Maggie Abruzese, dated April 5, 2021.  

 
54. Letter from Sharon Cohen Gold and Evan Gold, dated April 5, 2021.  

 
55. Email from Matthew Heidman, dated May 10, 2021. 

 
56. Email from Matthew Heidman, dated May 11, 2021 with attachment Letter directed to members of 

the Design Review Board, from Members of the Neighborhood of 1688 Central Avenue, undated.  
 

57. Email from Rob DiMase, sated May 12, 2021. 
 

58. Email from Eileen Sullivan, dated May 12, 2021. 
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59. Two emails from Eric Sockol, dated May 11 and May 12.  

 
60. Email from Rob DiMase, sated May 13, 2021. 

 
61. Email from Sally McKechnie, dated May 13, 2021. 

 
62. Letter from Holly Clarke, dated May 13, 2021, transmitting “Response of Abutters and Neighbors 

of 1688 Central Avenue Project to the Proponent’s Letter of April 16, 2021,” with Attachment 1.  
 

63. Email from Joseph and Margaret Abruzese dated May 17, 2021 transmitting the following:  
 

Letter from Joseph and Margaret Abruzese, titled “Objection to Any Purported Agreement to 
Waive Major Project Review and/or Special Permit requirements with Regard to Proposed 
Construction at 1688 Central Avenue,” undated.  
 

64. Letter directed to Kate Fitzpatrick, Town Manager, from Joseph and Margaret Abruzese, dated 
April 5, 2021.  

 
65. Email from Lee Newman, Director of Planning and Community Development, dated May 17, 2021, 

replying to email from Sharon Cohen Gold, dated May 15, 2021. 
 

66. Email from Meredith Fried, dated May 18, 2021. 
 

67. Email from Lori Shaer, Bridle Trail Road, dated May 18, 2021. 
 

68. Email from Sandra Jordan, 219 Stratford Road, dated May 18, 2021. 
 

69. Email from Khristy J. Thompson, 50 Windsor Road, dated May 18, 2021. 
 

70. Email from Henry Ragin, dated May 18, 2021. 
 

71. Email from David G. Lazarus, 115 Oxbow Road, dated May 18, 2021. 
 

72. Email from John McCusker, 248 Charles River Street, dated May 18, 2021. 
 

73. Email from Laurie and Steve Spitz, dated May 18, 2021. 
 

74. Email from Randy Hammer, dated May 18, 2021. 
 

75. Letter from Holly Clarke, dated May 24, 2021, transmitting comments concerning the Planning 
Board meeting of May 18, 2021. 

 
76. Email from Robert Onofrey, 49 Pine Street, dated May 25, 2021, with attachment (and follow up 

email May 26, 2021).  
 

77. Email from Maggie and Joe Abruzese, 30 Bridle Trail Road, dated June 8, 2021, transmitting 
document entitled “Needham Enterprise, LLC Application for Major Site Review Must be Rejected 
Because the Supporting Architectural Drawings are Filed in Violation of the State Ethics Code,” 
with Exhibit A.  
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78. Email from Barbara Turk, 312 Country Way, dated April 3, 2021, forwarded from Holly Clarke on 

June 14, 2021. 
 

79. Email from Patricia Falacao, 19 Pine Street, dated April 4, 2021, forwarded from Holly Clarke on 
June 14, 2021. 

 
80. Email from Leon Shaigorodsky, Bridle Trail Road, dated April 4, 2021, forwarded from Holly 

Clarke on June 14, 2021. 
 

81. Letter from Peter F. Durning, Mackie, Shae, Durning, Counselors at Law, dated June 11, 2021.  
 

82. Revised list of signatories to earlier submitted petition, received on June 11, 2021. 
 

83. Email from Maggie and Joe Abruzese, 30 Bridle Trail Road, dated June 11, 2021. 
 

84. Email from Karen and Alan Langsner, Windsor Road, dated June 13, 2021. 
 

85. Email from Stanley Keller, 325 Country Way, dated June 13, 2021.Email from Sean and Marina 
Morris, 48 Scott Road, dated June 14, 2021.  

 
86. Letter from Holly Clarke, dated June 14, 2021, transmitting “Comments of Neighbors of 1688 

Central Avenue for Consideration During the Planning Board’s Site Review Process for that 
Location Concerning the Traffic Impact Assessment Reports.” 

 
87. Email from Pete Lyons, 1689 Central Avenue, dated June 14, 2021. 

 
88. Email from Maggie and Joe Abruzese, 30 Bridle Trail Road, dated June 14, 2021. 

 
89. Email from Ian Michelow, Charles River Street, dated June 13, 2021. 

 
90. Email from Nikki and Greg Cavanagh, dated June 14, 2021. 

 
91. Email from Patricia Falacao, 19 Pine Street, dated June 14, 2021.  

 
92. Email from Maggie and Joe Abruzese, 30 Bridle Trail Road, dated July 6, 2021. 

 
93. Email from David Lazarus, Oxbow Road, dated July 12, 2021. 

 
94. Email from Maggie Abruzese, dated July 12, 2021. 

 
95. Letter directed to Marianne Cooley, Select Board, and Attorney Christopher Heep, from Maggie 

and Joe Abruzese, 30 Bridle Trail Road, dated July 12, 2021. 
 

96. Email from Barbara and Peter Hauschka, 105 Walker Lane, dated July 13, 2021. 
 

97. Email from Rob DiMase, dated July 14, 2021. 
 

98. Email from Lee Newman, Director of Planning and Community Development, dated July 14, 2021, 
replying to email from Maggie Abruzese, dated July 14, 2021. 
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99. Email from Leon Shaigorodsky, dated July 17, 2021. 

 
100. Letter directed to Members of the Planning Board, from Maggie and Joe Abruzese, 30 

Bridle Trail Road, dated July 28, 2021, regarding “Suspending Hearings Pending a Resolution of 
the Ethics Questions.” 

 
101. Letter directed to Members of the Planning Board, from Maggie and Joe Abruzese, 30 

Bridle Trail Road, dated July 28, 2021, regarding “Objection to the Hearing of July 20, 2021.” 
 

102. Letter from Holly Clarke, dated August 12, 2021, transmitting “The Planning Board Must 
Deny the Application as the Needham Zoning Bylaws Prohibit More than One Non-Residential 
Use or Building On a Lot in Single Residence A.” 

 
103. Email directed to the Planning Board from Maggie and Joe Abruzese, 30 Bridle Trail Road, 

dated August 12, 2021, transmitting “The Authority of the Planning Board to Address Ethical 
Issues in the 1688 Central Matter.” 
 

104. Email directed to the Select Board from Maggie and Joe Abruzese, 30 Bridle Trail Road, 
dated August 13, 2021, transmitting “The Power and Duty of the Select Board to Address Ethical 
Issues in the 1688 Central Matter.” 

 
105. Letter from Holly Clarke, dated August 13, 2021, transmitting “The Planning Board’s 

Authority to Regulate the Proposed Development of 1688 Central Avenue Includes the Authority 
to Reject the Plan.” 
 

106. Letter from Patricia Falcao, dated August 30, 2021. 
 

107. Email directed to the Planning Board from Maggie and Joe Abruzese, 30 Bridle Trail Road, dated 
August 25, 2021, with attachment regarding Special Municipal Employee status. 

 
108. Email from Patricia Falcao, dated August 30, 2021. 
 
109. Email from Daniel Gilmartin, 111 Walker Lane, dated August 30, 2021. 
 
110. Email from Dave S., dated September 4, 2021. 
 
111. Letter from Holly Clarke, dated September 7, 2021, transmitting “Neighbors’ Comments on the   

Traffic Impact Analysis,” with 2 attachments. 
 

112. Email from Elizabeth Bourguignon, 287 Warren Street, dated September 5, 2021. 
 

113. Letter from Amy and Leonard Bard, 116 Tudor Road, dated September 5, 2021.  
 

114. Email from Mary Brassard, 267 Hillcrest Road, dated September 28, 2021. 
 

115. Email from Christopher K. Currier, 11 Fairlawn Street, dated September 28, 2021. 
 

116. Email from Stephen Caruso, 120 Lexington Avenue, dated September 28, 2021. 
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117. Email from Emily Pugach, 42 Gayland Road, dated September 29, 2021. 
 

118. Email from Robin L. Sherwood, dated September 29, 2021. 
 

119. Email from Sarah Solomon, 21 Otis Street, dated September 29, 2021. 
 

120. Email from Lee Ownbey, 27 Powderhouse Circle, dated September 29, 2021. 
 

121. Email from Emily Tow, dated September 29, 2021. 
 

122. Email from Leah Caruso, dated September 29, 2021. 
 

123. Email from Jennifer Woodman, dated September 29, 2021. 
 

124. Email from Nancy and Chet Yablonski, dated September 29, 2021. 
 

125. Email from Pamela and Andrew Freedman, 17 Wilshire Park, dated September 29, 2021. 
 

126. Email from Dr. Jennifer Lucarelli, 58 Avalon Rd, dated September 29, 2021. 
 

127. Email from Maija Tiplady, dated September 30, 2021. 
 

128. Email from Ashley Schell, dated September 30, 2021. 
 

129. Email from Kristin Kearney, 11 Paul Revere Rd, dated September 30, 2021. 
 

130. Email from Dave Renninger, dated September 30, 2021. 
 

131. Letter from Brad and Rebecca Lacouture, dated September 30, 2021. 
 

132. Email from Kerry Cervas, 259 Hillcrest Road, dated September 30, 2021. 
 

133. Letter from Holly Clarke, dated October 1, 2021, transmitting “The Past Use of the Property for 
Automobile Repairs and Other Non-Residential Purposes Merit Environmental Precautions to 
Insure the Safe Development and Use of the Property.” 

 
134. Email from Carolyn Walsh, 202 Greendale Avenue, dated September 30, 2021. 

 
135. Email from Robert DiMase, 1681 Central Avenue, dated October 6, 2021. 

 
136. Email from Elyse Park, dated October 6, 2021. 

 
137. Email from R.M. Connelly, dated October 6, 2021. 

 
138. Email from Eric Sockol, 324 Country Way, undated, received October 6, 2021. 

 
139. Email from R.M. Connelly, dated October 9, 2021. 

 
140. Email from Robert James Onofrey, 49 Pine Street, dated October 12, 2021 with attachment. 
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141. Letter from Holly Clarke, dated October 16, 2021, transmitting “Neighbor’s Comments on the 

Application of Needham Zoning By-Law 3.2.1.” 
 

142. Email from R.M. Connelly, dated October 18, 2021. 
 

143. Email from David Lazarus, Oxbow Road, dated October 19, 2021. 
 

144. Email directed to the Planning Board from Maggie and Joe Abruzese, 30 Bridle Trail Road, dated 
October 27, 2021, transmitting “Objection to Use of Architectural Plans and Testimony 1688 
Central Avenue.” 

 
145. Email directed to the Planning Board from Maggie and Joe Abruzese, 30 Bridle Trail Road, dated 

November 1, 2021, transmitting “The Applicant Cannot Keep both the Barn and the New 
Building.” 
 

 

Misc.  

146. Email from Attorney Christopher H. Heep, dated June 9, 2021. 
 
147. Two Emails from Attorney Christopher Heep, dated July 16, 2021. 
 
148. Letter from Attorney Christopher H. Heep, dated September 2, 2021. 
 
149. Letter from Attorney Christopher H. Heep, dated September 8, 2021. 

 
150. Letter from Stephen J. Buchbinder, Schlesinger and Buchbinder, LLP, dated October 1, 2021.  

 
151. Letter from Eve Slattery, General Counsel, Commonwealth of Massachusetts, State Ethics 

Commission, dated September 30, 2021. 
 

152. Email from Evans Huber, dated October 7, 2021. 
 

153. Email from Lee Newman directed to Evans Huber, dated October 8, 2021. 
 

154. Letter from Eve Slattery, General Counsel, Commonwealth of Massachusetts, State Ethics 
Commission, dated October 4, 2021. 

 
155. Email from Lee Newman directed to and replying to R.M. Connelly, dated October 19, 2021. 

 
156. Letter from Brian R. Falk, Mirick O’Connell, Attorneys at Law, dated October 27, 2021. 

 
157. Letter from Attorney Christopher H. Heep, dated November 2, 2021. 

 



Newly distributed materials 
(11/2/21): 

The following materials related to the proposal 
at 1688 Central were distributed for the first 
time for the November 2, 2021 hearing 



MEMORANDUM 

To:  Needham Planning Department 

From: Evans Huber, Esq. 

Date: October 28, 2021 

Subject: Summary of Changes to Recently Filed Site Plans and Lighting Plan 

The following is a summary of the changes to the project reflected in the Site Plans 

signed and stamped on October 28, 2021, as compared to the prior most recent set of plans. The 

prior most recent set of Site Plans was submitted on or about October 13.  This memo 

supplements, but does not repeat, the changes to the project described in my memos of August 4, 

2021 and October 13, 2021 to the Planning Board.  

The only difference between this set and the last set is that Mr. Glossa added a drain 

manhole in the town sidewalk near the Temple. The drain line will then connect to the relocated 

catch basin in Central Ave.  The purpose of the drain manhole is to allow for an angle in the pipe 

from the Temple to match up with the location of the relocated catch basin. It is my 

understanding that Mr. Diaz is already aware of this change. 

The October 28, 2021 plans have been submitted to the Town’s sharefile and emailed to 

the Planning Department, although the size of the file has made emailing difficult and may result 

in difficulty receiving the plans via email.  Additionally, 11 x 17 hard copies will be delivered to 

each Planning Board member sitting on the panel for this matter, as well as Ms. Newman.  























111 River Street 
 Weymouth, MA 02191-2104 

Telephone: (781) 589-7339 
e-mail: jt.gillon@comcast.net 

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 

To:       John Glossa, P.E., Glossa Engineering 

Date:    October 27, 2021 
From:   John T. Gillon, P.E. 
Re:      New Day Care Facility at 1688 Central Avenue Response 3 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

At your request, I have re-visited the Central Avenue corridor by obtaining new morning and evening 
peak hour counts at the Central Avenue / Charles River Street intersection.  As can be seen on Figure 1, 
although that intersection is approximately 925 feet from the site access driveway, the southbound 

Central Avenue STOP LINE is only about 885 feet away.  The new peak hour turning movements are 
provided separately but are provided on Figure 2 of this Memorandum.  As detailed on Figure 3, those 
counts were increased by 30.4% as evidenced by MassDOT Station ID #6161 to identify 2021 roadway 
network volumes had Covid-19 not occurred.  The adjusted 2021 morning and evening peak hour turning 

movement volumes are shown on Figure 4.  These volumes were further inflated by one percent per year 
over seven years for a total of seven percent to account for normal growth which may occur between 
2021 and 2028, our Base analysis year as provided on Figure 5.  The site generation traffic volumes 

based on ITE projections for a 10,034 square-foot facility are provided on Figure 6.  The projected peak 
hour traffic volumes comprised of the 2028 Base-year volumes and the projected site generated traffic 
volumes are shown on Figure 7. 

We have utilized the following signal timing for existing, base and build conditions: 

Ø2 = 50 sec split 

Ø5 = 20 sec split 

Ø6 = 30 sec split 

Ø4 & Ø8 = 40 sec split 

All Yellow = 3.0 sec,  All Red = 2.0 sec. 

Synchro 11 software was utilized and the roadway link length between the site and Charles River Street 
was identified as 885 feet.  Both of these nodes were analyzed on the same roadway network.  The 

electronic files will be made available to the Town and their consultant. 

Levels of Service 

As can be seen on Figure 8, (first two columns) the Central Avenue / Charles River Street intersection 
currently operates at overall levels of service of “E” during the morning peak hour (7:15 a.m. to 8:15 
a.m.)and “D” during the evening peak hour (5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.), assuming roadway network

volumes adjusted upwards as described above. 

The third and fourth columns in Figure 8 (Base 2028 AM and PM) show level of service projections for 

this intersection, that are anticipated for 2028 with no development at 1688 Central.  These columns 
project that overall levels of service will worsen somewhat compared to current non-Covid conditions, 
again, assuming that there is no development at 1688 Central Avenue 



 

The fifth and sixth columns in Figure 8 (entitled Projected Exist. Splits AM and PM) show the projected 
levels of service in 2028 at this intersection assuming that 1688 Central Ave is developed as Child Care 

Facility as proposed by the Applicant, but also assuming that no change in the timing of the signalization 
at the intersection is implemented.  
 
Even if no change in the signal timing is implemented, these columns show that the development of this 

site as proposed will have essentially no impact on the projected levels of service on Charles River street 
during peak hours, and will have only a modest impact on Central Avenue Northbound levels of service 
during those hours. The only significant impact from the development of this site is projected to be on 

Central Avenue Southbound during the evening peak hour.  Again, however, this assumes that no change 
to the intersection signal timing is made.  
 
The last two columns on Figure 8 show the projected levels of service at this intersection in 2028 if this 

site is developed as proposed, and if the timing of the signals is optimized from the perspective of the 
intersection as a whole. As shown in these two columns, if the changed timing used for these calculations 
were to be implemented, the overall levels of service (and delays) on Central Ave during peak hours 

would become significantly better, while the delays and levels of service on Charles River Street would 
become worse. 
 
However, it is not necessary to use this particular timing change in order to meaningfully mitigate the 

impact of traffic to and from this site on the overall level of service on Central Ave during peak hours.  
Less significant changes to the timing could be made which would improve traffic flow (and queueing) on 
Central Ave, without such a substantial impact on Charles River Street. The exact signal timing change 
decided upon should be based on a combination of traffic engineering and policy decisions as to how to 

best improve traffic at this intersection in all four directions.         
 
Queueing at the Central Ave/Charles River Street Intersection  

 
The sixth row of data on Figure 8 shows that the 95th percentile queue on Central Avenue southbound 
during the evening peak hour will increase from 830 feet today (with non-Covid traffic volumes) to 907 
feet in 2028 without the proposed development of 1688 Central and 950 feet with the proposed 

development.  Thus, comparing 2028 “build” to “no build” conditions projects an increase in the length of 
the queue during the evening peak hour of about 43 feet (approximately 2-3 vehicles) if this project is 
developed as proposed.   

 
However since the length of the queue in 2028 is projected to extend past the site driveway under either 
“build” or “no build” conditions, a change to the timing of the signals at the intersection is called for. As 
shown on Figure 8 (last row, last column) if traffic signal timing is optimized for the entire intersection, 

the southbound queue could shorten from 830 feet today to only 670 feet, which is more than 200 feet 
south of the site driveway.  These distances are summarized below: 
 

 
Central Ave Evening Peak Hour 

Queueing from Central Ave/Charles River Intersection on Central Ave Southbound 
 
          Projected 2028 
 Existing            Base 2028 (no build)              Existing Timing                 Improved Timing                   
 
            830 Feet      907 Feet             950 Feet                             670 Feet 
 
As noted above, it is not necessary to implement this particular timing change in order to significantly 
improve the queueing on Central Ave southbound, such that the queue from the intersection will not back 
up as far as the site driveway.  It is clear that even a less substantial change to the signal timing can 
provide significant mitigation of the queueing from the intersection back towards the site. 



 

 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide this additional information. 
 
 
                                                                                                        John T. Gillon,  P.E. 
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Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total
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Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total

2 18 1 0 21 2 11 1 0 14 1 168 9 0 178 4 25 48 0 77 290

1 29 2 0 32 6 18 2 0 26 1 154 12 0 167 5 35 60 0 100 325

3 28 6 0 37 2 27 2 0 31 1 150 15 0 166 9 58 50 0 117 351

3 50 0 0 53 4 32 3 0 39 0 143 25 0 168 9 42 68 0 119 379

9 125 9 0 143 14 88 8 0 110 3 615 61 0 679 27 160 226 0 413 1345

3 36 2 0 41 4 28 1 0 33 2 134 16 0 152 17 30 63 0 110 336

4 30 1 0 35 7 33 2 0 42 0 113 18 0 131 6 32 63 0 101 309

5 47 4 0 56 7 23 4 0 34 1 118 15 0 134 19 26 36 0 81 305

4 38 5 0 47 5 22 1 0 28 2 99 8 0 109 5 28 46 0 79 263

16 151 12 0 179 23 106 8 0 137 5 464 57 0 526 47 116 208 0 371 1213

25 276 21 0 322 37 194 16 0 247 8 1079 118 0 1205 74 276 434 0 784 2558

7.8 85.7 6.5 0.0 15.0 78.5 6.5 0.0 0.7 89.5 9.8 0.0 9.4 35.2 55.4 0.0

1.0 10.8 0.8 0.0 12.6 1.4 7.6 0.6 0.0 9.7 0.3 42.2 4.6 0.0 47.1 2.9 10.8 17.0 0.0 30.6

1550 305 366 337 2558

Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total

1 29 2 0 32 6 18 2 0 26 1 154 12 0 167 5 35 60 0 100 325

3 28 6 0 37 2 27 2 0 31 1 150 15 0 166 9 58 50 0 117 351

3 50 0 0 53 4 32 3 0 39 0 143 25 0 168 9 42 68 0 119 379

3 36 2 0 41 4 28 1 0 33 2 134 16 0 152 17 30 63 0 110 336

10 143 10 0 163 16 105 8 0 129 4 581 68 0 653 40 165 241 0 446 1391

6.1 87.7 6.1 0.0 12.4 81.4 6.2 0.0 0.6 89.0 10.4 0.0 9.0 37.0 54.0 0.0

0.833 0.715 0.417 0.000 0.769 0.667 0.820 0.667 0.000 0.827 0.500 0.943 0.680 0.000 0.972 0.588 0.711 0.886 0.000 0.937 0.918

10 143 10 0 163 16 105 8 0 129 4 581 68 0 653 40 165 241 0 446 1391

838 179 191 183 1391

1001 308 844 629 2782

8:00 AM

Entering Leg

Exiting Leg

Total

PHF

Total Volume

Grand Total

Approach %

Total %

Exiting Leg Total

7:15 AM

from North

% Approach Total

Total

Total

7:00 AM
7:15 AM
7:30 AM
7:45 AM

Total

Class:

 

Central Avenue

Cars

PDI File #:

Location:

Location:

City, State:

Charles River Street

Client:

Site Code:

Count Date:

Start Time:

End Time:

Charles River StreetCentral Avenue

218209 A

N: Central Avenue S: Central Avenue  

E: Charles River Street W: Charles River Street  

Needham, MA

Gillon/J. Gillon

TBA

Wednesday, October 13, 2021

7:00 AM

9:00 AM

Central Avenue

8:00 AM

from East  from South from West

Charles River Street Central Avenue Charles River Street

 

7:15 AM
7:30 AM
7:45 AM

8:15 AM
8:30 AM
8:45 AM

Total

from North from East  from South from West

Peak Hour Analysis from 07:00 AM to 09:00 AM begins at: 

Page 2
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Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total

1 1 0 0 2 2 3 0 0 5 0 4 1 0 5 1 0 2 0 3 15

1 2 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 2 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 8 0 8 17

0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 12 0 0 12 0 0 1 0 1 15

0 1 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 7 0 0 7 0 2 2 0 4 14

2 5 1 0 8 3 6 0 0 9 0 27 1 0 28 1 2 13 0 16 61

0 3 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 2 0 5 0 0 5 0 2 1 0 3 13

0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 3 0 2 2 0 4 2 2 1 0 5 13

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 0 7 0 1 3 0 4 11

2 3 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 1 0 8 0 3 0 0 3 16

2 7 0 0 9 1 3 1 0 5 0 21 3 0 24 2 8 5 0 15 53

4 12 1 0 17 4 9 1 0 14 0 48 4 0 52 3 10 18 0 31 114

23.5 70.6 5.9 0.0 28.6 64.3 7.1 0.0 0.0 92.3 7.7 0.0 9.7 32.3 58.1 0.0

3.5 10.5 0.9 0.0 14.9 3.5 7.9 0.9 0.0 12.3 0.0 42.1 3.5 0.0 45.6 2.6 8.8 15.8 0.0 27.2

70 11 16 17 114

0 2 0 0 2 3 0 1 0 4 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 4 0 6 14

0.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 11.8 75.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 28.6 0.0 4.2 0.0 0.0 3.8 66.7 0.0 22.2 0.0 19.4 12.3

9 0 5 0 14

2 9 1 0 12 1 8 0 0 9 0 43 3 0 46 1 8 10 0 19 86

50.0 75.0 100.0 0.0 70.6 25.0 88.9 0.0 0.0 64.3 0.0 89.6 75.0 0.0 88.5 33.3 80.0 55.6 0.0 61.3 75.4

54 9 10 13 86

2 1 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 1 0 3 1 0 4 0 2 4 0 6 14

50.0 8.3 0.0 0.0 17.6 0.0 11.1 0.0 0.0 7.1 0.0 6.3 25.0 0.0 7.7 0.0 20.0 22.2 0.0 19.4 12.3

7 2 1 4 14
 

Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total

1 1 0 0 2 2 3 0 0 5 0 4 1 0 5 1 0 2 0 3 15

1 2 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 2 0 4 0 0 4 0 0 8 0 8 17

0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 12 0 0 12 0 0 1 0 1 15

0 1 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 7 0 0 7 0 2 2 0 4 14

2 5 1 0 8 3 6 0 0 9 0 27 1 0 28 1 2 13 0 16 61

25.0 62.5 12.5 0.0 33.3 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 96.4 3.6 0.0 6.3 12.5 81.3 0.0

0.500 0.625 0.250 0.000 0.667 0.375 0.500 0.000 0.000 0.450 0.000 0.563 0.250 0.000 0.583 0.250 0.250 0.406 0.000 0.500 0.897

0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 4 7
0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 23.1 0.0 25.0 11.5
1 3 1 0 5 1 6 0 0 7 0 25 1 0 26 0 2 8 0 10 48

50.0 60.0 100.0 0.0 62.5 33.3 100.0 0.0 0.0 77.8 0.0 92.6 100.0 0.0 92.9 0.0 100.0 61.5 0.0 62.5 78.7
1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 6

50.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.4 0.0 0.0 7.1 0.0 0.0 15.4 0.0 12.5 9.8

0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 4 7
1 3 1 0 5 1 6 0 0 7 0 25 1 0 26 0 2 8 0 10 48
1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 6
2 5 1 0 8 3 6 0 0 9 0 27 1 0 28 1 2 13 0 16 61

5 0 2 0 7
34   3 3 8 48

  4 0 1 1 6
43 3 6 9 61
       

Buses

Single‐Unit Trucks

Articulated Trucks

Total Exiting Leg

Articulated %
 

Buses

Single‐Unit Trucks

Articulated Trucks

Total Entering Leg

 

Buses

Buses %

Single‐Unit Trucks

Single‐Unit %

Articulated Trucks

7:15 AM
7:30 AM
7:45 AM

Total Volume

% Approach Total

PHF

from West

Total

7:00 AM

  from North from East  from South

7:00 AM Central Avenue Charles River Street Central Avenue Charles River Street

Peak Hour Analysis from 07:00 AM to 09:00 AM begins at: 

% Single‐Unit

Exiting Leg Total

Articulated Trucks

% Articulated

Exiting Leg Total

Exiting Leg Total

Buses

% Buses

Exiting Leg Total

Single‐Unit Trucks

Grand Total

Approach %

Total %

8:45 AM
Total

7:45 AM
Total

8:00 AM
8:15 AM
8:30 AM

7:00 AM
7:15 AM
7:30 AM

7:00 AM

End Time: 9:00 AM

City, State: Needham, MA

Client: Gillon/J. Gillon

Site Code: TBA

Charles River Street

from East  from South from West

Central Avenue

  from North

Total

PDI File #: 218209 A

Location: N: Central Avenue S: Central Avenue  

Location: E: Charles River Street W: Charles River Street  

  Central Avenue Charles River Street

Class: Heavy Vehicles‐Combined (Buses, Single‐Unit Trucks, Articulated Trucks)

Count Date: Wednesday, October 13, 2021

Start Time:
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Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total

0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 5

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1

0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 4 7

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 4

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 2

0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 2 7

0 2 0 0 2 3 0 1 0 4 0 2 0 0 2 2 0 4 0 6 14

0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 75.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 66.7 0.0

0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 14.3 21.4 0.0 7.1 0.0 28.6 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 14.3 14.3 0.0 28.6 0.0 42.9

9 0 5 0 14

Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total

0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 5

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1

0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 4 7

0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 75.0 0.0

0.000 0.250 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.250 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.000 0.750 0.000 0.500 0.350

0 1 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 4 7

5 0 2 0 7

6 2 2 4 14

PDI File #: 218209 A

Location: N: Central Avenue S: Central Avenue  

Location: E: Charles River Street W: Charles River Street  

Count Date: Wednesday, October 13, 2021

Start Time: 7:00 AM

End Time: 9:00 AM

City, State: Needham, MA

Client: Gillon/J. Gillon

Site Code: TBA

Class: Buses

  Central Avenue Charles River Street Central Avenue Charles River Street

Total

7:00 AM
7:15 AM
7:30 AM

8:45 AM
Total

7:45 AM
Total

8:00 AM
8:15 AM
8:30 AM

Exiting Leg Total

7:00 AM Central Avenue Charles River Street

Grand Total

Approach %

Total %

Peak Hour Analysis from 07:00 AM to 09:00 AM begins at: 

 from South from West

Total 

Central Avenue Charles River Street

from North from East

PHF

Entering Leg

Exiting Leg

Total

7:00 AM
7:15 AM
7:30 AM
7:45 AM

Total Volume

% Approach Total

  from North from East  from South from West
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Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total

0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 3 0 4 1 0 5 0 0 1 0 1 9

1 1 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 5 0 5 12

0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 11 0 0 11 0 0 1 0 1 14

0 1 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 7 0 0 7 0 2 1 0 3 13

1 3 1 0 5 1 6 0 0 7 0 25 1 0 26 0 2 8 0 10 48

0 3 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 2 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 1 0 1 11

0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 1 2 0 0 3 6

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 5 0 1 1 0 2 7

1 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 1 0 8 0 3 0 0 3 14

1 6 0 0 7 0 2 0 0 2 0 18 2 0 20 1 6 2 0 9 38

2 9 1 0 12 1 8 0 0 9 0 43 3 0 46 1 8 10 0 19 86

16.7 75.0 8.3 0.0 11.1 88.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 93.5 6.5 0.0 5.3 42.1 52.6 0.0

2.3 10.5 1.2 0.0 14.0 1.2 9.3 0.0 0.0 10.5 0.0 50.0 3.5 0.0 53.5 1.2 9.3 11.6 0.0 22.1

54 9 10 13 86

Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total

1 1 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 5 0 5 12

0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 11 0 0 11 0 0 1 0 1 14

0 1 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 7 0 0 7 0 2 1 0 3 13

0 3 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 2 0 5 0 0 5 0 0 1 0 1 11

1 6 1 0 8 1 5 0 0 6 0 26 0 0 26 0 2 8 0 10 50

12.5 75.0 12.5 0.0 16.7 83.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 80.0 0.0

0.250 0.500 0.250 0.000 0.667 0.250 0.625 0.000 0.000 0.750 0.000 0.591 0.000 0.000 0.591 0.000 0.250 0.400 0.000 0.500 0.893

1 6 1 0 8 1 5 0 0 6 0 26 0 0 26 0 2 8 0 10 50

35 3 6 6 50

43 9 32 16 100

PHF

Entering Leg

Exiting Leg

Total

7:15 AM
7:30 AM
7:45 AM
8:00 AM

Total Volume

% Approach Total

 from South from West

Total 

Central Avenue Charles River Street

from North from East

Exiting Leg Total

7:15 AM Central Avenue Charles River Street

Grand Total

Approach %

Total %

8:45 AM
Total

7:45 AM
Total

8:00 AM
8:15 AM
8:30 AM

7:00 AM
7:15 AM
7:30 AM

Total

Class: Single‐Unit Trucks

  Central Avenue Charles River Street Central Avenue Charles River Street

PDI File #: 218209 A

Location: N: Central Avenue S: Central Avenue  

Location: E: Charles River Street W: Charles River Street  

Peak Hour Analysis from 07:00 AM to 09:00 AM begins at: 

Count Date: Wednesday, October 13, 2021

Start Time: 7:00 AM

End Time: 9:00 AM

City, State: Needham, MA

Client: Gillon/J. Gillon

Site Code: TBA

  from North from East  from South from West
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Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total

1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 2 4

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 6

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 3

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 2

1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 2 0 2 2 0 4 8

2 1 0 0 3 0 1 0 0 1 0 3 1 0 4 0 2 4 0 6 14

66.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 75.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 66.7 0.0

14.3 7.1 0.0 0.0 21.4 0.0 7.1 0.0 0.0 7.1 0.0 21.4 7.1 0.0 28.6 0.0 14.3 28.6 0.0 42.9

7 2 1 4 14

Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 2

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 3

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 2

1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 2 0 2 2 0 4 8

100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0

0.250 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.000 0.250 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.000 0.250 0.250 0.000 0.500 0.000 0.250 0.500 0.000 0.500 0.667

1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 2 0 2 2 0 4 8

3 2 0 3 8

4 3 2 7 16

PHF

Entering Leg

Exiting Leg

Total

8:00 AM
8:15 AM
8:30 AM
8:45 AM

Total Volume

% Approach Total

 from South from West

Total 

Central Avenue Charles River Street

from North from East

Exiting Leg Total

8:00 AM Central Avenue Charles River Street

Grand Total

Approach %

Total %

8:45 AM
Total

7:45 AM
Total

8:00 AM
8:15 AM
8:30 AM

7:00 AM
7:15 AM
7:30 AM

Total

Class: Articulated Trucks

  Central Avenue Charles River Street Central Avenue Charles River Street

PDI File #: 218209 A

Location: N: Central Avenue S: Central Avenue  

Location: E: Charles River Street W: Charles River Street  

Peak Hour Analysis from 07:00 AM to 09:00 AM begins at: 

Count Date: Wednesday, October 13, 2021

Start Time: 7:00 AM

End Time: 9:00 AM

City, State: Needham, MA

Client: Gillon/J. Gillon

Site Code: TBA

  from North from East  from South from West
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Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐EB CW‐WB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐SB CW‐NB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐WB CW‐EB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐NB CW‐SB Total

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 3

0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 3 7

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 3

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1

0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 6

0 5 1 0 0 0 6 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 5 13

0.0 83.3 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 80.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 38.5 7.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 46.2 0.0 7.7 7.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 15.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.7 30.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 38.5

0 5 7 1 13

Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐EB CW‐WB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐SB CW‐NB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐WB CW‐EB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐NB CW‐SB Total

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 3

0 2 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 3 7

0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.000 0.500 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.500 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.250 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.375 0.583

0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 3 7

0 2 5 0 7

4 2 5 3 14

Central Avenue Charles River Street Central Avenue

Total

Charles River Street

Charles River Street

7:00 AM
7:15 AM
7:30 AM
7:45 AM

Total

8:00 AM
8:15 AM
8:30 AM
8:45 AM

Total

7:00 AM Central Avenue Charles River Street Central Avenue

Grand Total

Approach %

Total %

Exiting Leg Total

Peak Hour Analysis from 07:00 AM to 09:00 AM begins at: 

7:30 AM
7:45 AM

Total Volume

% Approach Total

PHF

from West

Total 

7:00 AM
7:15 AM

from North from East from South

Entering Leg

Exiting Leg

Total

Class:

218209 A

N: Central Avenue S: Central Avenue  

E: Charles River Street W: Charles River Street  

Needham, MA

Gillon/J. Gillon

TBA

Wednesday, October 13, 2021

7:00 AM

9:00 AM

Bicycles (on Roadway and Crosswalks)

PDI File #:

Location:

Location:

City, State:

Client:

Site Code:

Count Date:

Start Time:

End Time:

 

 

from North from East from South from West
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Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐EB CW‐WB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐SB CW‐NB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐WB CW‐EB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐NB CW‐SB Total

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 50 50

0 1 0 1 2

Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐EB CW‐WB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐SB CW‐NB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐WB CW‐EB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐NB CW‐SB Total

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.250 0.250

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1

0 0 0 1 1

0 0 0 2 2

Entering Leg

Exiting Leg

Total

7:30 AM
7:45 AM

Total Volume

% Approach Total

PHF

from West

Total 

7:00 AM
7:15 AM

Charles River Street

from North from East from South

7:00 AM Central Avenue Charles River Street Central Avenue

Grand Total

Approach %

Total %

Exiting Leg Total

7:00 AM
7:15 AM
7:30 AM

Central Avenue Charles River Street Central Avenue

Total

Charles River Street 

from North from East

Count Date:

Start Time:

End Time:

Class:

218209 A

N: Central Avenue S: Central Avenue  

E: Charles River Street W: Charles River Street  

Needham, MA

Gillon/J. Gillon

TBA

Wednesday, October 13, 2021

7:00 AM

9:00 AM

Pedestrians

PDI File #:

Location:

Location:

City, State:

Client:

Site Code:

8:00 AM
8:15 AM
8:30 AM
8:45 AM

Total

from South from West

Peak Hour Analysis from 07:00 AM to 09:00 AM begins at: 

7:45 AM
Total
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Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total

5 164 4 0 173 1 38 2 0 41 0 44 5 0 49 15 36 22 0 73 336

4 134 6 0 144 8 47 3 0 58 4 46 15 0 65 18 38 22 0 78 345

5 133 19 0 157 2 37 3 0 42 1 57 13 0 71 9 29 22 0 60 330

10 145 5 0 160 7 32 3 0 42 1 41 16 0 58 9 32 28 0 69 329

24 576 34 0 634 18 154 11 0 183 6 188 49 0 243 51 135 94 0 280 1340

8 148 5 0 161 2 20 5 0 27 0 50 4 0 54 12 36 22 0 70 312

4 158 3 0 165 2 41 0 0 43 1 57 5 0 63 14 40 24 0 78 349

6 141 6 0 153 10 45 7 0 62 1 55 11 0 67 13 26 33 0 72 354

7 151 5 0 163 13 35 1 0 49 0 55 13 0 68 14 34 25 0 73 353

25 598 19 0 642 27 141 13 0 181 2 217 33 0 252 53 136 104 0 293 1368

49 1174 53 0 1276 45 295 24 0 364 8 405 82 0 495 104 271 198 0 573 2708

3.8 92.0 4.2 0.0 12.4 81.0 6.6 0.0 1.6 81.8 16.6 0.0 18.2 47.3 34.6 0.0

1.8 43.4 2.0 0.0 47.1 1.7 10.9 0.9 0.0 13.4 0.3 15.0 3.0 0.0 18.3 3.8 10.0 7.3 0.0 21.2

648 332 1302 426 2708

48 1154 52 0 1254 43 287 23 0 353 8 396 81 0 485 99 266 196 0 561 2653

98.0 98.3 98.1 0.0 98.3 95.6 97.3 95.8 0.0 97.0 100.0 97.8 98.8 0.0 98.0 95.2 98.2 99.0 0.0 97.9 98.0

635 326 1276 416 2653

1 20 1 0 22 2 8 1 0 11 0 9 1 0 10 5 5 2 0 12 55

2.0 1.7 1.9 0.0 1.7 4.4 2.7 4.2 0.0 3.0 0.0 2.2 1.2 0.0 2.0 4.8 1.8 1.0 0.0 2.1 2.0

13 6 26 10 55
 

Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total

8 148 5 0 161 2 20 5 0 27 0 50 4 0 54 12 36 22 0 70 312

4 158 3 0 165 2 41 0 0 43 1 57 5 0 63 14 40 24 0 78 349

6 141 6 0 153 10 45 7 0 62 1 55 11 0 67 13 26 33 0 72 354

7 151 5 0 163 13 35 1 0 49 0 55 13 0 68 14 34 25 0 73 353

25 598 19 0 642 27 141 13 0 181 2 217 33 0 252 53 136 104 0 293 1368

3.9 93.1 3.0 0.0 14.9 77.9 7.2 0.0 0.8 86.1 13.1 0.0 18.1 46.4 35.5 0.0

0.781 0.946 0.792 0.000 0.973 0.519 0.783 0.464 0.000 0.730 0.500 0.952 0.635 0.000 0.926 0.946 0.850 0.788 0.000 0.939 0.966

25 591 19 0 635 27 138 13 0 178 2 216 32 0 250 52 134 104 0 290 1353
100.0 98.8 100.0 0.0 98.9 100.0 97.9 100.0 0.0 98.3 100.0 99.5 97.0 0.0 99.2 98.1 98.5 100.0 0.0 99.0 98.9

0 7 0 0 7 0 3 0 0 3 0 1 1 0 2 1 2 0 0 3 15
0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0 1.1 0.0 2.1 0.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 0.5 3.0 0.0 0.8 1.9 1.5 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.1

25 591 19 0 635 27 138 13 0 178 2 216 32 0 250 52 134 104 0 290 1353
0 7 0 0 7 0 3 0 0 3 0 1 1 0 2 1 2 0 0 3 15
25 598 19 0 642 27 141 13 0 181 2 217 33 0 252 53 136 104 0 293 1368

347 155 656 195 1353
1   2 8 4 15

348 157 664 199 1368

Total Entering Leg

Cars Exiting Leg

Heavy Exiting Leg

Total Exiting Leg

Cars %

Heavy Vehicles

Heavy Vehicles %
 

Cars Enter Leg

Heavy Enter Leg

Total Volume

% Approach Total

PHF

 

Cars

Total

5:00 PM
5:15 PM
5:30 PM

  from North from East  from South from West

5:45 PM

Peak Hour Analysis from 04:00 PM to 06:00 PM begins at: 

5:00 PM Central Avenue Charles River Street Central Avenue Charles River Street

Exiting Leg Total

 
Cars

% Cars

Exiting Leg Total

Heavy Vehicles

% Heavy Vehicles

Grand Total

Approach %

Total %

Exiting Leg Total

Total

Total

5:00 PM
5:15 PM
5:30 PM
5:45 PM

4:00 PM
4:15 PM
4:30 PM
4:45 PM

Total

  from North from East  from South from West

Class: Cars and Heavy Vehicles (Combined)

  Central Avenue Charles River Street Central Avenue Charles River Street

End Time: 6:00 PM

City, State: Needham, MA

Client: Gillon/J. Gillon

Site Code: TBA

PDI File #: 218209 A

Location: N: Central Avenue S: Central Avenue  

Location: E: Charles River Street W: Charles River Street  

Count Date: Wednesday, October 13, 2021

Start Time: 4:00 PM
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Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total

5 159 4 0 168 1 35 2 0 38 0 42 5 0 47 15 35 22 0 72 325

4 131 6 0 141 6 47 3 0 56 4 43 15 0 62 17 37 22 0 76 335

4 129 18 0 151 2 35 3 0 40 1 54 13 0 68 9 29 22 0 60 319

10 144 5 0 159 7 32 2 0 41 1 41 16 0 58 6 31 26 0 63 321

23 563 33 0 619 16 149 10 0 175 6 180 49 0 235 47 132 92 0 271 1300

8 145 5 0 158 2 20 5 0 27 0 50 3 0 53 12 35 22 0 69 307

4 157 3 0 164 2 40 0 0 42 1 56 5 0 62 14 39 24 0 77 345

6 139 6 0 151 10 43 7 0 60 1 55 11 0 67 12 26 33 0 71 349

7 150 5 0 162 13 35 1 0 49 0 55 13 0 68 14 34 25 0 73 352

25 591 19 0 635 27 138 13 0 178 2 216 32 0 250 52 134 104 0 290 1353

48 1154 52 0 1254 43 287 23 0 353 8 396 81 0 485 99 266 196 0 561 2653

3.8 92.0 4.1 0.0 12.2 81.3 6.5 0.0 1.6 81.6 16.7 0.0 17.6 47.4 34.9 0.0

1.8 43.5 2.0 0.0 47.3 1.6 10.8 0.9 0.0 13.3 0.3 14.9 3.1 0.0 18.3 3.7 10.0 7.4 0.0 21.1

635 326 1276 416 2653

Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total

8 145 5 0 158 2 20 5 0 27 0 50 3 0 53 12 35 22 0 69 307

4 157 3 0 164 2 40 0 0 42 1 56 5 0 62 14 39 24 0 77 345

6 139 6 0 151 10 43 7 0 60 1 55 11 0 67 12 26 33 0 71 349

7 150 5 0 162 13 35 1 0 49 0 55 13 0 68 14 34 25 0 73 352

25 591 19 0 635 27 138 13 0 178 2 216 32 0 250 52 134 104 0 290 1353

3.9 93.1 3.0 0.0 15.2 77.5 7.3 0.0 0.8 86.4 12.8 0.0 17.9 46.2 35.9 0.0

0.781 0.941 0.792 0.000 0.968 0.519 0.802 0.464 0.000 0.742 0.500 0.964 0.615 0.000 0.919 0.929 0.859 0.788 0.000 0.942 0.961

25 591 19 0 635 27 138 13 0 178 2 216 32 0 250 52 134 104 0 290 1353

347 155 656 195 1353

982 333 906 485 2706

Entering Leg

Exiting Leg

Total

5:15 PM
5:30 PM
5:45 PM

Total Volume

% Approach Total

PHF

from West

Total 

5:00 PM

Central Avenue Charles River Street

from North from East  from South

Peak Hour Analysis from 04:00 PM to 06:00 PM begins at: 

5:00 PM Central Avenue Charles River Street

Grand Total

Approach %

Total %

Exiting Leg Total

Total

Total

5:00 PM
5:15 PM
5:30 PM
5:45 PM

4:00 PM
4:15 PM
4:30 PM
4:45 PM

  from North from East  from South from West

Total

Class: Cars

Central Avenue Charles River Street Central Avenue Charles River Street

End Time: 6:00 PM

City, State: Needham, MA

Client: Gillon/J. Gillon

Site Code: TBA

PDI File #: 218209 A

Location: N: Central Avenue S: Central Avenue  

Location: E: Charles River Street W: Charles River Street  

Count Date: Wednesday, October 13, 2021

Start Time: 4:00 PM
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Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total

0 5 0 0 5 0 3 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 11

0 3 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 3 1 1 0 0 2 10

1 4 1 0 6 0 2 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 11

0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 2 0 6 8

1 13 1 0 15 2 5 1 0 8 0 8 0 0 8 4 3 2 0 9 40

0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 5

0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 4

0 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 5

0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

0 7 0 0 7 0 3 0 0 3 0 1 1 0 2 1 2 0 0 3 15

1 20 1 0 22 2 8 1 0 11 0 9 1 0 10 5 5 2 0 12 55

4.5 90.9 4.5 0.0 18.2 72.7 9.1 0.0 0.0 90.0 10.0 0.0 41.7 41.7 16.7 0.0

1.8 36.4 1.8 0.0 40.0 3.6 14.5 1.8 0.0 20.0 0.0 16.4 1.8 0.0 18.2 9.1 9.1 3.6 0.0 21.8

13 6 26 10 55

1 2 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 7

100.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 13.6 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 18.2 0.0 11.1 0.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 8.3 12.7

1 1 2 3 7

0 17 1 0 18 2 4 1 0 7 0 6 1 0 7 5 4 2 0 11 43

0.0 85.0 100.0 0.0 81.8 100.0 50.0 100.0 0.0 63.6 0.0 66.7 100.0 0.0 70.0 100.0 80.0 100.0 0.0 91.7 78.2

10 5 23 5 43

0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 5

0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 4.5 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 18.2 0.0 22.2 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.1

2 0 1 2 5
 

Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total

0 5 0 0 5 0 3 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 11

0 3 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 3 1 1 0 0 2 10

1 4 1 0 6 0 2 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 11

0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 2 0 6 8

1 13 1 0 15 2 5 1 0 8 0 8 0 0 8 4 3 2 0 9 40

6.7 86.7 6.7 0.0 25.0 62.5 12.5 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 44.4 33.3 22.2 0.0

0.250 0.650 0.250 0.000 0.625 0.250 0.417 0.250 0.000 0.667 0.000 0.667 0.000 0.000 0.667 0.333 0.750 0.250 0.000 0.375 0.909

1 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4
100.0 7.7 0.0 0.0 13.3 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 12.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0

0 11 1 0 12 2 3 1 0 6 0 5 0 0 5 4 3 2 0 9 32
0.0 84.6 100.0 0.0 80.0 100.0 60.0 100.0 0.0 75.0 0.0 62.5 0.0 0.0 62.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 80.0
0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4

0.0 7.7 0.0 0.0 6.7 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.0

1 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4
0 11 1 0 12 2 3 1 0 6 0 5 0 0 5 4 3 2 0 9 32
0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4
1 13 1 0 15 2 5 1 0 8 0 8 0 0 8 4 3 2 0 9 40

1 0 1 2 4
9   4 16 3 32
2 0 1 1 4
12 4 18 6 40

Articulated Trucks

Total Exiting Leg

Single‐Unit Trucks

Articulated Trucks

Total Entering Leg

Buses

Single‐Unit Trucks

Single‐Unit Trucks

Single‐Unit %

Articulated Trucks

Articulated %
 

Buses

Total Volume

% Approach Total

PHF

 

Buses

Buses %

Total

4:00 PM
4:15 PM
4:30 PM
4:45 PM

  from North from East  from South from West

Peak Hour Analysis from 04:00 PM to 06:00 PM begins at: 

4:00 PM Central Avenue Charles River Street Central Avenue Charles River Street

Exiting Leg Total

Articulated Trucks

% Articulated

Exiting Leg Total

Buses

% Buses

Exiting Leg Total

Single‐Unit Trucks

% Single‐Unit

Grand Total

Approach %

Total %

Exiting Leg Total

Total

Total

5:00 PM
5:15 PM
5:30 PM
5:45 PM

4:00 PM
4:15 PM
4:30 PM
4:45 PM

  from North from East  from South from West

Total

Class: Heavy Vehicles‐Combined (Buses, Single‐Unit Trucks, Articulated Trucks)

  Central Avenue Charles River Street Central Avenue Charles River Street

End Time: 6:00 PM

City, State: Needham, MA

Client: Gillon/J. Gillon

Site Code: TBA

PDI File #: 218209 A

Location: N: Central Avenue S: Central Avenue  

Location: E: Charles River Street W: Charles River Street  

Count Date: Wednesday, October 13, 2021

Start Time: 4:00 PM
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Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 3

1 2 0 0 3 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 7

33.3 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0

14.3 28.6 0.0 0.0 42.9 0.0 28.6 0.0 0.0 28.6 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 14.3 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 14.3

1 1 2 3 7

Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total

1 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2

1 1 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 6

50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0

0.250 0.250 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.000 0.500 0.000 0.000 0.500 0.000 0.250 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.000 0.250 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.375

1 1 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 6

1 1 1 3 6

3 3 2 4 12

Entering Leg

Exiting Leg

Total

4:45 PM
5:00 PM
5:15 PM

Total Volume

% Approach Total

PHF

from West

Total 

4:30 PM

Central Avenue Charles River Street

from North from East  from South

Peak Hour Analysis from 04:00 PM to 06:00 PM begins at: 

4:30 PM Central Avenue Charles River Street

Grand Total

Approach %

Total %

Exiting Leg Total

Total

Total

5:00 PM
5:15 PM
5:30 PM
5:45 PM

4:00 PM
4:15 PM
4:30 PM
4:45 PM

  from North from East  from South from West

Total

Class: Buses

  Central Avenue Charles River Street Central Avenue Charles River Street

End Time: 6:00 PM

City, State: Needham, MA

Client: Gillon/J. Gillon

Site Code: TBA

PDI File #: 218209 A

Location: N: Central Avenue S: Central Avenue  

Location: E: Charles River Street W: Charles River Street  

Count Date: Wednesday, October 13, 2021

Start Time: 4:00 PM
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Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total

0 4 0 0 4 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 8

0 3 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 3 1 1 0 0 2 10

0 3 1 0 4 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 6

0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 2 0 6 8

0 11 1 0 12 2 3 1 0 6 0 5 0 0 5 4 3 2 0 9 32

0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 5

0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2

0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 4

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 6 0 0 6 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 2 1 1 0 0 2 11

0 17 1 0 18 2 4 1 0 7 0 6 1 0 7 5 4 2 0 11 43

0.0 94.4 5.6 0.0 28.6 57.1 14.3 0.0 0.0 85.7 14.3 0.0 45.5 36.4 18.2 0.0

0.0 39.5 2.3 0.0 41.9 4.7 9.3 2.3 0.0 16.3 0.0 14.0 2.3 0.0 16.3 11.6 9.3 4.7 0.0 25.6

10 5 23 5 43

Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total

0 4 0 0 4 0 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 8

0 3 0 0 3 2 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 3 1 1 0 0 2 10

0 3 1 0 4 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 6

0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 1 2 0 6 8

0 11 1 0 12 2 3 1 0 6 0 5 0 0 5 4 3 2 0 9 32

0.0 91.7 8.3 0.0 33.3 50.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 44.4 33.3 22.2 0.0

0.000 0.688 0.250 0.000 0.750 0.250 0.375 0.250 0.000 0.750 0.000 0.417 0.000 0.000 0.417 0.333 0.750 0.250 0.000 0.375 0.800

0 11 1 0 12 2 3 1 0 6 0 5 0 0 5 4 3 2 0 9 32

9 4 16 3 32

21 10 21 12 64

Entering Leg

Exiting Leg

Total

4:15 PM
4:30 PM
4:45 PM

Total Volume

% Approach Total

PHF

from West

Total 

4:00 PM

Central Avenue Charles River Street

from North from East  from South

Peak Hour Analysis from 04:00 PM to 06:00 PM begins at: 

4:00 PM Central Avenue Charles River Street

Grand Total

Approach %

Total %

Exiting Leg Total

Total

Total

5:00 PM
5:15 PM
5:30 PM
5:45 PM

4:00 PM
4:15 PM
4:30 PM
4:45 PM

  from North from East  from South from West

Total

Class: Single‐Unit Trucks

  Central Avenue Charles River Street Central Avenue Charles River Street

End Time: 6:00 PM

City, State: Needham, MA

Client: Gillon/J. Gillon

Site Code: TBA

PDI File #: 218209 A

Location: N: Central Avenue S: Central Avenue  

Location: E: Charles River Street W: Charles River Street  

Count Date: Wednesday, October 13, 2021

Start Time: 4:00 PM

Page 13

PRECISION
D A T A
INDUSTRIES, LLC

157 Washington Street, Suite 2
Hudson, MA 01749 

Office: 508-875-0100   Fax: 508-875-0118 
Email: datarequests@pdillc.com



Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total

0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 5

0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 0.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

2 0 1 2 5

Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn Total

0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4

0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.000 0.250 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.000 0.250 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.000 0.500 0.000 0.000 0.500 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.333

0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 4

2 0 1 1 4

3 1 3 1 8

Entering Leg

Exiting Leg

Total

4:15 PM
4:30 PM
4:45 PM

Total Volume

% Approach Total

PHF

from West

Total 

4:00 PM

Central Avenue Charles River Street

from North from East  from South

Peak Hour Analysis from 04:00 PM to 06:00 PM begins at: 

4:00 PM Central Avenue Charles River Street

Grand Total

Approach %

Total %

Exiting Leg Total

Total

Total

5:00 PM
5:15 PM
5:30 PM
5:45 PM

4:00 PM
4:15 PM
4:30 PM
4:45 PM

  from North from East  from South from West

Total

Class: Articulated Trucks

  Central Avenue Charles River Street Central Avenue Charles River Street

End Time: 6:00 PM

City, State: Needham, MA

Client: Gillon/J. Gillon

Site Code: TBA

PDI File #: 218209 A

Location: N: Central Avenue S: Central Avenue  

Location: E: Charles River Street W: Charles River Street  

Count Date: Wednesday, October 13, 2021

Start Time: 4:00 PM
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Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐EB CW‐WB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐SB CW‐NB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐WB CW‐EB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐NB CW‐SB Total

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1

0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 5 9

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 4 0 0 0 6 15

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 6

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 2 4

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 3 2 5 0 0 0 0 7 0 2 3 0 0 0 5 15

0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 1 0 0 2 7 2 6 0 0 0 0 8 2 2 7 0 0 0 11 30

0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 57.1 14.3 0.0 0.0 28.6 25.0 75.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 18.2 18.2 63.6 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 13.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.3 0.0 13.3 3.3 0.0 0.0 6.7 23.3 6.7 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 26.7 6.7 6.7 23.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 36.7

13 6 7 4 30

Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐EB CW‐WB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐SB CW‐NB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐WB CW‐EB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐NB CW‐SB Total

0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 5 9

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 5 0 0 0 0 5 2 0 3 0 0 0 5 18

0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 0.0 60.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.000 0.250 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.000 0.333 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.333 0.000 0.313 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.313 0.250 0.000 0.250 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.500

0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 5 0 0 0 0 5 2 0 3 0 0 0 5 18

8 0 6 4 18

12 4 11 9 36

Entering Leg

Exiting Leg

Total

4:45 PM
5:00 PM

Total Volume

% Approach Total

PHF

from West

Total 

4:15 PM
4:30 PM

Charles River Street

from North from East from South

4:15 PM Central Avenue Charles River Street Central Avenue

Peak Hour Analysis from 04:00 PM to 06:00 PM begins at: 

Approach %

Total %

Exiting Leg Total
 

Grand Total

5:15 PM
5:30 PM
5:45 PM

Total

4:15 PM
4:30 PM
4:45 PM

Total

5:00 PM

4:00 PM

Total

from North from East from South from West

Class: Bicycles (on Roadway and Crosswalks)

  Central Avenue Charles River Street Central Avenue Charles River Street

End Time: 6:00 PM

City, State: Needham, MA

Client: Gillon/J. Gillon

Site Code: TBA

PDI File #: 218209 A

Location: N: Central Avenue S: Central Avenue  

Location: E: Charles River Street W: Charles River Street  

Count Date: Wednesday, October 13, 2021

Start Time: 4:00 PM
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Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐EB CW‐WB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐SB CW‐NB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐WB CW‐EB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐NB CW‐SB Total

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 66.7 33.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 66.7 33.3 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 3 0 0 3

Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐EB CW‐WB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐SB CW‐NB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐WB CW‐EB Total Right Thru Left U‐Turn CW‐NB CW‐SB Total

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.250 0.375 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.375

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3

0 3 0 0 3

0 6 0 0 6

Entering Leg

Exiting Leg

Total

4:30 PM
4:45 PM

Total Volume

% Approach Total

PHF

from West

Total 

4:00 PM
4:15 PM

Charles River Street

from North from East from South

4:00 PM Central Avenue Charles River Street Central Avenue

Peak Hour Analysis from 04:00 PM to 06:00 PM begins at: 

Approach %

Total %

Exiting Leg Total

Grand Total

5:15 PM
5:30 PM
5:45 PM

Total

4:15 PM
4:30 PM
4:45 PM

Total

5:00 PM

4:00 PM

Total

from North from East from South from West

Class: Pedestrians

  Central Avenue Charles River Street Central Avenue Charles River Street

End Time: 6:00 PM

City, State: Needham, MA

Client: Gillon/J. Gillon

Site Code: TBA

PDI File #: 218209 A

Location: N: Central Avenue S: Central Avenue  

Location: E: Charles River Street W: Charles River Street  

Count Date: Wednesday, October 13, 2021

Start Time: 4:00 PM
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Gillon AssociatesLocus Map
Figure 1

Approximate Scale: 1” = 150 Feet
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Figure 22021 Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
From New PDI Counts (October 2021)



Figure 3
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Figure 4
From New PDI Counts & MassDOT Station # 6161

2021 Covid-Adjusted Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (130.4%) 
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Figure 52028 Covid-Adjusted and Inflated by another 7 Percent for 
Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 



Figure 6
Central Avenue at Site Drive

Projected Site Generated Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
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Figure 7
Projected 2028 Peak Hour Traffic Volumes
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Gillon Associates
Figure 8

Intersection Levels of Service

	 	 	                   Covid-Adjusted	 	 	 	 	 	        

	 Avg./95th % Queue Length (ft)    91/147 130/190   99/156 141/202  99/156  142/202   168/299   146/232     

                                	 	             Existing                Base                        Projected

	 Overall Delay (Seconds)                       68.5       43.4          88.9       57.7          91.6         66.2         60.3       32.5    

	 Charles River St East Bd. 	          	   C           B    	   C           B    	   C             B             E            C     

                                 	 	             AM     PM	 AM     PM	 AM       PM       AM     PM

	 Traffic Control Signal

	 	 	 	 	    2021                  2028           Exist. Splits        Optimum   

   	 Overall Level of Service	     	 E           D    	   F           E    	   F             F              E           C            

	   (Overall Delay (Seconds)           	 24.4       16.2       27.3       16.4         27.9         16.4        68.4        31.1      
	 Avg./95th % Queue Length (ft)      93/149  82/132  101/159  89/142  101/159   89/142  186/272   109/180   

	 Charles River St West Bd.	                 D           D    	   D           D    	   D           D              F             D     
	    (Overall Delay (Seconds)           	 38.4       39.7        39.0       41.3        39.0       41.4         102.7       54.1      

Central Ave at Charles River St

	 Central Ave. North Bd.  	  	  F           C    	   F             C    	     F           C              E            B     
	           (Overall Delay (Seconds)          121.5      21.2         164.2       23.6         170        24.4          59.6       12.9      
	 Avg./95th % Queue Length (ft)  558/856 121/248  633/948 139/277 643/959 144/286 780/1067 106/172     
	          

	 Avg./95th % Queue Length (ft)    86/139  466/830    94/152  548/907    99/159  588/950   118/151   390/670   
	           (Overall Delay (Seconds)            16.7        66.5      	   17.5        96.6          17.7      113.9          14.5         34.1      

                                                            Distance Between STOP LINE and Driveway ≈ 885 Feet

                                	 	 	 	  Projected LOS   	    
	                                  	 	           AM	          PM	      	          
Central Avenue at Site Driveway
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Stop Sign Controlled	

	           

	

	 Central Ave. South Bd.	 	  B           E    	   B           F    	     B          F               B             C           

	 	 Central Ave. Northbound	  	  A	 	 A   	             	

   	 	 Central Ave. Southbound	 	 	 	    	            	 	

	          	 	 Left-Turn Movement	 B	 	 A
	          	 	 Through Movement	 A	 	 A

   	          	 	 (All Moves)

	           	 	 (All Moves)

	 	 Site Drive West Bound 	 	 E	 	 C  	             	
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Brian R. Falk 
Mirick O’Connell 
100 Front Street 
Worcester, MA 01608-1477 
bfalk@mirickoconnell.com 
t 508.929.1678 
f 508.983.6256 

October 27, 2021 
 
VIA EMAIL 
lnewman@needhamma.gov 
 
Needham Planning Board 
Needham Town Hall 
1471 Highland Avenue 
Needham, MA 02492 

Re: Opinion on 1688 Central Avenue Application 

Dear Board Members: 

My firm was retained by the Town to provide an opinion to the Planning Board on a 
pending application with respect to issues concerning the state’s Conflict of Interest Law 
(M.G.L. c. 268A). By way of background, my firm serves as town counsel in 11 municipalities 
across the state. In my practice, I provide advice to municipal clients on land use permitting 
matters and compliance with the Conflict of Interest Law, including the provision of advisory 
opinions under M.G.L. c. 268A, Section 22. 

Question Presented: 

I was asked to provide an opinion as to whether the Planning Board possesses the legal 
authority or an obligation to suspend its public hearing on a site plan review application based 
upon receipt of written complaints that the applicant’s representatives are acting in violation of 
M.G.L. c. 268A, or whether the Planning Board otherwise has authority or an obligation to 
address those complaints when hearing and deciding the pending application. 

Summary: 

In summary, I have identified no such legal authority or obligations. 

Background: 

I understand the facts and relevant legal provisions to be as follows: 

1. The Planning Board has authority pursuant to the state Zoning Act, the Subdivision 
Control Law, and the Needham Zoning By-Laws, to issue various land use permits, 
among other duties and responsibilities.  



MIRICK O’CONNELL 
 
Needham Planning Board 
October 27, 2021 
Page 2 
 
 

Client Matter 06002/00011/A7429388.DOCX[Ver:2] 

2. Section 7.4 of the Needham Zoning By-Laws provides that the Planning Board shall 
perform site plan review for certain construction projects. 

3. Site plan review is a non-discretionary land use permitting process to regulate, but not 
prohibit, permitted uses. See Muldoon v. Planning Bd. of Marblehead, 72 
Mass.App.Ct. 372, 373-74 (2008); Osberg v. Planning Board of Sturbridge, 44 
Mass.App.Ct. 56, 57, (1997); Prudential Ins. Co. of America v. Board of Appeals of 
Westwood, 23 Mass.App.Ct. 278, 281-82 (1986). 

4. A zoning bylaw may require site plan approval for as-of-right uses if the site plan 
review provisions of the bylaw (a) set forth proper standards for review, (b) do not 
authorize the prohibition of the use, and (c) provide for the regulation of the use 
through reasonable terms and conditions. See Muldoon, 72 Mass.App.Ct. at 374; 
Castle Hill Apartments Ltd. Partnership v. Planning Board of Holyoke, 65 
Mass.App.Ct. 840, 841 (2006). 

5. Compliance with M.G.L. c. 268A is not among the standards for site plan review 
under the Needham Zoning By-Laws. 

6. The Planning Board is considering a site plan review application submitted by 
Needham Enterprises, LLC for a proposed childcare facility to be located at 1688 
Central Avenue. 

7. Under M.G.L. c. 40A, Section 3 (the so-called “Dover Amendment”), a child care 
facility benefits from a zoning exemption such that “[n]o zoning … bylaw … shall 
prohibit, or require a special permit for, the use of land or structures, or the expansion 
of existing structures, for the primary, accessory or incidental purpose of operating a 
child care facility; provided, however, that such land or structures may be subject to 
reasonable regulations concerning the bulk and height of structures and determining 
yard sizes, lot area, setbacks, open space, parking and building coverage 
requirements.” 

8. Under the Dover Amendment, the Planning Board does not have discretion to deny a 
proposed childcare facility through site plan review. See Petrucci v. Board of Appeals 
of Westwood, 45 Mass.App.Ct. 818, 821-22 (1998); Jewish Cemetery Association v. 
Board of Appeals of Wayland, No. 08 MISC 386750 (Land.Ct, 2010). 

9. As part of the public hearing on the 1688 Central Avenue application, residents Joe 
and Maggie Abruzese alleged that two representatives of Needham Enterprises, LLC, 
who are also Town officials on separate boards, have acted in violation of M.G.L. c. 
268A. Mr. and Mrs. Abruzese stated in correspondence to the Planning Board that 
they have filed a complaint on this subject with the State Ethics Commission. 

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2008799705&pubNum=578&originatingDoc=Ia585edfd6a3d11ddb7e583ba170699a5&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=727ff544190b4e83b4c8e9e0f1400b48&contextData=(sc.Keycite)
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=2008799705&pubNum=578&originatingDoc=Ia585edfd6a3d11ddb7e583ba170699a5&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=727ff544190b4e83b4c8e9e0f1400b48&contextData=(sc.Keycite)
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10. To date, the State Ethics Commission has not issued public information concerning 
the investigation or resolution of any complaints involving representatives of 
Needham Enterprises, LLC. 

11. In a memorandum to the Planning Board entitled “The Authority of the Planning 
Board to Address Ethical Issues in the 1688 Central Matter”, Mr. and Mrs. Abruzese 
state that the Planning Board “can and must continue all hearings in this matter until 
such time as the ethical issues are definitively resolved.”   

12. In a letter dated September 2, 2021, Town Counsel Christopher Heep asked the State 
Ethics Commission to issue guidance as to whether the Planning Board has the legal 
authority or an obligation to suspend the public hearing based upon written 
complaints that the applicant’s representatives are acting in violation of M.G.L. c. 
268A, or whether the Planning Board otherwise has authority or an obligation to 
address those complaints when hearing and deciding the pending application. 

13. In a letter dated September 30, 2021, Eve Slattery, General Counsel to the State 
Ethics Commission, wrote that the State Ethics Commission does not have statutory 
authority to advise the Planning Board on the question presented by Attorney Heep. 

14. The Conflict of Interest Law governs the activities and conduct of municipal 
employees as individuals, and does not generally regulate the activities of public 
bodies, agencies, or municipalities. 

15. Under M.G.L. c. 268B, Section 3, the State Ethics Commission is the primary civil 
enforcement agency for violations of all sections of M.G.L. c. 268A. 

16. Section 21 of M.G.L. c. 268A provides that upon “a finding by the [State Ethics 
Commission] pursuant to an adjudicatory proceeding that there has been any violation 
of sections 2, 3, 8, 17 to 20, inclusive, or section 23 [of M.G.L. c. 268A], which has 
substantially influenced the action taken by any municipal agency in any particular 
matter, shall be grounds for avoiding, rescinding or canceling the action of said 
municipal agency upon request by said municipal agency on such terms as the 
interests of the municipality and innocent third persons require.” 

Analysis: 

In the course of carrying out its duties on site plan review applications, the Planning 
Board has authority to verify that certain procedural steps required by the Zoning By-Laws and 
applicable rules and regulations have been followed to ensure that the Board has jurisdiction to 
hold hearings and issue decisions. The Board also has an obligation to ensure that it complies 
with the Open Meeting Law and other statutes relevant to its proceedings. In addition, each of 
the Board’s individual members has an obligation to comply with the requirements of M.G.L. 
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c. 268A, to avoid exposure to sanctions and to ensure that the Board has an eligible panel to 
participate in permitting matters. 

I have not identified any legal authority or obligation of the Planning Board to monitor 
the compliance of applicants and representatives of applicants with the requirements of M.G.L. 
c. 268A. Further, I have not identified any legal authority or obligation of the Planning Board to 
suspend its hearings on site plan review applications based upon written complaints that an 
applicant’s representatives have acted in violation of M.G.L. c. 268A. 

Under Section 21 of M.G.L. c. 268A, in the event that the State Ethics Commission finds 
a violation of M.G.L. c. 268A and that violation has substantially influenced the action taken by 
a municipal agency, the agency may request that the State Ethics Commission avoid, rescind, or 
cancel the action. Remedies under Section 21 require a finding of a violation by the State Ethics 
Commission and a request by the agency to address an action that has already been taken. 
Section 21 does not authorize, or accommodate, the disruption of a matter unless a violation of 
M.G.L. c. 268A has been found. See Leder v. Superintendent of Schools of Concord & Concord-
Carlyle Regional School District, 465 Mass. 305, 311-13 (2013). I am not aware that the State 
Ethics Commission has found a violation of M.G.L. c. 268A relevant to the 1688 Central Avenue 
application, and thus remedies under Section 21 of M.G.L. c. 268A are not available to the 
Planning Board. 

In their memo to the Planning Board, Mr. and Mrs. Abruzese cite and discuss Board of 
Selectmen of Barnstable v. Alcoholic Beverages Control Commission, 373 Mass. 708 (1977), a 
decision of the Supreme Judicial Court holding that, among other things, the Alcoholic 
Beverages Control Commission had authority to decline the approval of licenses based upon 
procedural irregularities on the part of a board of selectmen when approving those licenses at the 
municipal level. In the Barnstable case, a selectman abstained from voting on a license 
application filed by her husband and the remaining board members quickly granted that license 
with little discussion. The same selectman then participated in license decisions affecting 
businesses competing with her husband’s business.  

The Court in Barnstable upheld the Commission’s decision to decline to approve certain 
licenses granted by the board of selectmen based upon the board’s handling of licenses given the 
conflict of interest issues at play. The Court discussed the Commission’s authority under M.G.L. 
c. 138, the alcoholic beverages licensing statute, and found that the Commission’s decision was 
supported by substantial evidence and not in excess of its statutory authority or jurisdiction. 

The holding in Barnstable rested largely on the broad authority and discretion of the 
Alcoholic Beverages Control Commission under M.G.L. c. 138 in deciding whether to approve 
licenses granted by a local board. The Barnstable case does not speak to whether the board of 
selectmen had similar authority to take negative action on the license applications based upon 
possible conflicts of interest among its membership. Further, the Barnstable case held that the 
Alcoholic Beverages Control Commission was justified in finding procedural irregularities based 
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upon a possible conflict of interest by a member of the local licensing authority and not with 
respect to a license applicant or an applicant’s representatives. 

I have been unable to find case law or other guidance holding that a municipal permit 
granting authority acting on a site plan review application has authority or discretion, similar to 
the Alcoholic Beverages Commission as found in the Barnstable case, to consider procedural 
matters relative to possible conflicts of interest among the applicant’s representatives when 
making a decision. Given the limitations of site plan review, and in particular the review of a use 
protected by the Dover Amendment, I find that the Barnstable case does not serve as precedent 
to justify a decision of the Planning Board to suspend its consideration of the 1688 Central 
Avenue application, contrary to the assertions of Mr. and Mrs. Abruzese. 

Further, I am not aware of any authority or obligation of the Planning Board to address 
the written complaints it has received from Mr. and Mrs. Abruzese as part of its decision on the 
1688 Central Avenue application. Lacking clear legal authority, it is advisable that the Planning 
Board should not address these complaints as part of its decision for several reasons. First, 
compliance with M.G.L. c. 268A is not a standard to be considered by the Board during site plan 
review under the Needham Zoning By-Laws. Second, the Planning Board does not appear to 
have jurisdiction with respect to the municipal employees at issue in Mr. and Mrs. Abruzese’s 
complaints (one being an elected official and the second being an official appointed by a body 
other than the Planning Board). Third, to the extent that issues raised by Mr. and Mrs. Abruzese 
are under investigation by the State Ethics Commission, the Planning Board should allow the 
Commission to carry out its statutory duties without taking on an independent review, which 
would appear to exceed the Board’s authority and expertise. 

Conclusion: 

 For the reasons stated above, I find that the Planning Board does not have the legal 
authority or an obligation to suspend its public hearing on a site plan review application based 
upon receipt of written complaints that the applicant’s representatives are acting in violation of 
M.G.L. c. 268A, or authority or an obligation to address those complaints when hearing and 
deciding the pending application. 

 Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions concerning this letter. 

Sincerely, 

 
Brian R. Falk 

BRF/ 
 
cc: Christopher Heep, Esq., Town Counsel 



From: David G. Lazarus
To: Planning
Cc: Lee Newman; psa@westonpatrick.com
Subject: Meeting Tonight
Date: Tuesday, October 19, 2021 4:07:14 PM

Good afternoon, 

It appears that the Planning Board has updated the agenda packet at least twice today.  One
update is a substantive report from GPI, the peer review company retained to examine traffic. 
In the GPI report, located on page 183 of the 2nd revised packet dated 10/19/21, the report
concludes by noting that the Proponent still intends to perform additional analysis including a
review of more traffic counts and the corridor analysis requested by the Board at the last
meeting.  I was surprised to see that the updated traffic information was not yet available and
that the Proponent was seemingly seeking to gather new traffic study data at this late stage. 
To date, neither the Proponent nor GPI has completed the necessary and requested traffic-
review work and they say they require more time to do so.  The Proponent, a sophisticated
applicant represented by experienced counsel and professional advisors, has had months or
longer to prepare a proper corridor study and failed to do so.  Rather than force the neighbors
to sit through multiple hearings resulting in new and late additions from the Proponent on the
eve of another meeting, I respectfully request the Board postpone the hearing tonight and
direct the Proponent to notify the Board when all required information has been gathered and
submitted so the Board can schedule a hearing and the public can comment on a complete
universe of information.  I very much appreciate the time and careful consideration the Board
is putting into the process.  However, the piece-meal hearings and late document additions by
and on behalf of the Proponent are unfair to the public and deprive the public the opportunity
to participate in a meaningful way.  The Proponent should submit a single proposal containing
all the information the Proponent (and its' team of experts) believes supports the application
and that single application is what should be reviewed and discussed by the public.  The
Proponent has yet to complete the critically important traffic corridor analysis and as a result
of this lack of information, the Proponent is not ready to proceed.  The public should not be
burdened by the Proponent's lack of readiness after all this time.  Thank you for your time and
consideration.  

Best,
Dave

David Lazarus
Oxbow Road, Needham

mailto:david.lazarus@gmail.com
mailto:planning@needhamma.gov
mailto:LNewman@needhamma.gov
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From: Maggie Abruzese
To: Planning; Lee Newman; Alexandra Clee; bfalk@mirickoconnell.com
Cc: "Joe Abruzese"
Subject: Objection to architectural drawings on 1688 Central Ave, Needham
Date: Wednesday, October 27, 2021 3:47:16 PM
Attachments: objection architectural plans 1688 Central Ave.docx

Dear Chair Alpert and members of the Planning Board,
 
Attached please find our objection to the Planning Board accepting architectural drawings from an
architect who is admitted to have a conflict of interest that prohibits his appearance in this matter.
 
Sincerely,
 
Maggie and Joe Abruzese
30 Bridle Trail Rd
 
cc:          Lee Newman, Planning Department
                Alex Clee, Planning Department
                Brian Falk, Independent Counsel

mailto:mabruzese@gmail.com
mailto:planning@needhamma.gov
mailto:LNewman@needhamma.gov
mailto:aclee@needhamma.gov
mailto:bfalk@mirickoconnell.com
mailto:jabruzese@gmail.com

Objection to Use of Architectural Plans and Testimony

1688 Central Avenue 



The applicant for the project at 1688 Central Avenue, Needham Enterprises LLC, functionally has admitted that its architect Mark Gluesing, Chair of the Needham Design Review Board, is barred from appearing before the Planning Board and the Design Review Board by conflict of interest statutes in Massachusetts. M.G.L. c. 268A, §17. In spite of this admission, the applicant is attempting to rely on the sealed architectural drawings of Mark Gluesing to complete its application before this board. The same conflict of interest statutes that prohibit Mr. Gluesing, Chair of the Design Review Board, from personally appearing before the Planning Board and the Design Review Board prohibit Mr. Gluesing from allowing his sealed drawings to be submitted as a part of an application before the Planning Board or the Design Review Board. https://www.mass.gov/service-details/special-municipal-employees 

This is not a mere technicality. The Planning Board cannot and should not accept the architectural drawings of Mark Gluesing as a part of the application in this matter. Doing so deprives the Design Review Board, the Planning Board and the public of legitimate inquiry. 

The Planning Board has been holding hearings in this matter since June 14, 2021.  Conflict of interest issues have been raised in this matter from the start. The Planning Board initially rejected considering conflict of interest issues. The Planning Board decided to allow argument on the issue of conflict of interest at a hearing on September 8, 2021. At that hearing, it decided to seek an expert opinion from independent legal counsel on the conflict of interest issue. The Planning Board has continued to hear the merits of the application while it waits for independent counsel to provide an opinion.

During the hearings, the materials in support of the application have included the architectural drawings of Mark Gluesing. The Planning Board has accepted multiple versions of the drawings sealed by Mark Gluesing and it allowed Mark Gluesing to appear before it and present the case in support of Needham Enterprise LLC’s application on July 20, 2021, but did not open the matter for public comment on that date. The Chair of the Planning Board asked Mr. Gluesing whether his latest plans had been reviewed by the Design Review Board. At that time, they had not been.  

The Design Review Board reviewed the architectural drawings at its meeting on August 9, 2021. Members of the Design Review Board wanted to question the architect about the design process and the choices that were made in the design process. Mark Gluesing was not present to answer any questions since he could not appear before his own board due to conflict of interest laws.  In Mr. Gluesing’s absence, Attorney Huber referred to what he remembered of Mark Gluesing’s testimony from the Planning Board hearing of July 20, 2021. The Design Review Board memorialized several unanswered questions and concerns regarding the drawings in its memo to the Planning Board. 

Mark Gluesing has failed to appear before the Planning Board or answer any questions since the July 20, 2021 hearing. It has been implicitly admitted that conflict of interest laws prohibit Mark Gluesing from appearing before the Design Review Board and the Planning Board in this matter. 

It is untenable to allow the applicant to rely on architectural drawings of an architect for its application and also allow the applicant to deprive the public, the Design Review Board and the Planning Board of the opportunity to question the architect. The error is exacerbated by the fact that the Planning Board allowed Mark Gluesing to appear before the Planning Board and state his case in support of the applicant – even as the matter was pending before his own board - without affording the public the opportunity to raise questions about Mr. Gluesing’s testimony.  

Massachusetts regulation, 231 CMR 4.02 requires that when an architect puts his official seal on drawings, he must be responsible for those drawings. Part of that responsibility is to answer questions raised by the Design Review Board, the Planning Board and the public when those drawings are submitted in support of a proposal. 

The act of using drawings sealed by an architect who has a conflict of interest to support their application before the Design Review Board and the Planning Board leaves the public, the Design Review Board and the Planning Board without any means of investigating how and why the architect designed the building in the manner it is designed or what other designs might have been considered or be reasonable. It leaves the public, the Design Review Board and the Planning Board wholly unable to follow up on the questions raised by the drawings. 

It is completely unreasonable, and a breach of due process, for the Planning Board to allow Needham Enterprises, LLC to rely on architectural drawings of Mark Gluesing in its application when he is not able to be subject to questioning regarding his drawings and the design process due to conflict of interest laws. Needham Enterprises, LLC seeks the benefit of sealed architectural drawings, that Mr. Gluesing filed in violation of the same conflict of interest laws that prohibit his testimony, without the responsibility of making its architect available for questioning about those drawings. 

Heretofore, the Planning Board has treated Mr. Gluesing’s absence as an unfortunate circumstance. It is not an unfortunate circumstance. It is a circumstance created by the applicant. The applicant had all of the facts that it needed to understand that it was a conflict of interest to use Mr. Gluesing as the architect on this project. The applicant chose to ignore the law and hire Mr. Gluesing regardless. Needham should not pay the price for that. The Design Review Board, the Planning Board and the public  should not be deprived of the right to question the architect on this project.  

For these reasons, we request that the Planning Board reject and refuse to consider the architectural plans of Mark Gluesing in relation to this application and that it reject the application as it would reject any other application that does not contain everything needed to file.



 



Objection to Use of Architectural Plans and Testimony 
1688 Central Avenue  

 
The applicant for the project at 1688 Central Avenue, Needham Enterprises LLC, functionally has 
admitted that its architect Mark Gluesing, Chair of the Needham Design Review Board, is barred from 
appearing before the Planning Board and the Design Review Board by conflict of interest statutes in 
Massachusetts. M.G.L. c. 268A, §17. In spite of this admission, the applicant is attempting to rely on the 
sealed architectural drawings of Mark Gluesing to complete its application before this board. The same 
conflict of interest statutes that prohibit Mr. Gluesing, Chair of the Design Review Board, from 
personally appearing before the Planning Board and the Design Review Board prohibit Mr. Gluesing 
from allowing his sealed drawings to be submitted as a part of an application before the Planning Board 
or the Design Review Board. https://www.mass.gov/service-details/special-municipal-employees  

This is not a mere technicality. The Planning Board cannot and should not accept the architectural 
drawings of Mark Gluesing as a part of the application in this matter. Doing so deprives the Design 
Review Board, the Planning Board and the public of legitimate inquiry.  

The Planning Board has been holding hearings in this matter since June 14, 2021.  Conflict of interest 
issues have been raised in this matter from the start. The Planning Board initially rejected considering 
conflict of interest issues. The Planning Board decided to allow argument on the issue of conflict of 
interest at a hearing on September 8, 2021. At that hearing, it decided to seek an expert opinion from 
independent legal counsel on the conflict of interest issue. The Planning Board has continued to hear 
the merits of the application while it waits for independent counsel to provide an opinion. 

During the hearings, the materials in support of the application have included the architectural drawings 
of Mark Gluesing. The Planning Board has accepted multiple versions of the drawings sealed by Mark 
Gluesing and it allowed Mark Gluesing to appear before it and present the case in support of Needham 
Enterprise LLC’s application on July 20, 2021, but did not open the matter for public comment on that 
date. The Chair of the Planning Board asked Mr. Gluesing whether his latest plans had been reviewed by 
the Design Review Board. At that time, they had not been.   

The Design Review Board reviewed the architectural drawings at its meeting on August 9, 2021. 
Members of the Design Review Board wanted to question the architect about the design process and 
the choices that were made in the design process. Mark Gluesing was not present to answer any 
questions since he could not appear before his own board due to conflict of interest laws.  In Mr. 
Gluesing’s absence, Attorney Huber referred to what he remembered of Mark Gluesing’s testimony 
from the Planning Board hearing of July 20, 2021. The Design Review Board memorialized several 
unanswered questions and concerns regarding the drawings in its memo to the Planning Board.  

Mark Gluesing has failed to appear before the Planning Board or answer any questions since the July 20, 
2021 hearing. It has been implicitly admitted that conflict of interest laws prohibit Mark Gluesing from 
appearing before the Design Review Board and the Planning Board in this matter.  

It is untenable to allow the applicant to rely on architectural drawings of an architect for its application 
and also allow the applicant to deprive the public, the Design Review Board and the Planning Board of 
the opportunity to question the architect. The error is exacerbated by the fact that the Planning Board 

https://www.mass.gov/service-details/special-municipal-employees
https://www.mass.gov/service-details/special-municipal-employees


allowed Mark Gluesing to appear before the Planning Board and state his case in support of the 
applicant – even as the matter was pending before his own board - without affording the public the 
opportunity to raise questions about Mr. Gluesing’s testimony.   

Massachusetts regulation, 231 CMR 4.02 requires that when an architect puts his official seal on 
drawings, he must be responsible for those drawings. Part of that responsibility is to answer questions 
raised by the Design Review Board, the Planning Board and the public when those drawings are 
submitted in support of a proposal.  

The act of using drawings sealed by an architect who has a conflict of interest to support their 
application before the Design Review Board and the Planning Board leaves the public, the Design Review 
Board and the Planning Board without any means of investigating how and why the architect designed 
the building in the manner it is designed or what other designs might have been considered or be 
reasonable. It leaves the public, the Design Review Board and the Planning Board wholly unable to 
follow up on the questions raised by the drawings.  

It is completely unreasonable, and a breach of due process, for the Planning Board to allow Needham 
Enterprises, LLC to rely on architectural drawings of Mark Gluesing in its application when he is not able 
to be subject to questioning regarding his drawings and the design process due to conflict of interest 
laws. Needham Enterprises, LLC seeks the benefit of sealed architectural drawings, that Mr. Gluesing 
filed in violation of the same conflict of interest laws that prohibit his testimony, without the 
responsibility of making its architect available for questioning about those drawings.  

Heretofore, the Planning Board has treated Mr. Gluesing’s absence as an unfortunate circumstance. It is 
not an unfortunate circumstance. It is a circumstance created by the applicant. The applicant had all of 
the facts that it needed to understand that it was a conflict of interest to use Mr. Gluesing as the 
architect on this project. The applicant chose to ignore the law and hire Mr. Gluesing regardless. 
Needham should not pay the price for that. The Design Review Board, the Planning Board and the public  
should not be deprived of the right to question the architect on this project.   

For these reasons, we request that the Planning Board reject and refuse to consider the architectural 
plans of Mark Gluesing in relation to this application and that it reject the application as it would reject 
any other application that does not contain everything needed to file. 

 

  



Newly distributed materials 
(10/19/21): 

 

The following materials related to the proposal 
at 1688 Central were distributed for the first 
time on October 19, 2021 (at which hearing 
was immediately continued) 

 

 

























MEMORANDUM 

 

To:  Needham Planning Department 

From: Evans Huber, Esq. 

Date: October 13, 2021 

Subject: Summary of Changes to Recently Filed Site Plans and Lighting Plan 

 

 The following is a summary of the changes to the project reflected in the Site Plans and Lighting 

Plan signed and stamped on September 29, 2021, as compared to the prior most recent set of plans. The 

prior most recent set of Site Plans was submitted on or about August 3, and the prior most recent lighting 

plan was submitted on or about May 10.  This memo supplements, but does not repeat, the changes to the 

project described in my memo of August 4, 2021 to the Planning Board.  

 

The September 29, 2021 plans have been submitted to the Town’s sharefile or emailed to the 

Planning Department.  Additionally, 11 x 17 hard copies will be delivered to each Planning Board 

member sitting on the panel for this matter, as well as Ms. Newman.  

 

• On the Site Plans, Sheet 4 -- Grading and Utilities, and Sheet 6 -- Construction Details, 

show the changes to the drainage and catch basin design at the entrance to the property.  

These changes were made in response to comments made by Mr. Diaz. 

 

• The lighting plan is essentially the same as the prior plan.  The only difference is that 

because the entrance drive was widened to include a drop-off and pick-up lane, the light 

along the entrance drive has been northward so that it is still along the edge of the access 

lane pavement.  It is the same distance from Central Ave as the prior plan.  

 

• Similarly, because the proposed main building has been moved so that its setback is now 

64 feet, the parking area between the two buildings has been shrunk by two spaces (these 

changes have already been presented to the Board at a prior hearing). As a result of the 

reduced size of the parking area between the two buildings, the lighting pole has been 

shifted somewhat away from Central Ave (approximately 9 feet) so that it is still centered 

between the two buildings.     

























From: Evans Huber
To: Alexandra Clee
Cc: Lee Newman
Subject: NCC vehicle counts for September 2019 and February 2020
Date: Thursday, October 14, 2021 12:31:19 PM
Attachments: NCC September 2019 Vehicle Count.pdf

NCC February 2020 Vehicle Count.pdf

Alex and Lee, attached are charts showing the actual arrival times of vehicles (not the number of
children) at Needham Children’s Center for two months.
 
There are a couple of points we would like to highlight about these charts:
 

1. The row across the top represents the day of the month in question.
2. These charts were created by going through actual sign-in and sign-out sheets and

determining the actual arrival times of vehicles.  These are not “guesstimates.”
3. These charts show that the  number of vehicles arriving and leaving is less than the number of

children enrolled, and less than the number of families who have children at NCC.  There are a
variety of reasons for this, which Pat Day can speak to in greater detail at the hearing.  They
include, but are not limited to:

a. Where more than one child arrived or left in the same vehicle, that was reflected in this
chart as one vehicle, rather than the number of children in that vehicle. 

b. A number of children are after-school only and do not arrive in the morning.
c. Some children arrive in the morning outside the time blocks reflected on these charts.
d. Many NCC children do not attend every day of the week (because of the schedule they

have signed up for).
e. Children otherwise scheduled to come on a particular day may be absent on any given

day for a variety of personal, family, or health reasons.
f. Some children are picked up in the afternoon before 4:00 to attend other after-school

activities such as sports or music lessons.
g. Some children are picked up mid-day because they are not feeling well, for a doctor’s

appointment, or for other reasons.
4. These charts demonstrate that vehicles arriving  for drop-off and pick up are widely and fairly

evenly spread out over the 1.75 to 2-hour windows covered by these charts.
 
Please include this information and email in the materials provided to the Board. Thank you, Evans
 
Evans Huber
Frieze Cramer Rosen & Huber, LLP
60 Walnut Street
Wellesley, MA 02481
781-943-4000 (main)
781-943-4043 (direct)
781-799-9272 (cell)
eh@128law.com
www.128law.com
 

mailto:eh@128law.com
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 September 2019


Morning 
Drop off 3 4 5 6 9 10 11 12 13 16 17 18 19 20 23 24 25 26 27 30


7:30-7:45 7 9 8 4 5 5 10 5 2 3 8 7 7 3 4 8 6 7 5 1
7:46-8:00 4 7 7 6 6 3 4 5 3 6 5 9 5 6 11 8 8 8 5 12
8:01-8:15 4 2 3 4 6 6 4 3 5 3 7 5 2 4 0 6 7 5 2 11
8:16-8:30 2 5 5 5 7 5 4 5 6 7 4 0 7 5 5 2 3 6 7 11
8:31-8:35 4 1 1 3 4 4 3 7 4 4 3 5 2 6 6 3 2 2 1 3
8:36-8:45 3 5 4 3 2 2 2 1 7 4 3 2 7 2 3 2 2 3 7 5
8:46-9:00 5 5 3 3 2 4 5 4 4 0 0 9 0 2 4 3 4 0 2 2
9:01-9:15 6 1 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 3 2 4 1 0
Total Cars 35 35 31 28 32 29 35 33 31 27 30 37 34 29 33 35 34 35 30 45
Afternoon 


Pick up
4:00-4:15 4 6 1 3 2 4 7 2 1 3 2 3 2 6 5 3 2 6 2 4
4:16-4:30 4 3 3 1 3 1 1 4 5 4 4 1 4 5 2 3 7 4 4 2
4:31-4:45 8 5 7 5 7 5 3 6 4 2 4 2 7 4 5 5 3 8 5 2
4:46-5:00 7 6 12 5 13 8 7 11 5 10 12 6 9 9 6 9 5 12 6 10
5:01-5:15 5 4 7 5 5 8 6 2 5 7 5 4 7 2 8 10 6 5 6 3
5:16-5:30 11 14 12 8 7 10 3 13 13 9 13 6 15 7 12 11 8 11 6 9
5:31-5:45 9 7 6 9 13 13 11 9 7 13 6 11 9 4 8 10 8 9 9 6
5:46-6:00 5 7 8 5 3 5 7 7 4 6 5 5 4 4 5 4 4 2 7 6
Total Cars 53 52 56 41 53 54 45 54 44 54 51 38 57 41 51 55 43 57 45 42


Total of 69 Famlies *September 30 No Needham Public School Day, full day for NCC Afterschool Children 
Total of 96 children 
Total of 24 families with multiple children 








 February 2020


Morning Drop 
off 3 4 5 6 7 10 11 12 13 14 18 19 20 21 24 25 26 27 28


7:30-7:45 3 4 5 6 5 6 6 5 7 6 3 2 3 2 4 6 7 4 1
7:46-8:00 4 9 7 5 5 4 5 6 7 2 3 8 6 3 5 6 5 7 4
8:01-8:15 5 5 6 3 2 3 6 3 6 5 4 2 5 2 5 4 5 8 4
8:16-8:30 7 4 4 6 9 9 7 8 2 10 8 5 7 10 3 8 6 5 7
8:31-8:35 3 6 4 8 4 5 3 7 5 2 2 3 4 2 1 5 3 4 7
8:36-8:45 6 6 7 3 4 2 4 4 7 10 2 7 4 5 9 2 5 4 5
8:46-9:00 2 1 3 1 4 2 3 2 1 0 4 0 2 2 1 2 0 1 2
9:01-9:15 2 4 2 4 3 7 4 0 2 3 6 3 6 3 7 3 0 1 3
total cars 32 39 38 36 36 38 38 35 37 38 32 30 37 29 35 36 31 34 33


Afternoon 
Pick up


4:00-4:15 3 3 3 1 5 1 2 2 2 5 1 5 5 8 2 3 3 0 4
4:16-4:30 3 1 3 3 2 3 5 2 6 4 6 2 4 3 1 6 4 4 3
4:31-4:45 5 3 2 4 4 1 3 4 4 5 2 2 1 9 1 3 5 0 6
4:46-5:00 8 11 9 6 3 14 11 9 8 6 4 5 12 3 12 11 6 7 4
5:01-5:15 8 9 3 6 7 6 6 9 3 4 2 3 7 3 10 9 5 6 4
5:16-5:30 7 10 11 10 8 14 7 9 11 9 10 10 10 9 14 14 9 17 9
5:31-5:45 11 7 8 10 7 9 7 8 1 7 5 3 3 1 11 5 12 7 6
5:46-6:00 7 2 6 3 3 6 5 2 8 0 7 3 2 1 4 4 5 5 4
total cars 52 46 45 43 39 54 46 45 43 40 37 33 44 37 55 55 49 46 40


Total of 75 Famlies *February 6,13,27 skating for Afterschool about between 8 and 12 children- 
Total of 104 children parents arrive at same time to pick up 
Total of 25 families with multiple children 


*February Public school vacation 18,19,20,21 afterschool drop off and pick up









 September 2019

Morning 
Drop off 3 4 5 6 9 10 11 12 13 16 17 18 19 20 23 24 25 26 27 30

7:30-7:45 7 9 8 4 5 5 10 5 2 3 8 7 7 3 4 8 6 7 5 1
7:46-8:00 4 7 7 6 6 3 4 5 3 6 5 9 5 6 11 8 8 8 5 12
8:01-8:15 4 2 3 4 6 6 4 3 5 3 7 5 2 4 0 6 7 5 2 11
8:16-8:30 2 5 5 5 7 5 4 5 6 7 4 0 7 5 5 2 3 6 7 11
8:31-8:35 4 1 1 3 4 4 3 7 4 4 3 5 2 6 6 3 2 2 1 3
8:36-8:45 3 5 4 3 2 2 2 1 7 4 3 2 7 2 3 2 2 3 7 5
8:46-9:00 5 5 3 3 2 4 5 4 4 0 0 9 0 2 4 3 4 0 2 2
9:01-9:15 6 1 0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 3 2 4 1 0
Total Cars 35 35 31 28 32 29 35 33 31 27 30 37 34 29 33 35 34 35 30 45
Afternoon 

Pick up
4:00-4:15 4 6 1 3 2 4 7 2 1 3 2 3 2 6 5 3 2 6 2 4
4:16-4:30 4 3 3 1 3 1 1 4 5 4 4 1 4 5 2 3 7 4 4 2
4:31-4:45 8 5 7 5 7 5 3 6 4 2 4 2 7 4 5 5 3 8 5 2
4:46-5:00 7 6 12 5 13 8 7 11 5 10 12 6 9 9 6 9 5 12 6 10
5:01-5:15 5 4 7 5 5 8 6 2 5 7 5 4 7 2 8 10 6 5 6 3
5:16-5:30 11 14 12 8 7 10 3 13 13 9 13 6 15 7 12 11 8 11 6 9
5:31-5:45 9 7 6 9 13 13 11 9 7 13 6 11 9 4 8 10 8 9 9 6
5:46-6:00 5 7 8 5 3 5 7 7 4 6 5 5 4 4 5 4 4 2 7 6
Total Cars 53 52 56 41 53 54 45 54 44 54 51 38 57 41 51 55 43 57 45 42

Total of 69 Famlies *September 30 No Needham Public School Day, full day for NCC Afterschool Children 
Total of 96 children 
Total of 24 families with multiple children 



 February 2020

Morning Drop 
off 3 4 5 6 7 10 11 12 13 14 18 19 20 21 24 25 26 27 28

7:30-7:45 3 4 5 6 5 6 6 5 7 6 3 2 3 2 4 6 7 4 1
7:46-8:00 4 9 7 5 5 4 5 6 7 2 3 8 6 3 5 6 5 7 4
8:01-8:15 5 5 6 3 2 3 6 3 6 5 4 2 5 2 5 4 5 8 4
8:16-8:30 7 4 4 6 9 9 7 8 2 10 8 5 7 10 3 8 6 5 7
8:31-8:35 3 6 4 8 4 5 3 7 5 2 2 3 4 2 1 5 3 4 7
8:36-8:45 6 6 7 3 4 2 4 4 7 10 2 7 4 5 9 2 5 4 5
8:46-9:00 2 1 3 1 4 2 3 2 1 0 4 0 2 2 1 2 0 1 2
9:01-9:15 2 4 2 4 3 7 4 0 2 3 6 3 6 3 7 3 0 1 3
total cars 32 39 38 36 36 38 38 35 37 38 32 30 37 29 35 36 31 34 33

Afternoon 
Pick up

4:00-4:15 3 3 3 1 5 1 2 2 2 5 1 5 5 8 2 3 3 0 4
4:16-4:30 3 1 3 3 2 3 5 2 6 4 6 2 4 3 1 6 4 4 3
4:31-4:45 5 3 2 4 4 1 3 4 4 5 2 2 1 9 1 3 5 0 6
4:46-5:00 8 11 9 6 3 14 11 9 8 6 4 5 12 3 12 11 6 7 4
5:01-5:15 8 9 3 6 7 6 6 9 3 4 2 3 7 3 10 9 5 6 4
5:16-5:30 7 10 11 10 8 14 7 9 11 9 10 10 10 9 14 14 9 17 9
5:31-5:45 11 7 8 10 7 9 7 8 1 7 5 3 3 1 11 5 12 7 6
5:46-6:00 7 2 6 3 3 6 5 2 8 0 7 3 2 1 4 4 5 5 4
total cars 52 46 45 43 39 54 46 45 43 40 37 33 44 37 55 55 49 46 40

Total of 75 Famlies *February 6,13,27 skating for Afterschool about between 8 and 12 children- 
Total of 104 children parents arrive at same time to pick up 
Total of 25 families with multiple children 

*February Public school vacation 18,19,20,21 afterschool drop off and pick up



From: Evans Huber
To: Lee Newman
Cc: Alexandra Clee
Subject: Opinion of Town Counsel regarding a matter relating to Proposed Child Care Facility at 1688 Central Ave
Date: Thursday, October 7, 2021 5:31:12 PM

Lee:
 
Please forward the following email to the Board.  Thank you. Evans
 
 
Mr. Alpert, Mr. Block, Ms. McKnight, and Mr. Jacobs:
 
It is probably an understatement to say that there is strong disagreement on the question of
whether this Board has the authority to require the Applicant, Needham Enterprises, to demolish
the barn at 1688 Central as a condition of a Special Permit, were one to be issued.  Obviously, if the
barn stays, that will materially impact a number of other hotly debated issues, most notably (but not
solely) setback from Central Ave.
 
In an effort to resolve this disagreement, the Applicant respectfully requests that the Board seek an
opinion from Town Counsel on the following questions:
 
"Where the Applicant intends to use the existing barn on the property at 1688 Central Ave solely for
purposes relating to the proposed child care facility, (1) does the Board have the authority, as a
condition of issuing the special permit in this case, to directly or indirectly require the Applicant to
demolish the barn for any reason, including but not limited to in order to implement a Board-
imposed front setback requirement for the proposed new building, and (2) relatedly, does the Board
have the authority to indirectly require demolition of the barn by imposing a setback requirement
for the proposed new building that cannot be complied with unless the existing barn is demolished?"
 
We believe that the answer to these questions from Town Counsel, regardless of what those
answers are, will significantly expedite resolution of several of the remaining issues in this case,
including setback. Please advise as to whether the Board will seek the answer to these questions
from Town Counsel.  Thank you.
 
Evans Huber
Frieze Cramer Rosen & Huber, LLP
60 Walnut Street
Wellesley, MA 02481
781-943-4000 (main)
781-943-4043 (direct)
781-799-9272 (cell)
eh@128law.com
www.128law.com
 

mailto:eh@128law.com
mailto:LNewman@needhamma.gov
mailto:aclee@needhamma.gov
mailto:eh@128law.com
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=http%3a%2f%2fwww.128law.com&c=E,1,z3hx_k7FWth-OP1tMVxFhfofr3njSZ9oRBTsDU_7vaLPICJOsZXEtGgAcFrljiNF85KFT7tDQP3aXnJd4YXtaDvNqHqeWVfqOEjeMhNqENycU4hrFJwB5kci&typo=1


From: Lee Newman
To: Evans Huber
Cc: Alexandra Clee
Subject: RE: Opinion of Town Counsel regarding a matter relating to Proposed Child Care Facility at 1688 Central Ave
Date: Friday, October 8, 2021 2:46:56 PM

Evans,
 
I have reached out to the Planning Board members individually and the Board will not be pursuing
the legal opinion you have requested.
 
Lee
 

From: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, October 7, 2021 7:06 PM
To: Evans Huber <eh@128law.com>
Cc: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Re: Opinion of Town Counsel regarding a matter relating to Proposed Child Care Facility at
1688 Central Ave
 
Evans,

I received your email and I have sent it on to the Planning Board members as you had
requested.

Lee
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
Get Outlook for Android

From: Evans Huber <eh@128law.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 7, 2021 5:31:02 PM
To: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Opinion of Town Counsel regarding a matter relating to Proposed Child Care Facility at 1688
Central Ave
 
Lee:
 
Please forward the following email to the Board.  Thank you. Evans
 
 
Mr. Alpert, Mr. Block, Ms. McKnight, and Mr. Jacobs:
 
It is probably an understatement to say that there is strong disagreement on the question of
whether this Board has the authority to require the Applicant, Needham Enterprises, to demolish
the barn at 1688 Central as a condition of a Special Permit, were one to be issued.  Obviously, if the

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=2918EF72EEB4469B933B859BCB20DEC4-LEE NEWMAN
mailto:eh@128law.com
mailto:aclee@needhamma.gov
https://aka.ms/AAb9ysg
mailto:eh@128law.com
mailto:LNewman@needhamma.gov
mailto:aclee@needhamma.gov


barn stays, that will materially impact a number of other hotly debated issues, most notably (but not
solely) setback from Central Ave.
 
In an effort to resolve this disagreement, the Applicant respectfully requests that the Board seek an
opinion from Town Counsel on the following questions:
 
"Where the Applicant intends to use the existing barn on the property at 1688 Central Ave solely for
purposes relating to the proposed child care facility, (1) does the Board have the authority, as a
condition of issuing the special permit in this case, to directly or indirectly require the Applicant to
demolish the barn for any reason, including but not limited to in order to implement a Board-
imposed front setback requirement for the proposed new building, and (2) relatedly, does the Board
have the authority to indirectly require demolition of the barn by imposing a setback requirement
for the proposed new building that cannot be complied with unless the existing barn is demolished?"
 
We believe that the answer to these questions from Town Counsel, regardless of what those
answers are, will significantly expedite resolution of several of the remaining issues in this case,
including setback. Please advise as to whether the Board will seek the answer to these questions
from Town Counsel.  Thank you.
 
Evans Huber
Frieze Cramer Rosen & Huber, LLP
60 Walnut Street
Wellesley, MA 02481
781-943-4000 (main)
781-943-4043 (direct)
781-799-9272 (cell)
eh@128law.com
www.128law.com
 

mailto:eh@128law.com
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=http%3a%2f%2fwww.128law.com&c=E,1,uA4sxqHkais5Ai4XpgD1vTkjIc-as3CHlDb12-5nT34Sn_bTMOWrw6PZ2ssfdeAVfYxTQScoEHCi-9rOfUUlMOojGFNvspblGn9RJmnUHO0,&typo=1


 
 
   

 Greenman-Pedersen, Inc.                 181 Ballardvale Street, Suite 202                  Wilmington, MA 01887                 p 978-570-2999 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 

October 18, 2021 
 
NEX-2021238.00 
 
Town of Needham Planning Board 
Town Hall  
1471 Highland Avenue 
Needham, MA 02492 
 
SUBJECT: 1688 Central Avenue 
  Proposed Child Care Facility – Peer Review 3 
 
Dear Ms. Newman: 
 
The Town of Needham has retained Greenman-Pedersen, Inc. (GPI) to perform an independent review of the 
proposed Child Care Facility to be located at 1688 Central Avenue in Needham, MA.  The following items have 
been reviewed: 
 

• Site Plans dated June 22, 2020 rev. 9-28-2021 
• Technical Memorandum – from John Gillon to John Glossa dated 9-2-2021 

 
In addition, GPI and Gillon Associates, Inc. had a virtual Teams Meeting on Friday, October 15th to discuss the 
traffic operations and requested analysis. 

 
The above materials have been reviewed against typical engineering practices, standards, and industry 
guidelines.  We offer the following comments. (Note: Comments highlighted in yellow are from GPI’s August 26, 
2021 review letter.) 
 
SITE PLANS 

 
The following highlights GPI’s original comments from the July 15, 2021 Peer Review letter and our responses 
based on the revised site plan. 

 
 
1. What is the purpose of the 12.67’ loading zone?  What size vehicle is expected to need access to the 

loading area.  Truck turning templates should be provided showing access and egress from the loading 
area as well as the dumpster pad. 
 
GPI Response – No information has been provided regarding the size of vehicle and no templates 
showing truck maneuvers have been provided. 

 
GPI - 10-18-21 

 
We would like to see turning templates of the vehicles accessing the loading zone and trash bins to 

verify they do not encroach on parking spaces while maneuvering within the site. 
 
2. The proponent should construct fully compliant ADA sidewalks along the property frontage and tie into 

existing sidewalks at the property limits. 
 

GPI Response – This comment does not appear to have been addressed. 
 
GPI – 10-18-21 

 



Needham Planning Board   
October 10, 2021 
Page 2 
 

 

The existing sidewalks in the vicinity of the project are in poor condition and likely do not conform to 
current ADA standards.  We’ request that sidewalks along the frontage of the site be reconstructed to 

current ADA standards.  This includes construction of the driveway apron, detectable warning panels, 
etc. 

 
See image of existing conditions below. 

 

 
 
3. The proponent should ensure that the construction of the site drive does not impact the drainage, 

particularly with the existing catch basin on the NW corner of the existing driveway.   
 

It appears the existing CB will be in the center of the driveway on the gutter line.  With the introduction 
of two wheelchair ramps the construction plans should consider relocating or providing additional 
drainage to ensure ponding in the vicinity of the wheelchair ramps does not occur. 
 

GPI Response – We appreciate and recognize that the revised drainage plan provides additional catch basins 

at the base of the driveway to capture site water flow before entering Central Ave.  However, the existing catch 
basin on Central Ave is proposed to be retained in the center of the driveway.  The driveway has been 

redesigned to provide a typical driveway apron that provides a slop up to the level of the sidewalk.  This is 

beneficial by maintaining the sidewalk grade across the driveway.  However, it appears the catch basin is 
proposed to be “cut into” the apron.  Given the location, this will likely result in vehicles tracking over this “cut” 

or hole in the apron.  The existing catch basin should be relocated out of the apron as the driveway apron 
should be a consistent slope and width for the entire length. 

 
 
GPI – 10-18-21 

 
We offer the following comments on the proposed driveway apron/drainage modifications: 

a) Is the existing CB proposed to be removed or abandoned? 

b) The limit of paving/construction should be indicated on the plans? 
c) The proposed driveway apron line where it meets the street gutter line should be a solid line, as 

there should be no break in the apron (where the existing CB is). 

d) Provide a spot elevation at the bottom of the apron in the vicinity of the existing CB to be 
removed. 

e) We’re concerned about being able to successfully cut and install an angle connection in the 
existing drainage pipe.  Recommend installing a DMH over the existing drainage pipe in the 

sidewalk and installing a new pipe between the Prop. CB and new DMH. 
 

See notes on plan below 
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TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 
 
Based on discussions with Gillon Associates on 10-15-21.  The following additional analysis is expected. 
 

1. The Proponent has updated their analysis software and will run the requested corridor analysis that 
includes both the signalized intersection and the proposed site drive operations. 
 

2. Supplemental traffic counts for both the AM and PM Peak Period were collected at the intersection of 
Central Avenue at Charles River Road.  These volumes will be compared against pre-covid (2016) 
volumes as well as against the PM number used in the study.  Volumes will be factored based on 
historical growth rates to provide the most conservative (largest) volumes to be used for analysis of the 
corridor (signal and driveway). 

 
3. The signalized intersection will be analyzed under both existing signal timing conditions as well as with 

optimized timings to reduce queues and improve overall operations. 
 

4. Operations of the site driveway and intersection will be updated based on the new analysis. 
 

At this time, GPI has no further comments on the traffic operations and is awaiting the updated analysis to 
complete the traffic review. 

 
Should you have any questions, or require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me at (978) 
570-2953 or via email at jdiaz@gpinet.com. 

mailto:jdiaz@gpinet.com
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Sincerely, 
 
GREENMAN-PEDERSEN, INC. 
 
 
 
John W. Diaz, PE, PTOE 
Vice President/Director of Innovation 



From: noreply@civicplus.com
To: Alexandra Clee; Lee Newman; Elisa Litchman
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact Planning Board
Date: Wednesday, October 6, 2021 10:25:33 AM

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

Full Name:: Robert DiMase

Email Address:: rob.dimase@verizon.net

Address:: 1681 Central Avenue

City/Town:: Needham

State:: MA

Zip Code:: 02492

Telephone Number:: 781-844-5729

Comments / Questions: As I did not receive an opportunity to speak at last night's meeting I'd like my comments
noted for the record.

Mr. Huber summed it up succinctly at the beginning of the meeting, the applicant has lost the trust of the
neighborhood.  From the lack of transparency with the plan to build a daycare center in our neighborhood, to the
sham of a traffic study conducted during a pandemic, to trying to sneak the project under a minor project review, to
changing the proposed use of the barn, the applicant has indicated at every turn that he has no plans to be a
respectful neighbor.  One look at the condition and maintenance of the property today, which is a complete eyesore,
makes it obvious that the applicant has no intent or desire to be a good neighbor. 

To the extent the planning board moves forward with an approval process, it must consider the precedent of a 200
foot setback of the only other commercial building in the neighborhood along with requiring ongoing mitigation of
the tremendous traffic strains that will be placed on the neighborhood.

All of the neighbors on the West side of Central near 1688 will not be able to leave their driveways during the
proposed child care center's pick up and drop off times, which happens to occur at rush hour, Central Avenue's most
heavily travelled time period. As was indicated in the meeting, the applicant is pouring fuel on a fire and it's unlikely
any changes to the proposed driveway, drop off lanes, traffic light timing configuration will mitigate the problem.
The reality is that the proposed use is completely inappropriate based on the overwhelming negatives impacts that it
will cause to the neighborhood and surround areas.

Additional Information:

Form submitted on: 10/6/2021 10:25:28 AM

Submitted from IP Address: 216.93.250.104

Referrer Page: https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fwww.needhamma.gov%2f1114%2fPlanning-
Board&c=E,1,BevNiempI8XifAw7UJtG8fHrSO227GW1TLuXrywhl9YMnyy0AyXNNxWU-oHNiJxdxLNvVO-
w26QxngoqMyW8Dy2UTAS9FvoNJEf9lB2dSbDs5SQ,&typo=1
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To: Lee Newman & Alex Clee 

Re: 1688 Proposed Daycare Center 

I was unable to speak at the Oct 5, 2021, Planning Board Meeting so I am sending for public record the statement I 

planned to present at the meeting if there was allowable time. 

I want to thank each member of the Planning Board for giving me the opportunity to speak. My name is Eric 

Sockol, I have been a proud resident of Needham for 54 years and I live at 324 Country Way. 

 I believe the current proposal for 1688 Central Avenue has the potential to be extremely disruptive and cause 

unwanted traffic and safety issues. I am speaking before you on behalf of ~ 500 neighbors who will be 

adversely impacted as well as other Needham residents that use Central Ave in the mornings or evenings. I am 

also speaking on behalf of future Needham residents that may question, how the town could approve such a 

development in its current format. 

The state statute which permits this type of development may have good intentions however sometimes you 

just can’t fit a square peg in a round hole. As the saying goes “hindsight is 20/20 “and it is critical that a 

development of this significance have the proper oversight and restrictions to reduce the probability of 

negative future outcomes. Now is the time, for the town of Needham to exercise sound judgment to avoid 

future regrets which could have adverse ramifications for its residents and its reputation. 

I believe it would be extremely challenging for any rational person to present a sound argument how the 

proposed development will improve the traffic situation or reduce safety issues. 

Therefore, all the parties must acknowledge if a childcare center is approved then the traffic and safety issues 

will be adversely impacted.  I believe it is the morale obligation of all parties to “do the right thing “and focus 

all efforts on mitigating the traffic and safety issues. 

One solution is straight forward, the further back the building is placed the more favorable the impact is on 

traffic and safety.  

A prime example is the neighbor to the left, Temple Aliyah, wisely set back their building ~ 200 feet to mitigate 

these issues. Just imagine if the Newman School was only set back 65 feet from the street, it would be 

complete chaos.  

There are many unique factors which the town must consider, one of which is that in a span of 2.5 miles there 

will be the Sunita Williams Elementary School, the Newman Elementary school, and the proposed day care 

center all on Central Avenue. This could lead to the “perfect storm “of traffic congestion. 

I have always believed if you fill a 12-ounce glass with 11.5 ounces of milk everything looks fine but when you 

put 13 or 14 ounces in you create a real mess. But in this example, you cannot grab a dish rag to wipe up the 

mess because we are talking about permanent structures which will cause permanent problems. 

So I respectfully ask the Planning Board and the Developer, to “Do the right thing “ – tear down the old, ugly 

barn,  set the child care center as far back as possible and limit the size to something that is reasonable. 

The developer will still make a lot of money, the neighbors will support it and Needham will avoid a potential 

nightmare. 

Thanks again for the opportunity to speak. 



From: Park, Elyse,Ph.D.
To: Planning
Cc: Lee Newman
Subject: RE: 10/19 town meeting
Date: Wednesday, October 6, 2021 4:08:37 PM
Attachments: image001.png

 
Thank you. If you can pass along my summary, that would be greatly appreciated. As a researcher, I
respectfully request that a reassessment of the traffic measurement is conducted.
 
First, evaluating the set points: are these truly the level of acceptability to the residents? I don’t
think that this has been considered.
 
Second, the data points: the fact that the Central Ave entry from the neighboring side-streets had
not been part of the assessment (with an estimated rating of F), is indicative that critical data points
are missing.
 
Third, qualitative data are needed, including observational studies of the traffic and well as
interviews with residents on their perspectives and driving patterns. 
 
Fourth, consider that all of these data are being collected at a time when MANY of us are still
working from home; when we all return to work, the traffic will be SIGNIFICANTLY heavier.
 
Fifth, a lot of the traffic is driven by the commuter train schedule; Dover residents drive down
Central Avenue to take the commuter rail. Given the commuter train schedule- traffic and daycare
drop off vehicles will NOT arrive in a random way-indeed the busiest commuter rail times will
correspond with the daycare center’s drop off and pick up times.
 
Sixth, because there are no sidewalks, all parents will have to drive their children to the daycare.
There is no sidewalk, on Central Avenue, after the Charles River Ave light as one is driving toward
Dover. Charles River Ave has no sideways. Walking around that area is simply treacherous.
 
Seventh, as Central Avenue gets more crowded, cars will divert to side streets like Fisher Avenue, to
cut through to South – this will make the neighborhoods unsafe.
 
In closing, given the level of scrutiny needed, contemplations of changing the traffic light, discussions
of how fast parents have to move to get their toddlers out of the care, problem-solving involvement
of Needham police, etc I respectfully request that you reflect why this project is still even being
contemplated. At this point in time I believe it should no longer be a question of legal issues, but
rather is an ethical issue.  The traffic heading down Central Avenue toward the center of town is
filled with school buses and vans, so cars that would be headed to the daycare from town would
have to cross heavy traffic filled with public school vehicles transporting children.
 
Three of Needham’s 5 elementary schools are on Central Avenue, which is the main artery for the
commuter rail.  I live one-quarter of a mile from the proposed daycare location, on Walker Avenue,
and at 7:30 a.m. it is very difficult to turn onto Central Avenue because of the traffic. Please listen to
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the residents – our concerns are expressed based on grave concerns. We believe that this project
would not only burden the neighborhood but is not safe for the residents and dangerous for the
daycare families and children. We implore this daycare explore other site options that are not in an
already overcrowded, inaccessible residential area- for everyone’s safety.

 
Respectfully submitted,
Elyse Park

 
 

From: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov> On Behalf Of Planning
Sent: Wednesday, October 6, 2021 3:23 PM
To: Park, Elyse,Ph.D. <epark@mgh.harvard.edu>; Planning <planning@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>
Subject: RE: 10/19 town meeting
 

        External Email - Use Caution        

Hi there,
 
I have shared your email with the Chair. THank you.
 
Alex.
 
 
Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Needham, MA
781-455-7550 ext. 271
www.needhamma.gov
 

From: Park, Elyse,Ph.D. <epark@mgh.harvard.edu> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 5, 2021 10:57 PM
To: Planning <planning@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov>; Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>
Subject: 10/19 town meeting
 
To the Needham town planning committee,
 
I was one of the individuals who had a hand raised to speak tonight; indeed I was one of the original
four individuals who had been waiting to speak. 
 
It would be appreciated if I could comment, briefly, at the 10/19 meeting. I live directly off of Central
Avenue, ¼ mile from the proposed preschool building location
 

http://secure-web.cisco.com/1GPxpYnkwy9uoK458gMgG69BZWJrVLYkE4RaqbVfkciK2epfownrhWEcH54pE0_XC8mkbFhecQQmZ96txAMiFOpFucAoQrg5G7CUHZOmJiWU9OC46njd1qPPc5ttAnPou_3-SnW3duwaAGWEdwDgsQh7PiD81Tq7NZwx0owQoouqUjaxleXAhkf5PVRMVLTQyrx1kaAYZe_8C0qV5RyIpMXEbNa6W260R3HomM0j-2JhfFTrFL9ubM_Qt8GCBxs_5/http%3A%2F%2Fwww.needhamma.gov%2F
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Thank you for your consideration,
Elyse Park
 
*********************************************************************************
****************
Elyse R. Park, Ph.D., MPH, FAPOS (she/her/hers)
Diversity is being invited to the party; inclusion is being asked to dance.  Verna Myers
Professor of Psychiatry and Medicine, Harvard Medical School | Mongan Institute,  Health Policy
Research Center
Director of the Health Promotion and Resiliency Research Program
Associate Director of Survivorship Research and Psychosocial Services for the Mass General Cancer
Center Survivorship Program
Director of Behavioral Sciences, MGH Tobacco Treatment & Research Center
Director of Behavioral Research, MGH Benson-Henry Institute for Mind Body Medicine
Massachusetts General Hospital | 100 Cambridge Street | 16th floor| Boston, MA 02114
Research Tel: 617.724.6836 | Research Fax: 617.724.4738 | Clinical Tel: 617.643.7257
Email: epark@mgh.harvard.edu
Twitter:PsycholERPark
https://www.massgeneral.org/mongan-institute/hprir
 

 
 
The information in this e-mail is intended only for the person to whom it is addressed. If you believe
this e-mail was sent to you in error and the e-mail contains patient information, please contact the
Mass General Brigham Compliance HelpLine at http://www.massgeneralbrigham.org/complianceline
. If the e-mail was sent to you in error but does not contain patient information, please contact the
sender and properly dispose of the e-mail.
 
Please note that this e-mail is not secure (encrypted).  If you do not wish to continue communication
over unencrypted e-mail, please notify the sender of this message immediately.  Continuing to send
or respond to e-mail after receiving this message means you understand and accept this risk and
wish to continue to communicate over unencrypted e-mail. 
The information in this e-mail is intended only for the person to whom it is addressed. If you
believe this e-mail was sent to you in error and the e-mail contains patient information, please
contact the Mass General Brigham Compliance HelpLine at
http://www.massgeneralbrigham.org/complianceline . If the e-mail was sent to you in error but
does not contain patient information, please contact the sender and properly dispose of the e-
mail.

Please note that this e-mail is not secure (encrypted).  If you do not wish to continue communication
over unencrypted e-mail, please notify the sender of this message immediately.  Continuing to send
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From: Mike Connelly
To: Planning
Subject: Meeting
Date: Wednesday, October 6, 2021 3:56:19 PM

I was shocked with the behavior of Chairman Alpert at the meeting last night.  I am an
attorney that has worked representing clients in city/town government for many years, my
children went to NCC and I now live in Boston. The temperament of the Chairman to yell at a
fellow attorney was stunning.  Even more so was allowing a neighbor to speak for an
unlimited amount of time as if she was an expert on the subject, even though you had an
unbiased expert at your meeting.  It is easy to assume by the treatment of Ms. Clarke that
members of the Planning Board have had prior conversations with her between meetings
which flies in the face of the transparency that Ms. Clarke was requesting.  It is also a potential
violation of the Open Meeting Law.  In all my years of counsel, I have never seen such one
sided treatment against an application, disregard of MGL 40A, and clear pandering to an
abbutter.

I also learned last night that Mr. Alpert, by his own admission, is a neighbor of 1688 Central
Avenue.  I would direct the Planning Boards to 268A Section 19 which has been interpreted to
apply to abutters and neighbors of parcels under the Planning Board's jurisdiction.  Mr. Alpert
should consult with Town Council on this matter and recuse himself before a formal complaint
is filed. 

R.M. Connelly

mailto:connelly3439@gmail.com
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From: Mike Connelly
To: Planning
Cc: Lee Newman
Subject: Re: Meeting
Date: Saturday, October 9, 2021 1:25:00 PM

Thank you. As an additional note, I reviewed material from the prior meetings and it appears
that the Board is under the false impression that the neighbors are looking at the betterment of
the community and that they represent Needham.  If you look at the comments made, they are
not to improve the site or operations but instead want to stop NCC from moving forward. 
They should ask the abbutters  "If they show traffic will not be greatly impacted (which by
your own expert they did), would you support this project?"   "Other than the claims of
conflict of interest by the applicant did you support this project?" "Did the increased setback
that you requested satisfy your concerns?" "Did the change to the plan to add a lane satisfy
your concerns?" 

We all know what the answers will be, NO. 

Why is NCC paying for a study if the Planning Board is not using it.  Why are you taking
biased neighbor testimony over a neutral third party and your own engineering department and
Police Chief? Was there hope that the conclusions would have prevented this project? Didn't
neighbors request the study and claim that they would be satisfied with the result either way?
What if the traffic study exposed a serious problem- would you have believed citizens who
claimed traffic was not a problem over your own expert or do you only believe your own
expert when they agree with the abbutters. Did you also not believe your legal expert because
you wanted a different answer?

The abbutters would not support this project even if there was no traffic impact and all issues
were satisfied. The abbutters are not interested in finding solutions or helping create a better
NCC, they are only interested in stopping NCC.  I have witnessed this behavior by
neighborhood groups throughout cities and towns mostly on large scale housing projects and
the reasons are the same, we like the proposal, just not around us.  Please don't mistake
deception as beneficial feedback. The applicant and NCC are acting in good faith.  This
proposal could have been a visual monstrosity and there would be little the Board could do.
Instead they are trying to work with the Board.  Please give them that courtesy.  

On Thu, Oct 7, 2021 at 9:37 AM Planning <planning@needhamma.gov> wrote:

Thank you, I have received your comments and will share them with the Board.

 

Alex.

 

Alexandra Clee

Assistant Town Planner
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Needham, MA

www.needhamma.gov

 

From: Mike Connelly <connelly3439@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 6, 2021 3:56 PM
To: Planning <planning@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Meeting

 

I was shocked with the behavior of Chairman Alpert at the meeting last night.  I am an
attorney that has worked representing clients in city/town government for many years, my
children went to NCC and I now live in Boston. The temperament of the Chairman to yell at
a fellow attorney was stunning.  Even more so was allowing a neighbor to speak for an
unlimited amount of time as if she was an expert on the subject, even though you had an
unbiased expert at your meeting.  It is easy to assume by the treatment of Ms. Clarke that
members of the Planning Board have had prior conversations with her between meetings
which flies in the face of the transparency that Ms. Clarke was requesting.  It is also a
potential violation of the Open Meeting Law.  In all my years of counsel, I have never seen
such one sided treatment against an application, disregard of MGL 40A, and clear pandering
to an abbutter.

 

I also learned last night that Mr. Alpert, by his own admission, is a neighbor of 1688 Central
Avenue.  I would direct the Planning Boards to 268A Section 19 which has been interpreted
to apply to abutters and neighbors of parcels under the Planning Board's jurisdiction.  Mr.
Alpert should consult with Town Council on this matter and recuse himself before a formal
complaint is filed. 

 

R.M. Connelly
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From: noreply@civicplus.com
To: Alexandra Clee; Lee Newman; Elisa Litchman
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact Planning Board
Date: Tuesday, October 12, 2021 5:40:10 PM

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

Full Name:: Robert James Onofrey

Email Address:: robert.onofrey@gmail.com

Address:: 49 Pine Street

City/Town:: NEEDHAM

State:: MA

Zip Code:: 02492

Telephone Number:: 781-449-8895

Comments / Questions: Re: 1688 Central Avenue  

I’ve joined the past Planning Board virtual hearings relative to this project - and I’m frustrated that the Planning
Board doesn’t have the authority to tell the applicant - “Please start over”.  I appreciate that’s it’s difficult to admit
that the current design is just wrong - and to start over with a new plan.  The current proposed design is ill-
conceived and wrong.  This project needs to be redesigned.

This project got off on the wrong foot immediately with the developers desire to retain the existing barn.  First for
unspecified reasons - but now suggesting it’ll be used as “storage”.  This fixation on retaining the barn resulted in a
design that is set way too close to Central Avenue - with parking scattered in a number of small parking areas - were
ever they could be fit.  And since there isn’t any parking at the front of the building - the entrance to the facility is at
the rear - not visible from Central Avenue.

The cost to tear down this barn would be minimal.  The proposed building could then be set far enough back on the
property thereby allowing adequate screened parking - and queuing - to occur at the front of the building.  Whatever
the storage requirements are for this project - they could easily be incorporated into the design at minimal costs. 
Storage requirements for this project don’t justify retaining the barn.

Consolidating the current smaller parking areas into one larger parking area will be less expensive to construct - and
far less costly to maintain and plow.

I’m again enclosing a copy of a free-hand sketch suggesting an alternate layout for the building and parking - setting
the building back approximately 200 feet off Central Avenue.

Allowing a building of this size to be located so close to Central Avenue will be a blot on the residential
neighborhood and have a negative impact on it.  A building of this size should be required to have a far greater front
yard setback than a house with at best a 2,000 SF footprint.  I suspect the Zoning Bylaws need some adjusting to
allow for different setbacks depending on the size of the building proposed.  

I still feel that a Day Care Center on this site is wrong - due to the added traffic on Central Avenue.  This Site should
be restricted to Residential use.  The neighborhood will suffer if this project is allowed to go forward as currently
planned.
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Additional Information:

Form submitted on: 10/12/2021 5:40:06 PM

Submitted from IP Address: 73.119.205.56

Referrer Page: https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fwww.needhamma.gov%2f1114%2fPlanning-
Board&c=E,1,NGNKuQS8el1tH15kdTLvo6MaAh0qxG5OgIawtvg8rX1hBFoPtos-
bj89L2l5fukLl63DmNFRbdKtap261IqZ_zff4w5i282EbXHEHXsWeRE,&typo=1

Form Address: https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?
a=http%3a%2f%2fwww.needhamma.gov%2fForms.aspx%3fFID%3d229&c=E,1,bVlm00ZaWRnuzIk3C-
BpQHwwWrdjRnFhCg1Wr3YnQV4EUNVC6Oy8XebAGsfLs6E8tBx_O_T-
A_uT9UMa4Of4XYAR_xh9VY9RInhSNL7Jxtwj4KCAjctX3g,,&typo=1
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October 16, 2021

Paul Alpert
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 Alpert and All Planning Board Members,

Attached please find a submission on behalf of neighbors of 1688 Central Avenue for
consideration during the Planning Board’s site review process of the proposed project at that
location.  We ask that the Planning Board reject the site plan as submitted because the proposal
violates the Needham Zoning By-Laws which prohibit more than one non-residential building or
use on a single residential lot in this district. In addition, the By-Law does not permit accessory
buildings, and the barn, in any event, does not qualify as an accessory building.

We ask you to give these comments careful consideration and enter them 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



Neighbors’ Comments on the Application of Needham Zoning By-Law 3.2.1

Needham By-Law s. 3.2.1, among other things, prohibits, “more than one non-residential
use or non-residential building” on a single lot in a residential zone. The submitted proposal
would violate that By-Law by constructing a project which will result in two non-residential
buildings on one residential lot. The By-Law is valid and prohibits that result. The By-Law is also
consistent with the Dover Amendment – it neither prohibits the use of a building or land at 1688
Central Ave as a child care facility, nor does it, in practice,  substantially diminish or detract from
the protected use of the proposed project.  It merely requires the developer to choose – keep
the barn and use it as a child care center or remove the barn and build an acceptable new
building as a child care center.

The proponent’s counsel's argument that  it has effectively “cloaked” the Barn with
protection as a child care facility and exempted it from town regulation is wrong as a matter of
law. 1

I. All building projects, including those claiming status as a protected use under
M.G.L.ch 49a Section 3, are subject to local by-laws.

All building projects proposed in Needham, including this one, are subject to the town’s
by-laws.  M.G.L. Ch.40a s. 3, the Dover Amendment, is not a blanket exemption from local
zoning by-laws. It was never intended as such and has never been interpreted to be such. The
language of s.3, together with the terms of M.G.L. Ch 40a sec.4, (the Uniformity Statute),
declares every town’s ability to reasonably regulate building projects even when intended for
protected uses. Section 3 provides protection for the use as a child care facility, while still
preserving local zoning authority. The proponent is simply incorrect when he says that Section 3
automatically overrides any of the Needham’s By-Laws. It does not.

Massachusetts state law Ch 40a s.3 provides:

...No zoning ordinance or By-Law in any city or town shall prohibit, or require a
special permit for, the use of land or structures, or the expansion of existing structures, for
the primary, accessory or incidental purpose of operating a child care facility; provided,
however, that such land or structures may be subject to reasonable regulations
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 section 1A of chapter 15D. (Emphasis added).

1 The argument  put forth in proponent’s October 7, 2021 email, which suggests that the Planning Board does not have the
authority under the Dover Amendment to regulate the setback of the proposed project is also incorrect as a matter of law.
The Dover Amendment specifically and explicitly grants municipalities the power to reasonably regulate both setbacks and
open space requirements.

1



By its plain terms, section 3 protects the ability to use land or structures as a child care
facility by disallowing an outright prohibition of child care use or the requirement of a special
permit for the use, while still specifically providing that, “land and structures are subject to
reasonable regulations concerning the bulk and height of structures and determining
yard sizes, lot area, setbacks, open space, parking and building coverage
requirements.”(Emphasis added.) The statute specifically endorses the application of  local
zoning by-laws intended to protect legitimate municipal interests even with respect to child care
centers. Put another way, the statute enumerates the levers a town can use to regulate a
proposed child care facility in order to protect other municipal interests.

Court decisions interpreting section 3 make clear that all by-laws, even those of general
applicability and not specifically addressed to protected uses, apply to protected uses. It does
not matter if a by-law is addressed specifically to child care facilities or not. The Supreme
Judicial Court made this explicit in Trustees of Tufts College v. Medford, 415 Mass. 753, 760,
616 N.E.2d 433 (1993), when the Court rejected the claim that only by-laws specifically
addressing a protected use can be applied to such uses. In considering educational uses, the
Court stated:

…We reject the suggestion that only local zoning requirements drafted
specifically for application to educational uses are reasonable within the
scope of the Dover Amendment. Nothing in that statute mandates the
adoption of local zoning laws which are tailored specifically to educational
uses. See Report, supra at 26 (observing that ideally regulations should be
specifically adapted to educational uses). Similarly, proof that a local zoning
law could accomplish its purpose if it were drafted in terms other than those
chosen will not suffice to establish that the municipality's choice of
regulation is unreasonable.[8] See Moss v. Winchester, 365 Mass. 297, 299
(1974).

Because local zoning laws are intended to be uniformly applied, an
educational institution making challenges similar to those made by Tufts will
bear the burden of proving that the local requirements are unreasonable as
applied to its proposed project.

The test for determining whether a by-law complies with the requirements of section 3 is
set out in Tufts regarding educational uses and Rogers v. Norfolk, 432 Mass. 374 (2000),
regarding day care facilities. In Rogers, the Supreme Judicial Court stated:

A challenged provision in a zoning by-law is presumptively valid, and
a challenger bears the burden to prove otherwise. See Johnson v.
Edgartown, 425 Mass. 117, 121, 680 N.E.2d 37 (1997).

“The proper test for determining whether the provision at issue
contradicts the purpose of G. L. c. 40A, § 3, third par., is to ask, first:
whether the ‘(by-law’s…) restriction furthers a legitimate municipal interest,
and its application rationally relates to that interest, or: whether it acts

2
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impermissibly to restrict the establishment of child care facilities in the town,
and so is unreasonable.’” (432 Mass. 379-380.)

Simply put, the test presumes a by-law’s validity, and the burden of proving otherwise is on
the by-law’s challenger. If the by-law is rationally related to the preservation of a legitimate
municipal interest, it is valid. The valid by-law is then applied to each particular project, a
process that requires a fact-based inquiry, to determine whether compliance would substantially
diminish or detract from the protected use of the proposed project without furthering a
municipal interest.

“[T]he question of the reasonableness of a local zoning requirement,
as applied to a proposed [exempt] use, will depend on the particular facts of
each case. Because local zoning laws are intended to be uniformly applied,
an [applicant] will bear the burden of proving that the local requirements are
unreasonable as applied to its proposed project. The [applicant] might do
so by demonstrating that compliance would substantially diminish or detract
from the usefulness of a proposed structure, or impair the character of the
[applicant's property], without appreciably advancing the municipality's
legitimate concerns. Excessive cost of compliance with a requirement
imposed [by the zoning ordinance] without significant gain in terms of
municipal concerns, might also qualify as unreasonable regulation of an
[exempt] use.” Id. at 759-760, 616 N.E.2d 433. In addition, in determining
the reasonableness of a zoning provision, we may inquire whether “the
requirement[ ] sought to be applied take[s] into account the special
characteristics of [the exempt] use.” Tufts. at 758-759 n. 6, cited by Rogers.

II. Needham By-Law Section 3.2.1 is valid on its face.

Section 3.2.1 of the By-Laws limits the number of non-residential buildings and uses on a
single residential lot within residential districts. It applies to 1688 Central Avenue and every
other proposed building project. The By-Law provides, “More than one non-residential building
or use on a lot where such buildings or uses are not detrimental to each other and are in
compliance with all other requirements of this By-Law,” are not permitted in residential districts,
including the district at issue.

It is beyond question that s. 3.2.1 passes the test set forth in Rogers; namely it addresses
legitimate, well established municipal interests. The by-law protects the residential character of
the town’s zoning districts. It addresses aesthetics and privacy. It limits density and prevents the
overcrowding of land. It addresses noise, traffic, access to light, open space and building
coverage. These interests are recognized in Needham’s by-laws, state zoning law, and case
law. The By-Law is a reasonable regulation of the “bulk, open space and building coverage
requirements” specifically permitted by the Dover amendment itself. It is well within the town’s
power to preserve any of these interests by limiting the number of non-residential buildings or
non-residential uses permitted on a single lot. The means chosen rationally relates to the
interests protected and the By-Law is presumptively valid.
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To invalidate the By-Law under Rogers, the proponent would have to make a showing that
child care facilities cannot be established on residential lots in single buildings. The proponent
has not made, and indeed, cannot make such a showing. The By-Law does not prohibit the
establishment of child care facilities, nor does it limit the use of any building or land by a child
care facility.  It is, in fact, use neutral, and places no requirements on child care facilities
different from any other non-residential use. Needham has chosen to protect the town’s
interests by limiting the number of non-residential uses and buildings on single residential lots.

III. Needham ByLaw s. 3.1.2 is valid as applied to this project.

The second part of the Rogers test would require the proponent to prove that as applied to
this project, by-law s.3.1.2 impedes the child care use without furthering municipal goals.
In this instance, the child care use is not at all impeded by the requirement that only one
non-residential building or use be located on this single residential lot. The proponent’s
application does not ask to use the barn as part of a child care facility, the application does not
contemplate bringing the barn up to code, and the plans submitted for review do not include the
barn in any way as part of a child care facility. Throughout the review process, the proponent
repeatedly stated that the barn has no connection to the child care facility.

On March 22, 2021, the Design Review Board repeatedly asked about the purpose of the
barn. The following exchange took place:

DRB Member William Dermody: (53:14) Is the barn going to be
renovated, repainted, revised, refurbished in any way?
Proponent’s Attorney Evans Huber: The barn is not going to be in use
as part of this project.

See: Video of DRB Hearing of March 22, 2021 at 53:13: https://youtu.be/4K1Ad1TK3l8?t=3193

The DRB comments on its March 22 review reinforce this exchange. “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’.” The DRB
comments from its May 5 meeting also reflect the proponent’s representation that the barn was
not included in the child care facility. “As there was no further clarification regarding the intention
for the barn, the option of removing it for the benefit of other site issues could still be
considered.” See: DRB comments.

At the July 20, 2021 hearing, the Planning Board asked about the barn. The proponent
reiterated that the barn was not part of the child care facility and would not even be leased to
the daycare operator.  He suggested the barn could be used for storage, and the parties may
have an informal agreement to do so. When specifically asked, the proponent stated the day
care operator would not have control of the barn or the entire property. At this meeting, the
Planning Board Chair commented that any property which is not part of the child care operator’s
control for the children's center is not subject to Chapter 40A section 3. It was only after this
statement that the proponent began to suggest that the barn might be used by the child care
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facility for storage or other purposes. See Video of Planning Board Hearing July 20, 2021 at
1:29:34: https://youtu.be/ooXJPzqaLx4?t=5374.

Appearing before the Planning Board on September 8, the proponent for the first time
stated that the Barn had been intended for another use, but now “would be used as part of the
child care center if required.” In a letter dated September 30, 2021, the proponent’s attorney
writes of possible uses of the barn, including installing solar panels, storing equipment to
maintain the property or other “future uses which can be imagined that might be beneficial to a
child care facility.”

The proponent’s own words and presentations make clear that the barn is far from being
integral to the operation of the child care facility; it is at most an afterthought designed to
preserve the barn by inappropriately leveraging section 3 to nullify the valid requirements of
By-Law 3.2.1. The proponent made this clear at the September 8 Planning Board meeting.

Chair Alpert: (189:38) I understand your position-that you now want to fit the barn
into the use of the child care facility in order to save it, but that’s what I see is happening
here.

Attorney Huber: That’s absolutely what’;s happening. We- I did not-I’m not
pretending otherwise. You are correct.

Originally we did not understand or see that we had this limitation on what we
could use the barn for. Now that this issue has been raised, we recognize that we do
have to, in order to get the protection of Chapter 40A,s.3. We have to do what Chapter
40a s. 3 says, which is we have to use it for purposes, and by the way, not just- not
just necessarily accessory purposes for the child care facility. So, you know we can’t
use it for something else. What the by-law says is you can’t have more than one use
there, and so we understand that it’s going to need to be related to the child care…
(Emphasis added).

See: Video of Needham Planning Board full meeting September 8, 2021
https://youtu.be/xQC5SO_rcSk?t=11377

At the October 5 Planning Board hearing, the proponent again acknowledged that the
intention had been to use the barn for other uses than the child care facility, and he was now
changing that intention. See: Video of Planning Board Meeting of October 5, 2021 at 58:08.
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NSWp2SerTJU.

To the extent the proponent attempts to limit By-Law s. 3.2.1 to a prohibition on two
non-residential uses, he misreads the By-Law. The By-Law prohibits two non-residential
buildings or uses on the site. Either the barn or the new building would be the second,
prohibited non-residential building.

Most fundamentally, the proponent’s arguments do not come close to satisfying his burden
under Rogers. First, By-Law 3.2.1  is a valid by-law protecting the town’s interests. Second, the
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proponent’s change in the claimed use of the barn, far from satisfying his burden, proves only
that the barn is not integral to the child care facility and its absence from the site will do nothing
to limit the use of the proposed building as a child care facility. The importance of the town’s
interests embodied in the by-law have not been countered by anything presented by the
developer, much less has he outweighed them.

III. The claim that the barn is allowed as an “accessory building or use” is incorrect.

A suggestion has been made that the barn could somehow be viewed as an acceptable
“accessory building.” It cannot. By-Law s. 3.2.1 is straightforward. It prohibits, “more than one
non- residential building or use” on a single lot. It makes no exception for non-residential
accessory buildings. The by-law could have been drafted to include language allowing
accessory buildings. It was not. Instead, the section specifically prohibits even buildings or uses
“which are not detrimental to each other and are in compliance with other requirements of the
by-laws” in residential districts (-while allowing them subject to  granting of a special permit in
industrial districts). By drawing such a sharp line, the by-law makes clear its purpose is to
preserve and protect the character of residential districts. Imposing a limit on the bulk and size
of nonresidential projects on single lots in residential zones, including accessory buildings, is a
completely legitimate municipal interest reasonably achieved by this by-law.

Not only do accessory buildings constitute a forbidden second building under s.3.2.1, they
also constitute a forbidden second use. Needham’s Zoning By-Laws Section 1.3 defines
“accessory building” as, “a building devoted exclusively to a use subordinate to and customarily
incidental to the principal use,” and “accessory use” as “a use subordinate to and customarily
incidental to the principal use.”  As such, characterizing the barn as an “accessory” runs
headlong into the prohibition on a second non-residential use.

Finally, the barn does not even satisfy the Needham by-law’s definition of an “accessory
building.”

The definition of “accessory building” and “accessory use” as a use “subordinate to and
customarily incidental to the principal use” (which is the same as Needham’s definition) was
analyzed by the Supreme Judicial Court in Harvard v. Maxant, 360 Mass. 432 (1971):

The word `incidental' as employed in a definition of `accessory
use' incorporates two concepts. It means that the use must not be the
primary use of the property but rather one which is subordinate and
minor in significance. Indeed, we find the word `subordinate' included in
the definition in the ordinance under consideration. But `incidental,' when
used to define an accessory use, must also incorporate the concept of
reasonable relationship with the primary use. It is not enough that the use
be subordinate; it must also be attendant or concomitant. To ignore
this latter aspect of `incidental' would be to permit any use which is not
primary, no matter how unrelated it is to the primary use.
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The word `customarily' is even more difficult to apply. Although it is
used in this and many other ordinances as a modifier of `incidental,' it
should be applied as a separate and distinct test. Courts have often held
that use of the word `customarily' places a duty on the board or court to
determine whether it is usual to maintain the use in question in
connection with the primary use of the land. See: 1 Anderson,
[American Law of Zoning § 8.26] loc. cit. In examining the use in question,
it is not enough to determine that it is incidental in the two meanings of
that word as discussed above. The use must be further scrutinized to
determine whether it has commonly, habitually and by long practice been
established as reasonably associated with the primary use....

"In applying the test of custom, we feel that some of the factors
which should be taken into consideration are the size of the lot in
question, the nature of the primary use, the use made of the adjacent lots
by neighbors and the economic structure of the area. As for the actual
incidence of similar uses on other properties, geographical differences
should be taken into account, and the use should be more than unique or
rare, even though it is not necessarily found on a majority of similarly
situated properties."  (Emphasis added.)

The proponent’s attempt to classify the barn as an accessory use fails this test. First, the
accessory use of the building must be subordinate to the primary use of the main building as a
child care facility. Here, the proponent’s counsel stated just the opposite on September 8 when
he said that the barn would “not necessarily be used just for accessory uses.”2 Further, each of
the other suggested uses, the establishment of solar panels, storage of maintenance equipment
and even general storage, are not “incidental” to the use of the primary building as a child care
facility. They are not uses which are attendant or related to or concomitant with a child care
facility. Finally, it is not customary for child care facilities to have two-story second buildings with
footprints exceeding 2600sf in residential districts. This project did not ask for one. The
Massachusetts building requirements for child care facilities call for none. See: 606 CMR 7.07.
A review of the GIS images of child care centers in Needham show no other facility with one.
The barn alone is larger than the total 2500 sf limit for child care facilities in residential zones
upheld in Rogers v. Norfolk. It is larger than the Heideman ‘s home next door. It is simply fiction
to classify a second building of this size as “customary” to a child care facility. In short, even if
the by-laws permitted accessory buildings, the project’s proposal for the barn simply does not
meet the by-law’s definition of an accessory building and the building could not be permitted as
such.

2 The proposed use of any building must be permitted within the district. Storage is not a permitted use for
this lot.
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Conclusion

In sum, By-Law 3.2.1 protects legitimate municipal interests through rationally related
means. The proponent has not and cannot meet his burden of showing the application of this
by-law to this property would impede the use or operation of a child care facility.  The plan as
submitted violates the Needham By-Laws.

Thank you for your consideration.
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From: Mike Connelly
To: Planning
Cc: Lee Newman
Subject: Re: Meeting
Date: Monday, October 18, 2021 8:58:36 PM

I appreciate your communication on this matter.   I was notified by a NCC supporter after
seeing my email in your materials about a potential conflict of interest from your Chair that
has also been reported to the Ethics Committee and your attorney.  Apparently, Chairman
Alpert is also a trustee of another childcare center in Needham.  He sent me the minutes of a
meeting and a video link of a July 14th meeting. I have seen both and agree that this should
have been discussed and he should be removed.  I am planning on attending tomorrow and
brining this issue up so I ask that I am allowed to speak. I can not believe this has not been
disclosed when it is clear that so many knew about this and he is also an attorney.  Can you let
me know who I can submit a formal complaint to besides the Planning Board?

R.M.

On Tue, Oct 12, 2021 at 12:55 PM Planning <planning@needhamma.gov> wrote:

Thanks. I have received your additional comments and will also share these.

 

Thank you, alex.

 

 

Alexandra Clee

Assistant Town Planner

Needham, MA

www.needhamma.gov

 

From: Mike Connelly <connelly3439@gmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, October 9, 2021 1:25 PM
To: Planning <planning@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Re: Meeting

 

Thank you. As an additional note, I reviewed material from the prior meetings and it appears
that the Board is under the false impression that the neighbors are looking at the betterment
of the community and that they represent Needham.  If you look at the comments made, they
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are not to improve the site or operations but instead want to stop NCC from moving
forward.  They should ask the abbutters  "If they show traffic will not be greatly impacted
(which by your own expert they did), would you support this project?"   "Other than the
claims of conflict of interest by the applicant did you support this project?" "Did the
increased setback that you requested satisfy your concerns?" "Did the change to the plan to
add a lane satisfy your concerns?" 

 

 

We all know what the answers will be, NO. 

 

Why is NCC paying for a study if the Planning Board is not using it.  Why are you taking
biased neighbor testimony over a neutral third party and your own engineering department
and Police Chief? Was there hope that the conclusions would have prevented this project?
Didn't neighbors request the study and claim that they would be satisfied with the result
either way? What if the traffic study exposed a serious problem- would you have believed
citizens who claimed traffic was not a problem over your own expert or do you only believe
your own expert when they agree with the abbutters. Did you also not believe your legal
expert because you wanted a different answer?

 

The abbutters would not support this project even if there was no traffic impact and all
issues were satisfied. The abbutters are not interested in finding solutions or helping create a
better NCC, they are only interested in stopping NCC.  I have witnessed this behavior by
neighborhood groups throughout cities and towns mostly on large scale housing projects and
the reasons are the same, we like the proposal, just not around us.  Please don't mistake
deception as beneficial feedback. The applicant and NCC are acting in good faith.  This
proposal could have been a visual monstrosity and there would be little the Board could do.
Instead they are trying to work with the Board.  Please give them that courtesy.  

 

On Thu, Oct 7, 2021 at 9:37 AM Planning <planning@needhamma.gov> wrote:

Thank you, I have received your comments and will share them with the Board.

 

Alex.

 

Alexandra Clee

Assistant Town Planner

Needham, MA

mailto:planning@needhamma.gov


www.needhamma.gov

 

From: Mike Connelly <connelly3439@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 6, 2021 3:56 PM
To: Planning <planning@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Meeting

 

I was shocked with the behavior of Chairman Alpert at the meeting last night.  I am an
attorney that has worked representing clients in city/town government for many years, my
children went to NCC and I now live in Boston. The temperament of the Chairman to yell
at a fellow attorney was stunning.  Even more so was allowing a neighbor to speak for an
unlimited amount of time as if she was an expert on the subject, even though you had an
unbiased expert at your meeting.  It is easy to assume by the treatment of Ms. Clarke that
members of the Planning Board have had prior conversations with her between meetings
which flies in the face of the transparency that Ms. Clarke was requesting.  It is also a
potential violation of the Open Meeting Law.  In all my years of counsel, I have never
seen such one sided treatment against an application, disregard of MGL 40A, and clear
pandering to an abbutter.

 

I also learned last night that Mr. Alpert, by his own admission, is a neighbor of 1688
Central Avenue.  I would direct the Planning Boards to 268A Section 19 which has been
interpreted to apply to abutters and neighbors of parcels under the Planning Board's
jurisdiction.  Mr. Alpert should consult with Town Council on this matter and
recuse himself before a formal complaint is filed. 

 

R.M. Connelly
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From: Lee Newman
To: Mike Connelly; Planning
Cc: Alexandra Clee
Subject: RE: Meeting
Date: Tuesday, October 19, 2021 11:07:24 AM

Mr. Connelly,

I have received your latest email correspondence and will share your comments with the  Planning
Board.  To the extent you wish to file a complaint with another entity you should feel free to so
proceed.

Lee Newman

From: Mike Connelly <connelly3439@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, October 18, 2021 8:58 PM
To: Planning <planning@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Re: Meeting

I appreciate your communication on this matter.   I was notified by a NCC supporter after seeing my
email in your materials about a potential conflict of interest from your Chair that has also been
reported to the Ethics Committee and your attorney.  Apparently, Chairman Alpert is also a trustee
of another childcare center in Needham.  He sent me the minutes of a meeting and a video link of a
July 14th meeting. I have seen both and agree that this should have been discussed and he should
be removed.  I am planning on attending tomorrow and brining this issue up so I ask that I am
allowed to speak. I can not believe this has not been disclosed when it is clear that so many knew
about this and he is also an attorney.  Can you let me know who I can submit a formal complaint to
besides the Planning Board?

R.M.

On Tue, Oct 12, 2021 at 12:55 PM Planning <planning@needhamma.gov> wrote:

Thanks. I have received your additional comments and will also share these.

Thank you, alex.

Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Needham, MA
www.needhamma.gov

From: Mike Connelly <connelly3439@gmail.com> 
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Sent: Saturday, October 9, 2021 1:25 PM
To: Planning <planning@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Re: Meeting
 
Thank you. As an additional note, I reviewed material from the prior meetings and it appears that
the Board is under the false impression that the neighbors are looking at the betterment of the
community and that they represent Needham.  If you look at the comments made, they are not to
improve the site or operations but instead want to stop NCC from moving forward.  They should
ask the abbutters  "If they show traffic will not be greatly impacted (which by your own expert
they did), would you support this project?"   "Other than the claims of conflict of interest by the
applicant did you support this project?" "Did the increased setback that you requested satisfy your
concerns?" "Did the change to the plan to add a lane satisfy your concerns?" 
 
 
We all know what the answers will be, NO. 
 
Why is NCC paying for a study if the Planning Board is not using it.  Why are you taking biased
neighbor testimony over a neutral third party and your own engineering department and Police
Chief? Was there hope that the conclusions would have prevented this project? Didn't neighbors
request the study and claim that they would be satisfied with the result either way? What if the
traffic study exposed a serious problem- would you have believed citizens who claimed traffic was
not a problem over your own expert or do you only believe your own expert when they agree with
the abbutters. Did you also not believe your legal expert because you wanted a different answer?
 
The abbutters would not support this project even if there was no traffic impact and all issues
were satisfied. The abbutters are not interested in finding solutions or helping create a better
NCC, they are only interested in stopping NCC.  I have witnessed this behavior by
neighborhood groups throughout cities and towns mostly on large scale housing projects and the
reasons are the same, we like the proposal, just not around us.  Please don't mistake deception as
beneficial feedback. The applicant and NCC are acting in good faith.  This proposal could have
been a visual monstrosity and there would be little the Board could do. Instead they are trying to
work with the Board.  Please give them that courtesy.  
 
On Thu, Oct 7, 2021 at 9:37 AM Planning <planning@needhamma.gov> wrote:

Thank you, I have received your comments and will share them with the Board.
 
Alex.
 
Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Needham, MA
www.needhamma.gov
 

From: Mike Connelly <connelly3439@gmail.com> 
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Sent: Wednesday, October 6, 2021 3:56 PM
To: Planning <planning@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Meeting
 
I was shocked with the behavior of Chairman Alpert at the meeting last night.  I am an attorney
that has worked representing clients in city/town government for many years, my children went
to NCC and I now live in Boston. The temperament of the Chairman to yell at a fellow attorney
was stunning.  Even more so was allowing a neighbor to speak for an unlimited amount of time
as if she was an expert on the subject, even though you had an unbiased expert at your
meeting.  It is easy to assume by the treatment of Ms. Clarke that members of the Planning
Board have had prior conversations with her between meetings which flies in the face of the
transparency that Ms. Clarke was requesting.  It is also a potential violation of the Open
Meeting Law.  In all my years of counsel, I have never seen such one sided treatment against an
application, disregard of MGL 40A, and clear pandering to an abbutter.
 
I also learned last night that Mr. Alpert, by his own admission, is a neighbor of 1688 Central
Avenue.  I would direct the Planning Boards to 268A Section 19 which has been interpreted to
apply to abutters and neighbors of parcels under the Planning Board's jurisdiction.  Mr. Alpert
should consult with Town Council on this matter and recuse himself before a formal complaint
is filed. 
 
R.M. Connelly
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From: Lee Newman
To: Alexandra Clee
Subject: FW: 1688 Central Ave
Date: Monday, November 1, 2021 12:43:42 PM
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From: glossaeng@aol.com <glossaeng@aol.com> 
Sent: Thursday, October 28, 2021 6:46 AM
To: jdiaz@gpinet.com
Cc: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>; Anthony DelGaizo <ADelgaizo@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Re: 1688 Central Ave

John

OK,

I see what you want on the drain. We will take care of that this morning and submit the plans to the Planning Board. As far as the sidewalk, I guess that the
Planning Board can make that a condition of their approval.

Thanks,

John 

-----Original Message-----
From: John Diaz <jdiaz@gpinet.com>
To: glossaeng@aol.com <glossaeng@aol.com>
Cc: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>; Anthony DelGaizo (ADelgaizo@needhamma.gov) <adelgaizo@needhamma.gov>
Sent: Wed, Oct 27, 2021 7:12 pm
Subject: RE: 1688 Central Ave

John

The DMH I proposed is in the sidewalk so it should be in the public right of way and not require work on the Temple property.  Also it appears to be south of the
property line where you are proposing modifying the contours. (See plan below)

Converting the CB to a manhole still leaves the structure in the sloped part of the driveway apron which doesn’t work. 

In terms of the sidewalk reconstruction, you have to reconstruction the wcr, install the panels, etc.  The plans don’t show a detail for the driveway apron and the
wcr details provided don’t seem to match the condition proposed.  The included detail is for a perpendicular ramp on a straight curbline  that would normally be
installed at a midblock crosswalk.  From the design plans shown it is unclear if the sidewalk elevation will need to be modified to work with the driveway apron. 
Additional elevations should be provided along the sidewalk and the limit of work needs to be shown. 

As for reconstructing the remaining portion of the sidewalk, it’s only about 200’ of sidewalk and  would seem to benefit the site to not only improve aesthetics, but
to prevent damage to any potential landscaping if the town upgrades the sidewalks in the future.  It’s not my decision or position to formally request this, but it is
my recommendation.

As for the definition of how the town classifies the sidewalks I am copying the Engineering Department for further clarification.

Tony – Are the sidewalks along this section considered sidewalks or a trail as noted in John’s email below?
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John W. Diaz, P.E., PTOE
d 978.570.2953  | c 617.921.9606
An Equal Opportunity Employer

 

From: glossaeng@aol.com <glossaeng@aol.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 27, 2021 5:10 PM
To: John Diaz <jdiaz@gpinet.com>
Subject: Re: 1688 Central Ave

 

John,

I sent an email on Monday regarding the catch basin. Did you see it. I have been told that I need to get revised
plans into Planning Board by tomorrow.

mailto:glossaeng@aol.com
mailto:glossaeng@aol.com
mailto:jdiaz@gpinet.com


Can you let me know. I cannot show work on private property so if my plan showing the 22 degree bent in the
pipe from the Temple is not acceptable, I can revise the plan to show the existing catch basin converted to a
drain manhole.

Another issue is the repaving or reconstructing the sidewalk along the entire frontage, the applicant does not
want to do that. I don't see how it could be deemed to be mitigation as the children coming and going from the
Daycare will travel there in cars. Furthermore, I believe that the Town DPW views this sidewalk as a trail and
not as a formal sidewalk, I believe that has something to do with the use and maintenance of the sidewalk.

Thanks,

John       

-----Original Message-----
From: John Diaz <jdiaz@gpinet.com>
To: glossaeng@aol.com <glossaeng@aol.com>; jt.gillon@comcast.net <jt.gillon@comcast.net>
Sent: Wed, Jul 21, 2021 2:05 pm
Subject: RE: 1688 Central Ave

That works for me.  I’ll reach out to Lee Newman and see if we can get a room for 10 AM if that works for both of you.

 

John W. Diaz, P.E., PTOE
d 978.570.2953 | c 617.921.9606
An Equal Opportunity Employer

 

From: glossaeng@aol.com <glossaeng@aol.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 2:05 PM
To: John Diaz <jdiaz@gpinet.com>; mailto:jt.gillon@comcast.net
Subject: Re: 1688 Central Ave

 

John,

I think we could meet in the Needham office building where DPW is located. Is that 500 Dedham Ave.

Building Commissioner Dave Roche is a friend of mine, at a minimum we can use his conference room, or I
think Deb Anderson has a room in Con Comm office.

Jack, can you get to Needham Friday morning?

John Glossa

-----Original Message-----
From: John Diaz <jdiaz@gpinet.com>
To: jt.gillon@comcast.net <jt.gillon@comcast.net>; glossaeng@aol.com <glossaeng@aol.com>
Sent: Wed, Jul 21, 2021 1:56 pm
Subject: RE: 1688 Central Ave

I live in Needham, work in Wilmington.  What’s the most central location to meet?

 

John W. Diaz, P.E., PTOE
d 978.570.2953 | c 617.921.9606
An Equal Opportunity Employer

 

From: jt.gillon@comcast.net <jt.gillon@comcast.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 1:20 PM
To: glossaeng@aol.com; John Diaz <jdiaz@gpinet.com>
Subject: RE: 1688 Central Ave

 

Yes, Friday morning until noon

 

Jack
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From: glossaeng@aol.com <glossaeng@aol.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 1:16 PM
To: jdiaz@gpinet.com; mailto:jt.gillon@comcast.net
Subject: Re: 1688 Central Ave

 

John,

And if your last name did not begin with G, you could not be on the design team. (Gluesing, Glossa Gillon)

Anyway, I am tied up tomorrow morning. Might be able to do something in the afternoon.

I am available any time on Friday. 

Jack Gillon, do you have time on Friday for a face to face meeting?

Thanks,

John Glossa  

-----Original Message-----
From: John Diaz <jdiaz@gpinet.com>
To: glossaeng@aol.com <glossaeng@aol.com>; jt.gillon@comcast.net <jt.gillon@comcast.net>
Sent: Wed, Jul 21, 2021 12:02 pm
Subject: RE: 1688 Central Ave

Too many Johns!!!

 

I think it makes a lot of sense for us to meet either in person or at least virtually.  I’ll be in the Wilmington office all day tomorrow.  We could do something via
teams then.  Or possibly meet in person Friday.

 

 

 

John W. Diaz, P.E., PTOE
d 978.570.2953 | c 617.921.9606
An Equal Opportunity Employer

 

From: glossaeng@aol.com <glossaeng@aol.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2021 11:17 AM
To: John Diaz <jdiaz@gpinet.com>; mailto:jt.gillon@comcast.net
Subject: 1688 Central Ave

 

John,

This is John Glossa, the civil engineer for 1688 Central Ave., Needham.

I am copying Jack Gillon on this email as well.

Jack can speak to his portion of the review.

As far as the site plan, I believe that you made some valid points in your review and I would be happy to revise
the plans with regard to some of your comments.

My preference would be to have a short face to face meeting where each comment can be discussed and a
resolution can be preliminarily agreed to until draft revised plans are presented for your review.   

Jack may wish to attend as well.

Barring that, we could make some revisions and pdf them along to you for review.

Your choice.
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Can you let me know how you would like to proceed from here.

I know that the Planning Board will be looking for some type of written response to each of your comments
which I would be happy to provide.

Thanks,

John 
 

Per Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and other Nondiscrimination statutes, Greenman-Pedersen, Inc. and its related companies will not discriminate on the
grounds of race, color or national origin in the selection and retention of subconsultants, including procurement of materials and leases of equipment.
Greenman-Pedersen, Inc. and its related companies will ensure that minorities will be afforded full opportunity to submit proposals and will not be discriminated
against in consideration for an award.

 

This communication and any attachments are intended only for the use of the individual or entity named as the addressee. It may contain information which is
privileged and/or confidential under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient or such recipient's employee or agent, you are hereby notified that any
dissemination, copy or disclosure of this communication is strictly prohibited and to notify the sender immediately.
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An Equal Opportunity Employer 

November 1, 2021 
 
NEX-2021238.00 
 
Town of Needham Planning Board 
Town Hall  
1471 Highland Avenue 
Needham, MA 02492 
 
SUBJECT: 1688 Central Avenue 
  Proposed Child Care Facility – Peer Review 3 
 
Dear Ms. Newman: 
 
The following items were submitted by the proponent on October 28, 2021. 
 

• Site Plans dated June 22, 2020 rev. 10-28-2021 
• Technical Memorandum – from John Gillon to John Glossa dated 10-27-2021 
• Memorandum from Evans Huber, Esq. to Needham Planning Department dated 10-28-21 

 
In addition, GPI and Glossa Engineering conversed via emails on 10-25-21, 10-27-21 and 10-28-21. 

 
The above materials have been reviewed against typical engineering practices, standards, and industry 
guidelines.  We offer the following comments. (Note: Comments highlighted in yellow are from GPI’s August 26, 
2021 review letter.  Responses in Bold Italic are based on the revised site plans dated 10-28-21.) 
 
SITE PLANS 
 
The following highlights GPI’s original comments from the July 15, 2021 Peer Review letter and our responses 
based on the revised site plan. 

 
 
1. What is the purpose of the 12.67’ loading zone?  What size vehicle is expected to need access to the 

loading area.  Truck turning templates should be provided showing access and egress from the loading 
area as well as the dumpster pad. 
 
GPI Response – No information has been provided regarding the size of vehicle and no templates 
showing truck maneuvers have been provided. 

 
GPI - 10-18-21 

 
We would like to see turning templates of the vehicles accessing the loading zone and trash bins to 

verify they do not encroach on parking spaces while maneuvering within the site. 
 

GPI-11-1-21 
 

This comment has not been addressed. 
 
2. The proponent should construct fully compliant ADA sidewalks along the property frontage and tie into 

existing sidewalks at the property limits. 
 

GPI Response – This comment does not appear to have been addressed. 
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GPI – 10-18-21 
 

The existing sidewalks in the vicinity of the project are in poor condition and likely do not conform to 
current ADA standards.  We’ request that sidewalks along the frontage of the site be reconstructed to 

current ADA standards.  This includes construction of the driveway apron, detectable warning panels, 

etc. 
 

See image of existing conditions below. 
 

 
 
GPI 11-1-21 
 
The proponent has indicated that they do not wish to rebuild the sidewalks.  
 
GPI has confirmed with the Engineering Department that this portion of sidewalk is considered a bridal 

trail in this area.  However, with the grade of the trail below that of the roadway, it is recommended 
that to improve safety and accessibility, that ADA compliant sidewalks be constructed along the 
property frontage.  Sidewalks should be at least 6’wide, abut the property line and be at least 6” above 
the roadway gutter line.  Furthermore, the new sidewalks will be more aesthetic with the new 

development and will preserve any landscaping on site, should the town rebuild the sidewalks in the 
future. 
 
3. The proponent should ensure that the construction of the site drive does not impact the drainage, 

particularly with the existing catch basin on the NW corner of the existing driveway.   
 

It appears the existing CB will be in the center of the driveway on the gutter line.  With the introduction 
of two wheelchair ramps the construction plans should consider relocating or providing additional 
drainage to ensure ponding in the vicinity of the wheelchair ramps does not occur. 
 

GPI Response – We appreciate and recognize that the revised drainage plan provides additional catch basins 

at the base of the driveway to capture site water flow before entering Central Ave.  However, the existing catch 
basin on Central Ave is proposed to be retained in the center of the driveway.  The driveway has been 

redesigned to provide a typical driveway apron that provides a slope up to the level of the sidewalk.  This is 
beneficial by maintaining the sidewalk grade across the driveway.  However, it appears the catch basin is 

proposed to be “cut into” the apron.  Given the location, this will likely result in vehicles tracking over this “cut” 
or hole in the apron.  The existing catch basin should be relocated out of the apron as the driveway apron 

should be a consistent slope and width for the entire length. 
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GPI – 10-18-21 
 

We offer the following comments on the proposed driveway apron/drainage modifications: 
a) Is the existing CB proposed to be removed or abandoned? 

b) The limit of paving/construction should be indicated on the plans? 

c) The proposed driveway apron line where it meets the street gutter line should be a solid line, as 
there should be no break in the apron (where the existing CB is). 

d) Provide a spot elevation at the bottom of the apron in the vicinity of the existing CB to be 
removed. 

e) We’re concerned about being able to successfully cut and install an angle connection in the 
existing drainage pipe.  Recommend installing a DMH over the existing drainage pipe in the 

sidewalk and installing a new pipe between the Prop. CB and new DMH. 
 

See notes on plan below 
 

 
GPI – 11-1-21 

 
The proponent has modified the drainage as requested above.  However, we still have comments 
as noted on the plans: 

a) Sheet 4 - Proposed grades of the centerline of the driveway apron do not make sense.  It 

appears to slope DOWN from the edge of road to the front of crosswalk by more than 2% 
and then slope up to the back of the crosswalk by more than 4% 
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b) Sheet 4 – The spot grades 200x68 and 200x74 indicate the apron slope of about 1% UP at 
the sidewalk openings and a 1.8%-2.0% slope across the sidewalk/crosswalk, the apron 
portion should be sloped greater than the crosswalk portion. 

c) Provide grades on sidewalk approaching driveway.  It is unclear if the sidewalk slopes to 

the driveway or is level with the crossing. 
d) Sheet 4 – Limit of work on the sidewalks should be indicated (also relates to Comment 2) 
e) Sheet 6 – Detail should be provided for the proposed driveway apron. 
f) Sheet 8 & 9 – Proposed CBs should be labeled and Existing CB to be removed should be 

labeled 
g) Sheet 10 – Either delete labels on CBs (not relevant for lighting) or correctly label the 

Existing CB to be Removed 

 
 

TRAFFIC ANALYSIS 
 
Gillon Associates has completed the additional analysis and data collection that was discussed with GPI on 
October 15, 2021 and summarized the analysis in the October 27, 2021 Technical Memorandum.  The 
comments below pertain to the new Technical Memorandum. 
 

1. New traffic counts were collected at the intersection of Central Avenue and Charles River Street on 
October 13, 2021.  To adjust for the impacts of Covid 19, MassDOT’s permanent count station on I95 
north of Highland Avenue was reviewed by the proponent and showed a decrease of 30.4% between 
2019 and 2020 volumes.  GPI verified similar trends at other count stations in Needham.  Similar results 
were seen at station 6204 (Webster St south of Dedham) – 25%, and 6739 (Chapel St north of Great 
Plain Ave) --23%.    
 
Therefore, while traffic levels are returning to normal, the October 2021 traffic counts were 
conservatively factored by 130.4% to account for Covid 19 trends.   
 

2. As requested, the proponent has rerun the morning and afternoon peak hour analysis as a network, 
inclusive of the Charles River Street signal and the proposed site drive.   

 
3. To assess the impacts of the project on the corridor, independent of normal background traffic growth, 

three scenarios were examined.   
 

a. EXISTING - Existing conditions (2021 Covid adjusted volumes) without the project in place 
b. FUTURE NO BUILD - 2028 projected traffic volumes (increased 1% annually) without the project 

in place 
c. FUTURE BUILD - 2028 projected traffic volumes with proposed site traffic added 

 
Under the 2028 No Build PM Peak period, the SB queue at the Charles River signal is expected to be 
beyond the proposed site drive. Based on the updated analysis, it is anticipated that the site traffic will 
add approximately 2-3 vehicles to the SB Central Avenue approach to Charles River Street.   
 

4. The proponent has also provided an analysis based on adjusting or optimizing the traffic signal times. 
a. Based on the optimization of the signal times, the SB 95% queue under 2028 Build conditions 

can be reduced by about 14 vehicles to about 670 feet,  
b. While the proposed optimized times improve the overall evening operations, the morning 

optimized times significantly impact Charles River Road. 
c. The proponent mentions that less substantial changes to the signal time can be made and still 

improve operations.  The proponent should clearly identify the best overall signal times for the 
morning and evening peak hours and provide a summary of those times in tabular format.  It is 
noted that the timing plan for the morning and evening peak hours can be different. 
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5. Overall, by optimizing the signal operations, the queues along the Central Avenue SB approach to 
Charles River Road, can be reduced to not extend beyond the proposed site drive. 

 
 
Based on the updated Traffic Memo and previous discussions, the following traffic mitigation is recommended: 
 
 

1. The proponent should commit to a follow up traffic study after the site is open and operational to at 
least 80% of the student capacity. 

2. The proponent should commit to provide police details during the peak morning and afternoon hours 
of arrivals and dismissals.  The detail should remain in place, until the Police Chief believes the site 
is operating without significantly impacting operations along Central Ave. 

3. The proponent should provide detailed traffic signal timing plans for optimized operations during the 
weekday morning and evening peak hours.  The proponent should coordinate with Needham DPW 
on how to implement the revised signal times 

 
Should you have any questions, or require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me at (978) 
570-2953 or via email at jdiaz@gpinet.com. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
GREENMAN-PEDERSEN, INC. 
 
 
 
John W. Diaz, PE, PTOE 
Vice President/Director of Innovation 

mailto:jdiaz@gpinet.com
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From: Maggie Abruzese
To: Planning; Lee Newman; Alexandra Clee
Cc: "Joe Abruzese"
Subject: The Barn - 1688 Central Avenue
Date: Monday, November 1, 2021 11:08:53 AM
Attachments: The Barn.pdf

Dear Chair Alpert and members of the Planning Board,

Attached please find our objection to the applicant’s current plan to have both a new 10,000 sq.ft.
building and the old 4800 sq.ft. barn on this residential lot. In summary, our objection is:

1. Needham’s zoning bylaws prohibit having more than one non-residential building on a
residential lot in this Single Residence A zone – even if the second building is an accessory
building (which the barn is not);

2. The Dover Amendment does not apply to the Barn; and
3. Even if the Dover Amendment did apply, the Dover Amendment does not change the effect of

this zoning bylaw.

Sincerely,

Maggie and Joe Abruzese
30 Bridle Trail Rd

cc:  Lee Newman
 Alex Clee

mailto:mabruzese@gmail.com
mailto:planning@needhamma.gov
mailto:LNewman@needhamma.gov
mailto:aclee@needhamma.gov
mailto:jabruzese@gmail.com
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The Applicant Cannot Keep both the Barn and the New Building 


The applicant’s proposal includes a new 10,000+ sq.ft. building and an existing 4800 sq.ft. barn.1 This 


proposal is not in compliance with the requirements of Needham’s zoning regulations and the Planning 


Board should not allow the applicant to proceed with the project as proposed for three reasons: 


 


1. Needham’s zoning bylaws prohibit having more than one non-residential building on a 


residential lot in this Single Residence A zone – even if the second building is an accessory 


building (which the barn is not); 


2. The Dover Amendment does not apply to the Barn; and 


3. Even if the Dover Amendment did apply, the Dover Amendment does not change the effect of 


this zoning bylaw.  


 


1. The Zoning Bylaws Prohibit Two Non-Residential Buildings in a 


Single Residence A Zone. 
a. What does the Bylaw Say? 


Needham’s bylaws do not permit more than one non-residential building on a residential lot.  


In its zoning bylaws, Section 3.1, Needham provides:  


No building or structure shall be erected, altered or used and no premises shall 


be used for any purpose or in any manner other than as regulated by Section 


3.1.2 and as permitted and set forth in Section 3.2. 


Section 3.2.1 of the Zoning Bylaws set forth a schedule of uses for Single Residence A zones. In that 


schedule, it marks as “N” in the SRA district:  


more than one non-residential building or use on a lot where such buildings or 


uses are not detrimental to each other and are in compliance with all other 


requirements of this By-Law”.  


“N” is a designation that is defined by the bylaws at Section 3.2 to mean: “No, Use Prohibited.”   


Under the plain language of this bylaw in Single Residence A zone, there cannot be more than one non-


residential building on a lot.   


The applicant’s plan does not conform with the Needham’s zoning bylaws because it impermissibly 


contains more than one non-residential building on a lot in the SRA zone. If the proposed 10,000+ sq.ft. 


child care building were built on this lot, the barn would be a second non-residential building on the lot.  


 
1 4800 is the square footage recorded on the property card at the Needham Assessor’s office. This is double what 
the applicant’s engineer stated in a hearing. However, when the applicant’s engineer answered the question about 
the square footage of the barn at a prior hearing, he responded with the footprint measurements of the barn. It is 
a two story barn and therefore the square footage is, as the assessor’s office has noted, twice the footprint of the 
building.  
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b. Is the Barn an Accessory Building? 


The applicant claims that the barn becomes an “accessory building” if he lets the child care center store 


things in it. This is incorrect. The barn does not meet the definition of an accessory building under the 


bylaws.  


The zoning bylaws at Section 1.3 define “accessory building” as:  


“a building devoted exclusively to a use subordinate to and customarily 


incidental to the principal use.”  


It would be difficult to find that the use of a barn that is two stories and 4800 square feet of space 


(according to the accessor’s property card) is subordinate to a commercial childcare use.   


Additionally, in order to find that the barn was an accessory building, the board would have to find that 


it is customary for child care centers to have enormous separate buildings for storage. This building 


contains almost half the square footage of the child care center itself. The applicant has not pointed to 


any other child care center in Needham or elsewhere that has a similar, separate, large building for 


storage; nor has the applicant made any other factual showing that would warrant a finding that 


massive barns are subordinate to and customarily incidental to child care facilities.    


c. Does the Bylaw Apply if the Barn is an Accessory Building? 


Even if the barn were an accessory building, that would not negate the application of this bylaw.  


Attorney Huber does not explain how the designation of “accessory building” would change the 


application of the afore-mentioned bylaw regarding no more than one non-residential use on a lot. The 


bylaw does not contain any exceptions to its prohibition of having more than one non-residential 


building on a residential lot in the SRA zone. Being accessory does not make it residential. It still is a 


second non-residential building on a residential lot which still is prohibited by the bylaw. 


Perhaps the argument is that an accessory building somehow shouldn’t count as a second building or 


wasn’t meant to be excluded by this bylaw because accessory buildings are incidental to the primary 


building and not detrimental.  That argument must fail. The bylaw specifically includes within its 


proscription buildings that “are not detrimental to each other”.  Therefore, even if the barn were an 


accessory building that is incidental to the main building and not detrimental, it still would be 


prohibited. 


Perhaps the argument is that an accessory building wasn’t meant to be prohibited by this bylaw because 


some accessory uses are listed in the schedule as permitted in residential zones.  


First, most of the accessory uses are residential in nature, like a garage or cabana. Here, the accessory 


use proposed is storage for a commercial daycare center which is decidedly non-residential.  


Second, just because the bylaws give options for having some non-residential uses as accessory to a 


residential home (like a dentist practice or lawyer’s office) that does not mean the bylaws did not intend 


to limit the number of non-residential buildings on a single residential lot in SRA. 
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The bylaw specifically includes within its proscription buildings that are in compliance with all other 


requirements of the bylaw. Therefore, showing that the barn is otherwise allowed under, or is in 


compliance with, other sections of the bylaws does not erase the effect of the prohibition. The bylaws 


still prohibit any residential lot in SRA from having more than one non-residential building.  


To the extent there is any confusion or any sense that perhaps there is a conflict between the 


prohibitive bylaw and another bylaw, Needham’s zoning bylaws specifically state that the more 


stringent bylaw will apply.  See Needham Zoning Bylaw 1.5 (“Where a provision of this By-Law may be in 


conflict with any other provision or provisions of this By-Law, the more stringent or greater requirement 


shall control.”) Therefore, even if there were a bylaw that permitted an accessory building like this barn, 


the more stringent bylaw – the bylaw that demands there be only one non-residential building on a 


residential lot in SRA – would control.  


For all of these reasons, Needham’s zoning bylaws prohibit the applicant’s plan to have more than one 


non-residential building on the lot.  


The Board therefore must either condition a permit on the submission of a plan that includes only one 


non-residential building or refuse to the issue the permit altogether because the proposed plan does not 


conform with Needham’s zoning bylaw 3.1.   


2. The Dover Amendment Cannot Exempt the Developer from 


Application of this Bylaw. 
 


a. The Dover Amendment does not Apply to the Barn 


The Dover Amendment cannot save the barn for the developer. In a breathtakingly bold statement at 


the Planning Board hearing of October 5, 2021, the applicant admitted that the applicant had not been 


forthcoming with the Board or the public about its plans for the barn.  The applicant’s attorney tried to 


attribute the lack of candor to his being unaware of Needham’s bylaws regarding multiple non-


residential uses on one lot. This explanation rings hollow since it implies that the applicant actually had 


previously admitted to his true plans for the barn in ignorance of what was permissible. It also rings 


hollow given that this same type of use restriction has been referenced by Attorney Huber himself in 


other applications in front of the Planning Board (i.e. the recent application of the nutritional smoothie 


provider).  


The Planning Board is charged with being a finder of fact. It is entitled to assess the credibility of the 


applicant’s statements to the Board about the barn and find that the primary purpose of keeping the 


barn under the current proposal is not for the purpose of operating a child care facility.  See Regis 


College v. Town of Weston, 462 Mass. 280 (2012). 


At the Design Review Board hearing of March 22, 2021, the applicant admitted that the barn is not going 


to be used as a part of the child care facility. The exchange was as follows: 


DRB Member Dermody:  Is the barn going to be renovated, repainted, revised, 


refurbished in any way? 


Attorney Huber: The barn is not going to be in use as part of this project. 
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… 


DRB Member Dermody: Okay so the barn is not going to be used. 


Attorney Huber: No. 


DRB Member Dermody: So why is it being kept? 


Attorney Huber: Well, I mean, it may be used for storage as an accessory 


building but it’s not going to be used for this child care function purpose. 


See Video of DRB Hearing of March 22, 2021 at 53:13: https://youtu.be/4K1Ad1TK3l8?t=3193  


At the hearing on July 20, 2021, the applicant admitted that Mr. Borrelli intends to retain control of the 


barn. He does not intend to give the daycare center control of the barn. The exchange was as follows: 


Chair Alpert: I’m trying to determine if she is leasing the barn or if Mr. Borrelli 
is keeping control of the barn. 
 
Attorney Huber: I think at the moment it’s an informal understanding that she 
can use the barn for storage. 
 
Chair Alpert: So she is not entering into a lease for the entire property and she 
will not have control of the entire property? 
 
Attorney Huber:  That’s correct. 
 


See Video of Planning Board Hearing July 20, 2021 at 1:29:34:  https://youtu.be/ooXJPzqaLx4?t=5374 


Chair Alpert: I understand your position-that you now want to fit the barn into 


the use of the child care facility in order to save it, but that’s what I see is 


happening here.  


Attorney Huber: That’s absolutely what’s happening. We- I did not-I’m not 


pretending otherwise. You are correct. Originally, we did not understand or 


see that we had this limitation on what we could use the barn for. Now that 


this issue has been raised, we recognize that we do have to, in order to get the 


protection of Chapter 40A, §3. We have to do what Chapter 40A, §3 says, 


which is we have to use it for purposes, and by the way, not just- not just 


necessarily accessory purposes, for the child care facility.  


See Video of Needham Planning Board Hearing September 8, 2021 at 3:09:39: 


https://youtu.be/xQC5SO_rcSk?t=11377  


The applicant has plainly admitted that its primary purpose with regard to the barn is to save it (for 


reasons not disclosed).  Applicant admits that it is merely agreeing to store some child care things in the 


barn in order to claim it is being used for purposes of a child care facility and invoke the Dover 


Amendment. In other words, it is not the provision of child care services that is driving the need for the 


barn; rather, it is the applicant’s desire to keep the barn that is driving the belated suggestion that the 


barn will be used in relation to the child care function. 



https://youtu.be/4K1Ad1TK3l8?t=3193

https://youtu.be/ooXJPzqaLx4?t=5374

https://youtu.be/xQC5SO_rcSk?t=11377
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The Planning Board is not required to believe the applicant when he says the barn is necessary for the 


provision of child care services. The Board has the authority to assess the credibility of what the 


applicant is saying and make its own factual findings. Regis College v. Town of Weston, 462 Mass. 280 


(2012). In Regis College, the town of Weston was confronted with a project that seemed to be tacking 


on an educational component in order to cloak its true purpose of erecting luxury condominums for 


profit with the protections of the Dover Amendment.  In that case, the Supreme Judicial Court 


encouraged the trial court to weigh the evidence, access credibility and make factual findings about the 


true purpose of the proposed project.  


The court held that the education purpose of the proposed project could not be merely incidental. It 


needed to be the primary and dominant purpose of the project for it to be considered to be educational 


within the meaning of the Dover Amendment. If the educational component were found to be tacked on 


and not the primary purpose of the proposal, the law would not allow the landowner to reap the 


financial benefit of Dover Amendment protection. Id. (“As a practical matter, the protection afforded by 


the Dover Amendment can be financially advantageous to the land owner. Because the statutory 


purpose of preventing local discrimination against educational uses is only furthered if the intended use 


of the land is in fact educational, the term "educational purposes" should be construed so as to 


minimize the risk that Dover Amendment protection will improperly be extended to situations where 


form has been elevated over substance.”). In this case, to allow the applicant to call the proposal to 


leave the barn “as is” and store things from the child care center in it a proposal for the use of a 


structure for the “purpose of operating a child care facility” would be to elevate form over substance.  


Here, the applicant is a real estate developer. He is not a child care center operator. As a developer, the 


applicant is concerned with maximizing the profit potential of a piece of property, not with making sure 


that communities have access to child care.  Allowing the barn to stand “as is” as a part of this proposal 


would not do anything to further Needham’s access to child care. 


The barn is not going to be brought up to code or renovated in any way under the plan that is before the 


Board. It appears merely to be a placeholder for some secondary phase of construction on the lot. It 


appears the applicant wishes to frontload the property with the childcare center to preserve the back 


half of the property for future development.2  


The Planning Board should not permit the applicant’s transparent attempt to say whatever he thinks he 


needs to say to invoke the Dover Amendment, not for the purpose of providing access to daycare 


centers, but rather to maximize a developer’s profit. 


If the applicant wishes to avoid the application of the Needham bylaws based on the Dover Amendment, 


he bears the affirmative burden of proving that the Dover Amendment applies. Regis College v. Town of 


 
2 Perhaps Mr. Borrelli plans to renovate the barn for use as additional daycare classrooms or as a recreational 
space (which project undoubtedly Needham Enterprises will argue at that time is “as a right” and cannot be denied 
under the Dover Amendment notwithstanding the significant repercussions that change would have on the town 
and the neighborhood). Or, perhaps he plans to do as he did in Medfield where he used the special protections of 
the Dover Amendment to build a commercial daycare in a residential neighborhood (Goddard School) and then a 
few years down the road used the special privileges afforded to affordable housing Local Initiative Projects to 
shoehorn an apartment building (Hillside Villages) into the same single family residential lot utilizing the parking 
and roadway access of the previously built child care center.  
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Weston, 462 Mass 280 (2012). He bears the affirmative burden of proving that the barn is for the 


purpose of operating a child care facility.  


The applicant has tried to bypass this evidentiary showing and attendant factual finding by the Board by 


suggesting it would “agree” to a condition that the barn be used exclusively for the purpose of operating 


a child care facility. That is not how the Dover Amendment works. 


The evidentiary record clearly shows that the barn is being kept as a second non-residential building for 


undisclosed purposes related to the developer’s financial investment. The Dover Amendment does not 


apply to the barn. 


b. The Bylaw is Enforceable Under the Dover Amendment 


Even if the Dover Amendment applied here, it would not require the Board to allow the applicant to 


keep the barn. In order to keep the barn and build a separate childcare building on the same lot, the 


applicant must prove that the Dover Amendment applies and that it invalidates the application of the 


relevant bylaw to the subject property which prohibits more than one non-residential building on a 


residential lot in SRA.  


The SJC has held “A challenged provision in a zoning bylaw is presumptively valid, and a challenger bears 


the burden to prove otherwise.” Rogers v. Town of Norfolk, 432 Mass 374, 379 (2000) (emphasis 


added). “The proper test for determining whether the provision in issue contradicts the purpose of 


G.L.C. 40A, s 3, third paragraph, is to ask whether [the challenged provision] furthers a legitimate 


municipal interest, and its application rationally relates to that interest, or whether it acts impermissibly 


to restrict the establishment of child care facilities in the town, and so is unreasonable.” Id.  


The bylaw at issue furthers a legitimate municipal interest. It protects the residential character of a 


residential neighborhood by limiting the number of non-residential buildings that can exist on one 


residential lot. It balances the interests of allowing some non-residential uses in a residential 


neighborhood with the municipal interest of preserving the character of residential neighborhoods. Two 


or more non-residential buildings on a lot necessarily entails more bulk on the land, a more dense use of 


the lot, and is a greater detriment to the residential character of the neighborhood.   


Here, the bylaw’s application to the applicant’s proposal rationally relates to that interest. Having only 


one non-residential building on the lot allows the single non-residential building (either the renovated 


barn or a new building) to be more suitably sited on the lot away from Central Avenue, to be more in 


keeping with the character of this stretch of Central Avenue (as the DRB noted), to preserve more open 


space around and between neighboring properties on Central and otherwise to be a lesser detriment to 


the residential character of the neighborhood than the bulk and imposition of two non-residential 


buildings. 


The application of the zoning bylaw does not impermissibly restrict the establishment of child care 


facilities in town. The applicant has stated that the barn is not going to be used as a part of the child care 


function. It is not going to be leased to a child care center. It is not going to be renovated, repainted, 


revise or refurbished in any way. The application of the bylaw to this property does not impact the 


establishment of a child care facility here in any way.  
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Conclusion 


For all of these reasons, the Board is entitled to require the applicant to comply with the bylaws by 


having only one non-residential building on the lot.  
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The Applicant Cannot Keep both the Barn and the New Building 

The applicant’s proposal includes a new 10,000+ sq.ft. building and an existing 4800 sq.ft. barn.1 This 

proposal is not in compliance with the requirements of Needham’s zoning regulations and the Planning 

Board should not allow the applicant to proceed with the project as proposed for three reasons: 

 

1. Needham’s zoning bylaws prohibit having more than one non-residential building on a 

residential lot in this Single Residence A zone – even if the second building is an accessory 

building (which the barn is not); 

2. The Dover Amendment does not apply to the Barn; and 

3. Even if the Dover Amendment did apply, the Dover Amendment does not change the effect of 

this zoning bylaw.  

 

1. The Zoning Bylaws Prohibit Two Non-Residential Buildings in a 

Single Residence A Zone. 
a. What does the Bylaw Say? 

Needham’s bylaws do not permit more than one non-residential building on a residential lot.  

In its zoning bylaws, Section 3.1, Needham provides:  

No building or structure shall be erected, altered or used and no premises shall 

be used for any purpose or in any manner other than as regulated by Section 

3.1.2 and as permitted and set forth in Section 3.2. 

Section 3.2.1 of the Zoning Bylaws set forth a schedule of uses for Single Residence A zones. In that 

schedule, it marks as “N” in the SRA district:  

more than one non-residential building or use on a lot where such buildings or 

uses are not detrimental to each other and are in compliance with all other 

requirements of this By-Law”.  

“N” is a designation that is defined by the bylaws at Section 3.2 to mean: “No, Use Prohibited.”   

Under the plain language of this bylaw in Single Residence A zone, there cannot be more than one non-

residential building on a lot.   

The applicant’s plan does not conform with the Needham’s zoning bylaws because it impermissibly 

contains more than one non-residential building on a lot in the SRA zone. If the proposed 10,000+ sq.ft. 

child care building were built on this lot, the barn would be a second non-residential building on the lot.  

 
1 4800 is the square footage recorded on the property card at the Needham Assessor’s office. This is double what 
the applicant’s engineer stated in a hearing. However, when the applicant’s engineer answered the question about 
the square footage of the barn at a prior hearing, he responded with the footprint measurements of the barn. It is 
a two story barn and therefore the square footage is, as the assessor’s office has noted, twice the footprint of the 
building.  
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b. Is the Barn an Accessory Building? 

The applicant claims that the barn becomes an “accessory building” if he lets the child care center store 

things in it. This is incorrect. The barn does not meet the definition of an accessory building under the 

bylaws.  

The zoning bylaws at Section 1.3 define “accessory building” as:  

“a building devoted exclusively to a use subordinate to and customarily 

incidental to the principal use.”  

It would be difficult to find that the use of a barn that is two stories and 4800 square feet of space 

(according to the accessor’s property card) is subordinate to a commercial childcare use.   

Additionally, in order to find that the barn was an accessory building, the board would have to find that 

it is customary for child care centers to have enormous separate buildings for storage. This building 

contains almost half the square footage of the child care center itself. The applicant has not pointed to 

any other child care center in Needham or elsewhere that has a similar, separate, large building for 

storage; nor has the applicant made any other factual showing that would warrant a finding that 

massive barns are subordinate to and customarily incidental to child care facilities.    

c. Does the Bylaw Apply if the Barn is an Accessory Building? 

Even if the barn were an accessory building, that would not negate the application of this bylaw.  

Attorney Huber does not explain how the designation of “accessory building” would change the 

application of the afore-mentioned bylaw regarding no more than one non-residential use on a lot. The 

bylaw does not contain any exceptions to its prohibition of having more than one non-residential 

building on a residential lot in the SRA zone. Being accessory does not make it residential. It still is a 

second non-residential building on a residential lot which still is prohibited by the bylaw. 

Perhaps the argument is that an accessory building somehow shouldn’t count as a second building or 

wasn’t meant to be excluded by this bylaw because accessory buildings are incidental to the primary 

building and not detrimental.  That argument must fail. The bylaw specifically includes within its 

proscription buildings that “are not detrimental to each other”.  Therefore, even if the barn were an 

accessory building that is incidental to the main building and not detrimental, it still would be 

prohibited. 

Perhaps the argument is that an accessory building wasn’t meant to be prohibited by this bylaw because 

some accessory uses are listed in the schedule as permitted in residential zones.  

First, most of the accessory uses are residential in nature, like a garage or cabana. Here, the accessory 

use proposed is storage for a commercial daycare center which is decidedly non-residential.  

Second, just because the bylaws give options for having some non-residential uses as accessory to a 

residential home (like a dentist practice or lawyer’s office) that does not mean the bylaws did not intend 

to limit the number of non-residential buildings on a single residential lot in SRA. 
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The bylaw specifically includes within its proscription buildings that are in compliance with all other 

requirements of the bylaw. Therefore, showing that the barn is otherwise allowed under, or is in 

compliance with, other sections of the bylaws does not erase the effect of the prohibition. The bylaws 

still prohibit any residential lot in SRA from having more than one non-residential building.  

To the extent there is any confusion or any sense that perhaps there is a conflict between the 

prohibitive bylaw and another bylaw, Needham’s zoning bylaws specifically state that the more 

stringent bylaw will apply.  See Needham Zoning Bylaw 1.5 (“Where a provision of this By-Law may be in 

conflict with any other provision or provisions of this By-Law, the more stringent or greater requirement 

shall control.”) Therefore, even if there were a bylaw that permitted an accessory building like this barn, 

the more stringent bylaw – the bylaw that demands there be only one non-residential building on a 

residential lot in SRA – would control.  

For all of these reasons, Needham’s zoning bylaws prohibit the applicant’s plan to have more than one 

non-residential building on the lot.  

The Board therefore must either condition a permit on the submission of a plan that includes only one 

non-residential building or refuse to the issue the permit altogether because the proposed plan does not 

conform with Needham’s zoning bylaw 3.1.   

2. The Dover Amendment Cannot Exempt the Developer from 

Application of this Bylaw. 
 

a. The Dover Amendment does not Apply to the Barn 

The Dover Amendment cannot save the barn for the developer. In a breathtakingly bold statement at 

the Planning Board hearing of October 5, 2021, the applicant admitted that the applicant had not been 

forthcoming with the Board or the public about its plans for the barn.  The applicant’s attorney tried to 

attribute the lack of candor to his being unaware of Needham’s bylaws regarding multiple non-

residential uses on one lot. This explanation rings hollow since it implies that the applicant actually had 

previously admitted to his true plans for the barn in ignorance of what was permissible. It also rings 

hollow given that this same type of use restriction has been referenced by Attorney Huber himself in 

other applications in front of the Planning Board (i.e. the recent application of the nutritional smoothie 

provider).  

The Planning Board is charged with being a finder of fact. It is entitled to assess the credibility of the 

applicant’s statements to the Board about the barn and find that the primary purpose of keeping the 

barn under the current proposal is not for the purpose of operating a child care facility.  See Regis 

College v. Town of Weston, 462 Mass. 280 (2012). 

At the Design Review Board hearing of March 22, 2021, the applicant admitted that the barn is not going 

to be used as a part of the child care facility. The exchange was as follows: 

DRB Member Dermody:  Is the barn going to be renovated, repainted, revised, 

refurbished in any way? 

Attorney Huber: The barn is not going to be in use as part of this project. 
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… 

DRB Member Dermody: Okay so the barn is not going to be used. 

Attorney Huber: No. 

DRB Member Dermody: So why is it being kept? 

Attorney Huber: Well, I mean, it may be used for storage as an accessory 

building but it’s not going to be used for this child care function purpose. 

See Video of DRB Hearing of March 22, 2021 at 53:13: https://youtu.be/4K1Ad1TK3l8?t=3193  

At the hearing on July 20, 2021, the applicant admitted that Mr. Borrelli intends to retain control of the 

barn. He does not intend to give the daycare center control of the barn. The exchange was as follows: 

Chair Alpert: I’m trying to determine if she is leasing the barn or if Mr. Borrelli 
is keeping control of the barn. 
 
Attorney Huber: I think at the moment it’s an informal understanding that she 
can use the barn for storage. 
 
Chair Alpert: So she is not entering into a lease for the entire property and she 
will not have control of the entire property? 
 
Attorney Huber:  That’s correct. 
 

See Video of Planning Board Hearing July 20, 2021 at 1:29:34:  https://youtu.be/ooXJPzqaLx4?t=5374 

Chair Alpert: I understand your position-that you now want to fit the barn into 

the use of the child care facility in order to save it, but that’s what I see is 

happening here.  

Attorney Huber: That’s absolutely what’s happening. We- I did not-I’m not 

pretending otherwise. You are correct. Originally, we did not understand or 

see that we had this limitation on what we could use the barn for. Now that 

this issue has been raised, we recognize that we do have to, in order to get the 

protection of Chapter 40A, §3. We have to do what Chapter 40A, §3 says, 

which is we have to use it for purposes, and by the way, not just- not just 

necessarily accessory purposes, for the child care facility.  

See Video of Needham Planning Board Hearing September 8, 2021 at 3:09:39: 

https://youtu.be/xQC5SO_rcSk?t=11377  

The applicant has plainly admitted that its primary purpose with regard to the barn is to save it (for 

reasons not disclosed).  Applicant admits that it is merely agreeing to store some child care things in the 

barn in order to claim it is being used for purposes of a child care facility and invoke the Dover 

Amendment. In other words, it is not the provision of child care services that is driving the need for the 

barn; rather, it is the applicant’s desire to keep the barn that is driving the belated suggestion that the 

barn will be used in relation to the child care function. 

https://youtu.be/4K1Ad1TK3l8?t=3193
https://youtu.be/ooXJPzqaLx4?t=5374
https://youtu.be/xQC5SO_rcSk?t=11377
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The Planning Board is not required to believe the applicant when he says the barn is necessary for the 

provision of child care services. The Board has the authority to assess the credibility of what the 

applicant is saying and make its own factual findings. Regis College v. Town of Weston, 462 Mass. 280 

(2012). In Regis College, the town of Weston was confronted with a project that seemed to be tacking 

on an educational component in order to cloak its true purpose of erecting luxury condominums for 

profit with the protections of the Dover Amendment.  In that case, the Supreme Judicial Court 

encouraged the trial court to weigh the evidence, access credibility and make factual findings about the 

true purpose of the proposed project.  

The court held that the education purpose of the proposed project could not be merely incidental. It 

needed to be the primary and dominant purpose of the project for it to be considered to be educational 

within the meaning of the Dover Amendment. If the educational component were found to be tacked on 

and not the primary purpose of the proposal, the law would not allow the landowner to reap the 

financial benefit of Dover Amendment protection. Id. (“As a practical matter, the protection afforded by 

the Dover Amendment can be financially advantageous to the land owner. Because the statutory 

purpose of preventing local discrimination against educational uses is only furthered if the intended use 

of the land is in fact educational, the term "educational purposes" should be construed so as to 

minimize the risk that Dover Amendment protection will improperly be extended to situations where 

form has been elevated over substance.”). In this case, to allow the applicant to call the proposal to 

leave the barn “as is” and store things from the child care center in it a proposal for the use of a 

structure for the “purpose of operating a child care facility” would be to elevate form over substance.  

Here, the applicant is a real estate developer. He is not a child care center operator. As a developer, the 

applicant is concerned with maximizing the profit potential of a piece of property, not with making sure 

that communities have access to child care.  Allowing the barn to stand “as is” as a part of this proposal 

would not do anything to further Needham’s access to child care. 

The barn is not going to be brought up to code or renovated in any way under the plan that is before the 

Board. It appears merely to be a placeholder for some secondary phase of construction on the lot. It 

appears the applicant wishes to frontload the property with the childcare center to preserve the back 

half of the property for future development.2  

The Planning Board should not permit the applicant’s transparent attempt to say whatever he thinks he 

needs to say to invoke the Dover Amendment, not for the purpose of providing access to daycare 

centers, but rather to maximize a developer’s profit. 

If the applicant wishes to avoid the application of the Needham bylaws based on the Dover Amendment, 

he bears the affirmative burden of proving that the Dover Amendment applies. Regis College v. Town of 

 
2 Perhaps Mr. Borrelli plans to renovate the barn for use as additional daycare classrooms or as a recreational 
space (which project undoubtedly Needham Enterprises will argue at that time is “as a right” and cannot be denied 
under the Dover Amendment notwithstanding the significant repercussions that change would have on the town 
and the neighborhood). Or, perhaps he plans to do as he did in Medfield where he used the special protections of 
the Dover Amendment to build a commercial daycare in a residential neighborhood (Goddard School) and then a 
few years down the road used the special privileges afforded to affordable housing Local Initiative Projects to 
shoehorn an apartment building (Hillside Villages) into the same single family residential lot utilizing the parking 
and roadway access of the previously built child care center.  
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Weston, 462 Mass 280 (2012). He bears the affirmative burden of proving that the barn is for the 

purpose of operating a child care facility.  

The applicant has tried to bypass this evidentiary showing and attendant factual finding by the Board by 

suggesting it would “agree” to a condition that the barn be used exclusively for the purpose of operating 

a child care facility. That is not how the Dover Amendment works. 

The evidentiary record clearly shows that the barn is being kept as a second non-residential building for 

undisclosed purposes related to the developer’s financial investment. The Dover Amendment does not 

apply to the barn. 

b. The Bylaw is Enforceable Under the Dover Amendment 

Even if the Dover Amendment applied here, it would not require the Board to allow the applicant to 

keep the barn. In order to keep the barn and build a separate childcare building on the same lot, the 

applicant must prove that the Dover Amendment applies and that it invalidates the application of the 

relevant bylaw to the subject property which prohibits more than one non-residential building on a 

residential lot in SRA.  

The SJC has held “A challenged provision in a zoning bylaw is presumptively valid, and a challenger bears 

the burden to prove otherwise.” Rogers v. Town of Norfolk, 432 Mass 374, 379 (2000) (emphasis 

added). “The proper test for determining whether the provision in issue contradicts the purpose of 

G.L.C. 40A, s 3, third paragraph, is to ask whether [the challenged provision] furthers a legitimate 

municipal interest, and its application rationally relates to that interest, or whether it acts impermissibly 

to restrict the establishment of child care facilities in the town, and so is unreasonable.” Id.  

The bylaw at issue furthers a legitimate municipal interest. It protects the residential character of a 

residential neighborhood by limiting the number of non-residential buildings that can exist on one 

residential lot. It balances the interests of allowing some non-residential uses in a residential 

neighborhood with the municipal interest of preserving the character of residential neighborhoods. Two 

or more non-residential buildings on a lot necessarily entails more bulk on the land, a more dense use of 

the lot, and is a greater detriment to the residential character of the neighborhood.   

Here, the bylaw’s application to the applicant’s proposal rationally relates to that interest. Having only 

one non-residential building on the lot allows the single non-residential building (either the renovated 

barn or a new building) to be more suitably sited on the lot away from Central Avenue, to be more in 

keeping with the character of this stretch of Central Avenue (as the DRB noted), to preserve more open 

space around and between neighboring properties on Central and otherwise to be a lesser detriment to 

the residential character of the neighborhood than the bulk and imposition of two non-residential 

buildings. 

The application of the zoning bylaw does not impermissibly restrict the establishment of child care 

facilities in town. The applicant has stated that the barn is not going to be used as a part of the child care 

function. It is not going to be leased to a child care center. It is not going to be renovated, repainted, 

revise or refurbished in any way. The application of the bylaw to this property does not impact the 

establishment of a child care facility here in any way.  
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Conclusion 

For all of these reasons, the Board is entitled to require the applicant to comply with the bylaws by 

having only one non-residential building on the lot.  



The following 

- Applicant memos 
- Plans 
- Traffic memos; and  
- Staff comments  

have been previously distributed. 



















 
 
   

 Greenman-Pedersen, Inc.                 181 Ballardvale Street, Suite 202                  Wilmington, MA 01887                 p 978-570-2999 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 

August 26, 2021 
 
NEX-2021238.00 
 
Town of Needham Planning Board 
Town Hall  
1471 Highland Avenue 
Needham, MA 02492 
 
SUBJECT: 1688 Central Avenue 
  Proposed Child Care Facility – Peer Review 2 
 
Dear Ms. Newman: 
 
The Town of Needham has retained Greenman-Pedersen, Inc. (GPI) to perform an independent review of the 
proposed Child Care Facility to be located at 1688 Central Avenue in Needham, MA.  The following items have 
been reviewed: 
 

• Traffic Impact Assessment prepared by Gillon Associates March 2021 
• Traffic Impact Assessment prepared by Gillon Associates Revised March 2021 
• Traffic Memo prepared by Gillon Associates dated April 5, 2021 
• Traffic Impact Assessment prepared by Gillon Associated Revised June 2021 
• Fire Department Comments from March 29, 2021 
• Engineering Department Comments from March 31, 2021 
• Fire Department Comments from April 27, 2021 
• Public Health Comments from April 27, 2021 
• Design Review Board Letter dated May 14, 2021 
• Police Comments dated May 6, 2021 
• Engineering Department Comments dated May 12, 2021 
• Design Review Board Letter dated May 22, 2021 
• Site Plans dated June 22, 2020 
• Site Plans Revised April 15, 2021 
• Site Plans revised June 2, 2021  
• Submission letter from Attorney Evans Huber dated March 12, 2021 
• Various public comments provided to GPI by the Town 

 
Subsequently GPI has reviewed the following submittals: 
 

• Traffic Impact Assessment prepared by Gillon Associates Revised August 11, 2021 
• Revised Elevation and Floor Plan, May 30, 2021 
• 1688 Site Plan Revised July 28, 2021 
• Response to GPI Comments dated August 21, 2021 
• Memo to Needham Planning Department from Attorney Evans Huber, Esq, dated August 4, 2021 

 
The above materials have been reviewed against typical engineering practices, standards, and industry 
guidelines.   
 
TRAFFIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT (TIA) 
 
The following highlights GPI’s original comments from the July 15, 2021 Peer Review letter that incorporates 
responses from John T. Gillon dated August 21, 2021 and finally GPI’s final responses. 
 



Needham Planning Board   
August 26, 2021 
Page 2 
 

 

1. The March 2021 TIA has been developed for a 9,941 square foot Child Care facility and proposed 24 
parking spaces.   
 
R-1 This has been revised based on a building size of 10,034 SF and 30 Parking Spaces 
 
GPI Response: Agree-Numbers match latest proposal 
 

2. The study states that the site could accommodate between 80-100 students although 120 children 
appears to be allowed.  The submission letter from Attorney Evans Huber date March 12, 2021 indicates 
the site is to accommodate 100 students.  If the intent is to eventually grow to 120 students, the traffic 
and parking analysis should be based on 120 students.  Also, the TIA does not mention number of staff, 
although the attorney’s letter indicates 13 staff.  Please clarify the maximum number of students and 
staff in the TIA, as this impacts the parking requirements based on Town calculations of 8 parking spaces 
are required, plus one (1) for each 40 students, plus 1 space per staff.   
 
R-2 The program is intended to accommodate a maximum number of 115 children. The  
projected total maximum staff will be16 Staff and 2 administrators on peak days (Tuesday-
Thursday); 15 Staff and 2 administrators on Mondays; and 13 Staff and 2 Administrators on 
Fridays . According to the Town formula referenced above, the maximum parking demand will 
be 29 spaces.  Staff will be on site before the critical arrival and departure hours  to assist 
children between vehicles and the building. Also, arriving staff and any parent who wishes to 
park will use the separate entrance lane in order to bypass the drop-off lane.  The proposed 
parking supply is one more space than what is required under the Town calculations. 
 

Maximum total of 115 children is broken down as follows:  
a. 55 Infants, toddlers and preschoolers arriving in the morning peak drop-off period 

of 7:30 a.m. to 8:50 a.m. 
b. 30 children, who will not arrive until shortly before 9:00 (or later). 
c. 30 after-school kids, who arrive in the afternoon 
d. 55 + 30 +30 = 115 

 
GPI Response – 30 Parking spaces is sufficient based on the Town calculations 

 
 
3. Based on the June 2021 Revised TIA the number of students has increased to 113; however, there is 

no mention if the staff is increased, and the parking capacity has been increased to 30 vehicles. 
 
R-3 See above. The projected staff has increased to a maximum of 16 FTE and 2 administrators 
on peak days.   
 
GPI Response – 30 Parking spaces is sufficient based on the Town calculations 

 
4. Based on the ITE Parking Generation 4th Edition, LUC 565 Child Care Facility, a 9,966 sf facility would 

have an Average Parking Demand of 24 vehicles and an 85th Percentile Peak Demand of 37 vehicles.   
 

a. The proponent is currently proposing 30 spaces, which more than satisfies the Average Demand 
established in the ITE Parking Generation and the requirements of the Town. 

 
 
R-4.  Please see Figure 14. The Revised Plans show 30 parking spaces are provided for a 10,034 
square-foot facility.  The ITE Parking Generation Report shows this building would have an 
average demand of 25 spaces and an 85th Percentile Peak of 37.5 vehicles.  However, for the 
reasons discussed below, we believe this figure is far higher than the actual number of vehicles 
that will be arriving during the peak drop-off period. 
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GPI Response – 30 Parking spaces is sufficient based on the Town calculations 

 
5. The proponent discusses additional Child Care facilities in terms of evaluating number of vehicles 

arriving during the peak hour.  Based on the Goddard School 59 out of 80 students arrived during the 
peak hour.  However, in the two-hour window observed (7-9AM) for 80 students a total of 96 vehicles 
arrived on site.  Assuming a portion of these vehicles were staff, the results seem to indicate that each 
child appears to be in a single vehicle.  Therefore, the impacts of the drop-off and pick-up (queuing, time 
on site, etc.) cannot be fully evaluated without understanding more about the proposed drop-off and pick 
up schedules.  

a. Attorney Huber’s March 12, 2021 letter states, “…drop off and pick up will continue to be 
staggered, as is NCC’s current practice…”, however, further information on what the current 
practice entails, is not provided in the TIA or in the letter. 

 
R5a.  Based on actual data from the operator as to the number of children, there will be a maximum 
of 55 children arriving during the peak morning drop-off period, which is from 7:30 a.m. to 8:50 a.m 
(80 Minutes). The next cohort of a maximum of 30 children will arrive after this peak drop-off period 
because their programs do not start until 9:00 or later.  The remaining maximum of 30 children will 
not arrive until the afternoon.  
 
In addition, the assumption that each child will arrive in a separate vehicle is significantly 
inconsistent with the operator’s actual enrollment and experience. Years of data from the operator 
confirm that of the 55 children being dropped off during the peak 80-minute drop-off period, 
approximately 30 will be siblings, meaning that these 30 children will arrive in 15 vehicles. The 
other 25 children will arrive in one vehicle per child for a total of 40 parent vehicles that will arrive 
in that window. Lastly, the morning staff will either have arrived prior to the beginning of drop-off, 
or, if they arrive during the peak period, they will proceed directly to the rear parking area, will not 
be in the drop-off lane, and thus need not be considered in the queueing analysis. 
 
See also R-2 and R-6. 
 
GPI Response – GPI has reviewed the data and queuing methodology provided by the proponent.  Based 
on the 40 vehicle arrivals, GPI agrees with the analysis that indicates a maximum of 7 vehicles in queue.  
Based on the revised driveway plan with a dedicated queue/drop off lane, there is storage for 
approximately 10 vehicles before queues would impact Central Ave.  Furthermore, the queue lane has 
been separated from the travel lane, allowing vehicles to bypass the queue in the event it approaches 
Central Ave.  In addition, staff will be present during peak arrival and pick up periods to ensure vehicles 
do not queue into Central Ave. 
 
GPI also ran the Poisson distribution methodology for a maximum of 58 vehicle arrivals and found that 
the maximum queues would be approximately 13 vehicles under this unlikely condition and that even at 
58 vehicles, 99% of the time the queue would be less than 10 vehicles. 
 
GPI therefore, believes that the revised site plan and queueing analysis provided by the proponent 
addressed concerns regarding the possibility of queued vehicles impacting Central Avenue operations.  

 
b. Furthermore, it would be valuable to have data from existing NCC facilities at 23 Dedham Ave 

and 858 Great Plain Ave in terms of number of students vs. number of vehicles, current 
arrival/pick up times, average time vehicles are on-site, assessment of drop off/pick up, 
queueing, etc. from the existing NCC sites. 
 
R5b.  Data has been compiled from these sites in order to provide the analysis of 
number of students/vehicles, arrival/pick up times, average time vehicles are on-site, 
assessment of drop off/pick up, queueing, etc.  This analysis is shown in R-6.  In addition, 
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the drop off/pick up times have been observed to be 30-45 seconds each vehicle, but we 
used 60 seconds as requested by the peer review. 
 
GPI Response – Sufficient response. 
 

c. Is the proposed facility to replace one or both of the existing NCC facilities or provide a third 
facility in Needham? 
 
R5c.  This location will replace the Baptist Church location that is closing. 
 
GPI Response – Sufficient response. 

 
6. Based on the March 2021 Initial TIA and on ITE Land Use Code 565 from the ITE Trip Generation 

Manual 10th edition a 9,941 sf Child Care Facility is expected to generate: 
a. 109 Weekday Morning Peak Hour Trips with  

i. 58 vehicles entering the site and  
ii. 51 vehicles exiting the site 

b. 111 Weekday Evening Peak Hour Trips with 
i. 52 vehicles entering the site and 
ii. 59 vehicles exiting the site 

  
 The March 2021 TIA appendix includes the ITE trip generation calculations, indicating 109 morning peak 

hour trips.  The analysis then further uses data based on proponent’s schedule to project 104 morning 
peak hour trips.  However, the schedule does not mention timing on employees’ arrivals 

 
 The revised March 2021 TIA proposes the same square footage facility but reduces the Morning Peak 

Hour Trips from 104 vehicles to 76 new morning peak hour trips with 40 vehicles entering and 36 vehicles 
exiting.  There is no explanation provided in the TIA as to why the rates have lowered. 

 
 The April 5, 2021 Traffic Memo indicates 97 students at the site and the June 2021 Revised TIA appears 

to increase the square footage of the facility to 9,966 sf and the student population to 113 students.  
Based on the increased square footage the trip generation based on ITE LUC 565 results in: 

a. 110 Weekday Morning Peak Hour Trips with  
iii. 58 vehicles entering the site and  
iv. 52 vehicles exiting the site 

b. 111 Weekday Evening Peak Hour Trips with 
v. 52 vehicles entering the site and 
vi. 59 vehicles exiting the site 

 
The proponent should clearly indicate the square footage of the facility, the maximum number of 
students and the maximum number of staff and utilize the more conservative appropriate ITE LUC 
calculations based on square footage to determine site traffic. 
 
R6.   As noted above, the maximum number of students will be 115, and the square footage of 
the building will be 10,034 square feet.  

 
Our analysis of peak period arrivals, queueing, and site capacity is based on the Poisson 

distribution of random arrivals. Several scenarios were considered. The scenario considered most 
appropriate is based on actual data from the operator as to the number of children (max 55) that 
will be arriving during the peak morning drop-off period, which is from 7:30 a.m. to 8:50 a.m. 
Another group of children (max 30) will arrive after this peak drop-off period because their 
programs do not start until 9:00 or later.  The remaining children using the facility are after-school 
children (max 30) who will not arrive until the afternoon. In addition, years of data from the operator 
confirm that of the 55 children being dropped off during the peak 80-minute drop-off period, 
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approximately 30 will be siblings, meaning that these 30 children will arrive in 15 vehicles. The 
other 25 children will arrive in one vehicle per  child. Lastly, the morning staff will either have 
arrived prior to the beginning of drop-off, or, if they arrive during the peak period, they will proceed 
directly to the rear parking area, will not be in the drop-off lane, and thus need not be considered 
in the queueing analysis. 

 
The analysis thus used the following assumptions: 

a. Random arrivals during the peak drop-off period (per GPI) 
b. Drop-off period is 80 minutes (per operator’s schedule) 
c. 40 parent vehicles arriving during this period (per operator historical data) 
d. 60-second drop-off window (per GPI) 

 
This evaluation (see figure 13 of the revised TIA) concludes that with these assumptions, there will 
never be more than 7 vehicles in the drop-off lane. Furthermore, even with considerably more 
conservative assumption requested by GPI as to the number of vehicles (58) arriving during the 
drop-off window (see figure 8 of the Revised TIA), there will never be a back-up onto Central Ave 
because (1) the site has 30 parking spaces; (2) the drop-off lane can accommodate 10 vehicles; 
and (3) the lane accessing the rear parking areas , which is 390 feet long, can accommodate as 
many as an additional 19 vehicles. It is important to remember that the figure of 58 vehicles 
exceeds the actual number of children that will be arriving during this window, even if every child, 
including all siblings in the program, arrived in a separate vehicle. Also, at GPI’s request, the 
driveway itself has been widened to formalize the separate inbound stacking or queue lane.  In 
addition, the turn-around area has been modified at GPI’s request to improve safety and 
circulation.  
 

GPI Response – See GPI’s response to Comment Number 5  Also, GPI agrees with the proponent’s revised 
trip generation rates based on the 10,034 sf facility. 
 
 
7. The March 2021 TIA does not cite the date of traffic counts on Central Avenue.  The revised March 2021 

TIA cites traffic counts from February 4th; however, no year is provided.  It is assumed that these were 
counts from 2021.  Please confirm. 
 
R7. Confirmed 
 
GPI Response – Sufficient response. 
 

8. Due to Covid 19, traffic levels from 2020 and 2021 have generally decreased and while slowly increasing 
are generally still below pre-2020 levels.  Based on MassDOT guidelines for traffic studies, the standard 
practice has been to use pre-2020 traffic data where possible and factor to current conditions based on 
historic growth rates.  Based on the revised March 2021 TIA, the proponent has done this and has 
utilized 2016 traffic data provided by the town along Central Ave in the vicinity of the site and factored 
volumes by 1.6% annual to 2021 conditions.  However, the proponent does not cite how the 1.6% growth 
rate was selected.  Please provide a source for the assumed growth rate.   
 
R-8 This figure was expanded from a combination of turning movement counts and a one-time 

automatic recorder count.  At the July 23rd meeting with the Peer Reviewer, it was decided to 

include the Central Avenue / Charles River Street intersection for the evening peak hour, since 

counts were available, and grow all volumes by the more regional normal Growth Factor of one 

percent per year for all years since the count was obtained. 

 

GPI Response – The revised traffic volumes and projections are sufficient. 
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9. The March 2021 TIA indicates that trip distribution reflects the existing Central Avenue directional 
distribution (70% NB/30% SB).  The entering traffic is therefore distributed for 70% of the traffic to enter 
from the south (Right Turn in) and 30% of the traffic to enter from the north (Left Turn in).  However, the 
exiting traffic assigns 70% of the traffic to right turns (continuing north) and only 30% turning left 
(continuing south).  This would indicate that all the drop off trips are acting similar to “pass-by trips” and 
dropping off students on the way to another destination.  If the trips are new trips, the vehicles would be 
returning from the direction they originated from. 

 
Therefore, the left turn volume out of the site could be higher than projected.  Left turn movements 
across two lanes of traffic generally require larger gaps and longer wait times than right turns, so a higher 
percentage of left turning traffic leaving the site could impact queueing on site. 
 
The proponent should provide further data (ITE Pass-By rates, or data based on current/proposed 
operations) to support the exiting distribution. 
 
R-9  The original Directional Distribution was based on projections along with current and 

historical data of the NCC existing facility.  Based on the Peer Review meeting of July 23rd, we 

observed the existing directional distribution of the Gan Aliyah Pre-School at Temple Aliyah as 

shown on Figure 9 of the Revised TIA. 
 
GPI Response – The revised distribution pattern based on the Gan Aliyah Pre-School provides the most 
realistic estimate of anticipated distribution for the proposed facility. 

 
10. The level of service sheets provided are for the proposed Morning and Evening Peak Hours based on 

2021 traffic volumes.  An analysis of Build Conditions when the site is constructed and operational should 
also be provided.  Industry standards is for a 7 year build out period.  Please provide analysis of 2028 
conditions with the site fully operational and appropriate traffic increases along Central Avenue. 
 
Please provide a summary table comparing the 2021 Existing Conditions, 2028 No-Build Conditions and 
the 2028 Build conditions, including Delays, Queues, and V/C ratios by lane. 
 
R-10  The Levels of Service Delay, and average and maximum queue lengths for Existing (2021), 

Baseline (2028), and Projected or Build Conditions by lane are provided on Figure 12 of the Revised 

TIA. 
 
GPI Response – The analysis of the unsignalized driveway operations is correct.  However, the 
presentation in the report seems to imply there is a SB through and SB left turn lane, which is not the 
case.  The left turns operate from the through lane, therefore the LOS reported along the SB approach 
should be reported as a LOS B.  While minor, the introduction of left turn vehicles from the SB approach 
does slightly increase delays along the approach from 0 to approximately 13 seconds in the morning 
and 9 seconds in the evening, both of which are acceptable for this type of facility. 
 

11. The TIA discusses Minimum Safe Stopping Sight Distance (MSSD) and Stopping Sight Distance at a 
Driveway and indicates correctly that “… if the available sight distance for an entering or crossing vehicle 
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.”  AASHTO also discusses Intersection Sight Distance, 
which is a recommended distance that allows a vehicle to enter the roadway and an approaching vehicle 
to adjust speed, but not have to stop.  (See attached for explanation of various sight distance criteria) 
The proponent should indicate what the Intersection Sight distance existing at the driveway is. 

 
R-11  The Intersection Sight Distance is computed as follows and is now included within the 
Revised TIA. 
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                                                  ISD = 1.47 V Major t g 
 
Where: V = roadway design speed or 85th percentile, and t g = time gap for driveway maneuver 

        t g = 7.5 seconds for Left Turn from Stop,  t g = 6.5 seconds for Right Turn from Stop,   

 

  Therefore, the Left-Turn  ISD = 1.47 (39) (7.5) = 430 feet.   

  Similarly, the Right-Turn  ISD = 1.47 (37) (6.5) = 354 feet.  

 

                Roadway is fairly flat and straight and Intersection Sight Distance is provided 

 
GPI Response – Sufficient response. 
 

12. The Revised June 2021 TIA discusses the traffic signal operations at the intersection of Central Avenue 
and Charles River Road and mentions the optimal traffic signal length of sixty (60) seconds.  The 
proponent should clarify the following: 

a. What are the current signal operations (cycle lengths, phase times, time of day operations) and 
explain if that differs from the optimal 60 seconds mentioned? 

b. The proponent should provide LOS calculations for the signal based on existing conditions, and 
optimized timings. 

c. If timing changes are required at the signal, the proponent should commit to implementing those 
changes. 

d. We would recommend the proponent provide an analysis of the signalized intersection of Central 
Avenue at Charles River Road under the following scenarios. 

i. 2021 existing morning and evening peak hours (adjusted volumes based on Covid 19) 
without the site present 

ii. 2028 morning and evening peak hours without the site (Future No-Build) 
iii. 2028 morning and evening peak hours with the Site – No mitigation (Future Build) 
iv. 2028 morning and evening peak hour with the site and any signal timing modifications 

(Future Build with Mitigation) 
 

R-12  The original optimal cycle length at the Central Avenue / Charles River Street intersection 
was presumed based on the “Trafficware-Synchro” assessment of the old traffic counts allowed 
to run free at the optimal cycle length and splits.  Since the existing traffic signal timing was 
obtained by GPI, we have re-run the analysis for the evening peak hour, where we had counts, for 
the various scenarios mentioned above as shown in the Revised TIA. 
 
GPI Response – The analysis does not reflect the correct timings.  The analysis mistakenly uses the 
MAX Green Time as the SPLIT time and has the incorrect Yellow and Red Times  The SPLIT times 
include Yellow and Red timings.   
 
The following times should be used: 
 
Ø2= 50 sec split 
Ø5= 20 sec split 
Ø6 = 30 sec split 
Ø4 & Ø8 = 40 sec split 
 
All phases Yellow= 3 sec 
All phases Red= 2 sec 
 
Furthermore, since the operations indicated LOS E and F (overall and Central Ave), we’d request the 
proponent explore options to see if optimizing the signal timings can provide improved operations. 
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13. The Revised June 2021 TIA discusses queuing of morning arrivals and uses 40 vehicle drop offs based 
on the proponents proposed schedule.  However, the number of peak hour trips has been reduced.  ITE 
rates indicate that close to 60 vehicles could arrive during the morning peak hour.  Furthermore, there 
is no discussion about afternoon pick-ups, where parents generally arrive and wait for students, as 
opposed to the quicker morning drop offs. 

 
R-13  The critical morning peak hour queue was evaluated in depth based on the operator’s data 
showing random arrivals of the child care program operator. See R-6, above.  This assessment 
along with the assessment suggested by the Peer Reviewer is also discussed in the Revised TIA 
and is presented on Figures 13 and 14 of the Revised TIA.  In addition, a separate lane has been 
added to allow for greater capacity than was shown in prior iterations. 
 
With respect to the afternoon pick up schedule, the operator has provided the following 
information: 
 

1. There are a total of 20 children (max) in the nursery school group whose program ends at 
either noon or 2:30. There are 10 (max) pre-school children whose day ends at 3:00.  These 
30 children will all be gone by 3:15 or earlier. 

2. Of the remaining 85 (max) children, the same ratio of siblings as discussed above in R-6 
for morning drop-off applies.  In other words, out of 85 children, approximately 46 will be 
siblings, requiring 23 vehicles. The other 39 children will be picked up in one vehicle per 
child, for a total of an expected 62 vehicles picking up 85 children. 

3. The pick-up window for these 85 children (62 vehicles) is from 3:30 to 6:00.  Parent pick-
ups are spaced relatively evenly throughout this 2.5 hour window; some children are picked 
up at the early end of this window because of their young age; some are picked up earlier 
or in the middle of the window because they have after-school activities such as sports, 
music lessons, etc.; some stay until close to the end of the day. 

 
Given this volume of vehicles and the length of the pick-up window (2.5 hours), the number of cars 
that can be expected to arrive at any one time is very similar to the analysis discussed in R-6, 
above.  Maximum queueing in the afternoon will be no greater than, and probably less than, 
maximum queueing  in the morning peak drop-off period. 
 
GPI Response – Comments regarding arrivals and pick-ups as well number of students have been 
adequately addressed. 
 
 
 

SITE PLAN REVIEW 
 

The following highlights GPI’s original comments from the July 15, 2021 Peer Review letter and our responses 
based on the revised site plan. 

 
14. Pavement markings should be shown on the plan (centerline, directional arrows, STOP lines, etc.) 

 
GPI Response – Pavement markings and signage have been shown on the plan. 
 

15. Sidewalks are labeled as 5’ and the roadway width as 24’.  The 6” curb needs to be accounted for, so 
sidewalks should be labeled as a minimum 5.5’ to account for curbing. 

 
GPI Response – This does not appear to have been changed. 
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16. What is the purpose of the 12.67’ loading zone?  What size vehicle is expected to need access to the 
loading area.  Truck turning templates should be provided showing access and egress from the loading 
area as well as the dumpster pad. 
 
GPI Response – No information has been provided regarding the size of vehicle and no templates 
showing truck maneuvers have been provided. 

 
17. Curb stops should be provided for any parking spaces in front of sidewalks to ensure vehicle overhang 

does not impact sidewalk access. 
 
GPI Response –  Curb stops have been added to the plans. 

 
18. We question why the barn building is retained.  It seems the site operations (parking, drop-off/pick-up, 

overall circulation, etc.) would operate smoother if the building was removed and a separate structure 
designed in a location that would not impact traffic and pedestrian flows. 

 
GPI Response – The site plan has been revised to provide a queuing lane as well as to reconfigure the 
traffic island for more standard and typical traffic operations and flows.  This modification makes the 
retaining of the barn feasible and eliminates the concern or need for a second driveway or relocating the 
parking/drop off area.   
 

19. What is the purpose of the traffic island and what is the proposed traffic circulation around it?  It appears 
it would function as a mini roundabout with counterclockwise traffic flow.  However, it’s unclear if EB 
traffic destined for the parking areas is anticipated to circulate around the island or drive straight to the 
north of the island.  If the latter is the case, this would appear to cause conflicts with vehicles in the 
parking areas. 

 
GPI Response – The site plan has been revised to provide a queuing lane as well as to reconfigure the 
traffic island for more standard and typical traffic operations and flows.  This modification makes the 
retaining of the barn feasible and eliminates the concern or need for a second driveway or relocating the 
parking/drop off area.   

 
20. Has a second driveway been considered?  This could provide separate entrance and exits and provide 

improved circulation, emergency vehicle access and drop-off/pick up operations.   
 

GPI Response – The site plan has been revised to provide a queuing lane as well as to reconfigure the 
traffic island for more standard and typical traffic operations and flows.  This modification makes the 
retaining of the barn feasible and eliminates the concern or need for a second driveway or relocating the 
parking/drop off area.   

 
21. Has a plan where the parking, drop-off/pick-up is provided in front of the school where the property is 

larger and the building further to the east been considered.  This could provide a larger and more 
consistent parking and circulation route. 

 
GPI Response – The site plan has been revised to provide a queuing lane as well as to reconfigure the 
traffic island for more standard and typical traffic operations and flows.  This modification makes the 
retaining of the barn feasible and eliminates the concern or need for a second driveway or relocating the 
parking/drop off area.   

 
22. The proponent should construct fully compliant ADA sidewalks along the property frontage and tie into 

existing sidewalks at the property limits. 
 
GPI Response – This comment does not appear to have been addressed. 
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23. The proponent should ensure that the construction of the site drive does not impact the drainage, 
particularly with the existing catch basin on the NW corner of the existing driveway.   

 
It appears the existing CB will be in the center of the driveway on the gutter line.  With the introduction 
of two wheelchair ramps the construction plans should consider relocating or providing additional 
drainage to ensure ponding in the vicinity of the wheelchair ramps does not occur. 
 

GPI Response – We appreciate and recognize that the revised drainage plan provides additional catch basins 
at the base of the driveway to capture site water flow before entering Central Ave.  However, the existing catch 
basin on Central Ave is proposed to be retained in the center of the driveway.  The driveway has been 
redesigned to provide a typical driveway apron that provides a slop up to the level of the sidewalk.  This is 
beneficial by maintaining the sidewalk grade across the driveway.  However, it appears the catch basin is 
proposed to be “cut into” the apron.  Given the location, this will likely result in vehicles tracking over this “cut” 
or hole in the apron.  The existing catch basin should be relocated out of the apron as the driveway apron 
should be a consistent slope and width for the entire length. 

 
 

CONCLUSIONS 
 
The revised Traffic Impact Assessment and Site Plans address the majority of the concerns raised in the July 
15, 2021 Peer Review letter.  The following minor comments are noted that should be addressed. 

 
1. Adjust the description of the LOS impacts to the SB lane on Central Ave to clarify that it is a single lane 

approach and the LOS decreases from LOS A to LOS B with the addition of Left Turning Vehicles. 
 

2. Revise the analysis of the traffic signal operations to match existing times in use in the field.  The 
proponent should also explore optimized signal times, or time of day plans to improve overall operations. 

 
3. The site plan should account for the width of the curb in the sidewalk and driveway dimensions. 
 
4. Truck turning templates should be provided to ensure large vehicles can access the loading zone and 

dumpster site without impacting parked vehicles. 
 
5. Sidewalks in front of the site should be reconstructed to ensure ADA compliance. 
 
6. The catch basin in the proposed driveway apron should be relocated. 
 

 
Should you have any questions, or require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me at (978) 
570-2953 or via email at jdiaz@gpinet.com. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
GREENMAN-PEDERSEN, INC. 
 
 
 
John W. Diaz, PE, PTOE 
Vice President/Director of Innovation 
 

 
 
 

mailto:jdiaz@gpinet.com
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111 River Street 

    Weymouth, MA 02191-2104 
Telephone: (781) 589-7339 
e-mail: jt.gillon@comcast.net 

 

 

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

To:       John Glossa, P.E., Glossa Engineering 

Date:    August 21, 2021 
From:   John T. Gillon, P.E. 
Re:      New Day Care Facility at 1688 Central Avenue Response  

____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
At your request, I hereby certify the attached document constitutes my response to the latest GPI, Peer 
Review Comments. 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 
                  Sincerely, 

  GILLON ASSOCIATES 
 
 
 

. 
                                                                                                 John T. Gillon 
 
 



 
 
   

 Greenman-Pedersen, Inc.                 181 Ballardvale Street, Suite 202                  Wilmington, MA 01887                 p 978-570-2999 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 

July 15, 2021 
 
NEX-2021238.00 
 
Town of Needham Planning Board 
Town Hall  
1471 Highland Avenue 
Needham, MA 02492 
 
SUBJECT: 1688 Central Avenue 
  Proposed Child Care Facility – Peer Review 
 
Dear Ms. Newman: 
 
The Town of Needham has retained Greenman-Pedersen, Inc. (GPI) to perform an independent review of the 
proposed Child Care Facility to be located at 1688 Central Avenue in Needham, MA.  The following items have 
been reviewed: 
 

• Traffic Impact Assessment prepared by Gillon Associates March 2021 
• Traffic Impact Assessment prepared by Gillon Associates Revised March 2021 
• Traffic Memo prepared by Gillon Associates dated April 5, 2021 
• Traffic Impact Assessment prepared by Gillon Associated Revised June 2021 
• Fire Department Comments from March 29, 2021 
• Engineering Department Comments from March 31, 2021 
• Fire Department Comments from April 27, 2021 
• Public Health Comments from April 27, 2021 
• Design Review Board Letter dated May 14, 2021 
• Police Comments dated May 6, 2021 
• Engineering Department Comments dated May 12, 2021 
• Design Review Board Letter dated May 22, 2021 
• Site Plans dated June 22, 2020 
• Site Plans Revised April 15, 2021 
• Site Plans revised June 2, 2021  
• Submission letter from Attorney Evans Huber dated March 12, 2021 
• Various public comments provided to GPI by the Town 

 
The above materials have been reviewed against typical engineering practices, standards, and industry 
guidelines.  In general, it appears the traffic volumes along Central Avenue have been adequately projected to 
2021 conditions, in accordance with MassDOT’s recommendations on traffic projections for projects undertaken 
during Covid 19.  In addition, based on the anticipated trip generation, it appears that the impacts of the site 
operation will have minimal impacts on traffic along Central Avenue.  However, there are several comments 
noted below, particularly related to the site operations and site circulation that need further evaluation, prior to 
providing a definitive final assessment. 
 
Traffic Impact Assessments (TIA) 
 

1. The March 2021 TIA has been developed for a 9,941 square foot Child Care facility and proposed 24 
parking spaces.   
 
R-1 This has been revised based on a building size of 10,034 SF and 30 Parking Spaces 
 

2. The study states that the site could accommodate between 80-100 students although 120 children 
appears to be allowed.  The submission letter from Attorney Evans Huber date March 12, 2021 indicates 
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the site is to accommodate 100 students.  If the intent is to eventually grow to 120 students, the traffic 
and parking analysis should be based on 120 students.  Also, the TIA does not mention number of staff, 
although the attorney’s letter indicates 13 staff.  Please clarify the maximum number of students and 
staff in the TIA, as this impacts the parking requirements based on Town calculations of 8 parking spaces 
are required, plus one (1) for each 40 students, plus 1 space per staff.   
 
R-2 The program is intended to accommodate a maximum number of 115 children. The  
projected total maximum staff will be16 Staff and 2 administrators on peak days (Tuesday-
Thursday); 15 Staff and 2 administrators on Mondays; and 13 Staff and 2 Administrators on 
Fridays . According to the Town formula referenced above, the maximum parking demand will 
be 29 spaces.  Staff will be on site before the critical arrival and departure hours  to assist 
children between vehicles and the building. Also, arriving staff and any parent who wishes to 
park will use the separate entrance lane in order to bypass the drop-off lane.  The proposed 
parking supply is one more space than what is required under the Town calculations. 
 

Maximum total of 115 children is broken down as follows:  
a. 55 Infants, toddlers and preschoolers arriving in the morning peak drop-off period 

of 7:30 a.m. to 8:50 a.m. 
b. 30 children, who will not arrive until shortly before 9:00 (or later). 
c. 30 after-school kids, who arrive in the afternoon 
d. 55 + 30 +30 = 115 

 
 

 
 
3. Based on the June 2021 Revised TIA the number of students has increased to 113; however, there is 

no mention if the staff is increased and the parking capacity has been increased to 30 vehicles. 
 
R-3 See above. The projected staff has increased to a maximum of 16 FTE and 2 administrators 
on peak days.   

 
4. Based on the ITE Parking Generation 4th Edition, LUC 565 Child Care Facility, a 9,966 sf facility would 

have an Average Parking Demand of 24 vehicles and an 85th Percentile Peak Demand of 37 vehicles.   
 

a. The proponent is currently proposing 30 spaces, which more than satisfies the Average Demand 
established in the ITE Parking Generation and the requirements of the Town. 

 
 
R-4.  Please see Figure 14. The Revised Plans show 30 parking spaces are provided for a 10,034 
square-foot facility.  The ITE Parking Generation Report shows this building would have an 
average demand of 25 spaces and an 85th Percentile Peak of 37.5 vehicles.  However, for the 
reasons discussed below, we believe this figure is far higher than the actual number of vehicles 
that will be arriving during the peak drop-off period. 
 

 
5. The proponent discusses additional Child Care facilities in terms of evaluating number of vehicles 

arriving during the peak hour.  Based on the Goddard School 59 out of 80 students arrived during the 
peak hour.  However, in the two-hour window observed (7-9AM) for 80 students a total of 96 vehicles 
arrived on site.  Assuming a portion of these vehicles were staff, the results seem to indicate that each 
child appears to be in a single vehicle.  Therefore, the impacts of the drop-off and pick-up (queuing, time 
on site, etc.) cannot be fully evaluated without understanding more about the proposed drop-off and pick 
up schedules.  
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a. Attorney Huber’s March 12, 2021 letter states, “…drop off and pick up will continue to be 
staggered, as is NCC’s current practice…”, however, further information on what the current 
practice entails, is not provided in the TIA or in the letter. 

 
R5a.  Based on actual data from the operator as to the number of children, there will be a 
maximum of 55 children arriving during the peak morning drop-off period, which is from 7:30 
a.m. to 8:50 a.m (80 Minutes). The next cohort of a maximum of 30 children will arrive after this 
peak drop-off period because their programs do not start until 9:00 or later.  The remaining 
maximum of 30 children will not arrive until the afternoon.  
 
In addition, the assumption that each child will arrive in a separate vehicle is significantly 
inconsistent with the operator’s actual enrollment and experience. Years of data from the 
operator confirm that of the 55 children being dropped off during the peak 80-minute drop-off 
period, approximately 30 will be siblings, meaning that these 30 children will arrive in 15 
vehicles. The other 25 children will arrive in one vehicle per child for a total of 40 parent vehicles 
that will arrive in that window. Lastly, the morning staff will either have arrived prior to the 
beginning of drop-off, or, if they arrive during the peak period, they will proceed directly to the 
rear parking area, will not be in the drop-off lane, and thus need not be considered in the 
queueing analysis. 
 
See also R-2 and R-6. 
 

 
b. Furthermore, it would be valuable to have data from existing NCC facilities at 23 Dedham Ave 

and 858 Great Plain Ave in terms of number of students vs. number of vehicles, current 
arrival/pick up times, average time vehicles are on-site, assessment of drop off/pick up, 
queueing, etc. from the existing NCC sites. 
 
R5b.  Data has been compiled from these sites in order to provide the analysis of 
number of students/vehicles, arrival/pick up times, average time vehicles are on-site, 
assessment of drop off/pick up, queueing, etc.  This analysis is shown in R-6.  In addition, 
the drop off/pick up times have been observed to be 30-45 seconds each vehicle, but we 
used 60 seconds as requested by the peer review. 
 

c. Is the proposed facility to replace one or both of the existing NCC facilities or provide a third 
facility in Needham? 
 
R5c.  This location will replace the Baptist Church location that is closing. 
 

 
6. Based on the March 2021 Initial TIA and on ITE Land Use Code 565 from the ITE Trip Generation 

Manual 10th edition a 9,941 sf Child Care Facility is expected to generate: 
a. 109 Weekday Morning Peak Hour Trips with  

i. 58 vehicles entering the site and  
ii. 51 vehicles exiting the site 

b. 111 Weekday Evening Peak Hour Trips with 
i. 52 vehicles entering the site and 
ii. 59 vehicles exiting the site 

  
 The March 2021 TIA appendix includes the ITE trip generation calculations, indicating 109 morning peak 

hour trips.  The analysis then further uses data based on proponent’s schedule to project 104 morning 
peak hour trips.  However, the schedule does not mention timing on employees’ arrivals 
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 The revised March 2021 TIA proposes the same square footage facility but reduces the Morning Peak 
Hour Trips from 104 vehicles to 76 new morning peak hour trips with 40 vehicles entering and 36 vehicles 
exiting.  There is no explanation provided in the TIA as to why the rates have lowered. 

 
 The April 5, 2021 Traffic Memo indicates 97 students at the site and the June 2021 Revised TIA appears 

to increase the square footage of the facility to 9,966 sf and the student population to 113 students.  
Based on the increased square footage the trip generation based on ITE LUC 565 results in: 

a. 110 Weekday Morning Peak Hour Trips with  
iii. 58 vehicles entering the site and  
iv. 52 vehicles exiting the site 

b. 111 Weekday Evening Peak Hour Trips with 
v. 52 vehicles entering the site and 
vi. 59 vehicles exiting the site 

 
The proponent should clearly indicate the square footage of the facility, the maximum number of 
students and the maximum number of staff and utilize the more conservative appropriate ITE LUC 
calculations based on square footage to determine site traffic. 
 
R6.   As noted above, the maximum number of students will be 115, and the square footage of 
the building will be 10,034 square feet.  

 
Our analysis of peak period arrivals, queueing, and site capacity is based on the Poisson 

distribution of random arrivals. Several scenarios were considered. The scenario considered most 
appropriate is based on actual data from the operator as to the number of children (max 55) that 
will be arriving during the peak morning drop-off period, which is from 7:30 a.m. to 8:50 a.m. 
Another group of children (max 30) will arrive after this peak drop-off period because their 
programs do not start until 9:00 or later.  The remaining children using the facility are after-school 
children (max 30) who will not arrive until the afternoon. In addition, years of data from the operator 
confirm that of the 55 children being dropped off during the peak 80-minute drop-off period, 
approximately 30 will be siblings, meaning that these 30 children will arrive in 15 vehicles. The 
other 25 children will arrive in one vehicle per  child. Lastly, the morning staff will either have 
arrived prior to the beginning of drop-off, or, if they arrive during the peak period, they will proceed 
directly to the rear parking area, will not be in the drop-off lane, and thus need not be considered 
in the queueing analysis. 

 
The analysis thus used the following assumptions: 

a. Random arrivals during the peak drop-off period (per GPI) 
b. Drop-off period is 80 minutes (per operator’s schedule) 
c. 40 parent vehicles arriving during this period (per operator historical data) 
d. 60-second drop-off window (per GPI) 

 
This evaluation (see figure 13 of the revised TIA) concludes that with these assumptions, there will 
never be more than 7 vehicles in the drop-off lane. Furthermore, even with considerably more 
conservative assumption requested by GPI as to the number of vehicles (58) arriving during the 
drop-off window (see figure 8 of the Revised TIA), there will never be a back-up onto Central Ave 
because (1) the site has 30 parking spaces; (2) the drop-off lane can accommodate 10 vehicles; 
and (3) the lane accessing the rear parking areas , which is 390 feet long, can accommodate as 
many as an additional 19 vehicles. It is important to remember that the figure of 58 vehicles 
exceeds the actual number of children that will be arriving during this window, even if every child, 
including all siblings in the program, arrived in a separate vehicle. Also, at GPI’s request, the 
driveway itself has been widened to formalize the separate inbound stacking or queue lane.  In 
addition, the turn-around area has been modified at GPI’s request to improve safety and 
circulation.  
 

 



Needham Planning Board   
July 15, 2021 
Page 5 
 

 

 
 
7. The March 2021 TIA does not cite the date of traffic counts on Central Avenue.  The revised March 2021 

TIA cites traffic counts from February 4th; however, no year is provided.  It is assumed that these were 
counts from 2021.  Please confirm. 
 
R7. Confirmed 
 

8. Due to Covid 19, traffic levels from 2020 and 2021 have generally decreased and while slowly increasing 
are generally still below pre-2020 levels.  Based on MassDOT guidelines for traffic studies, the standard 
practice has been to use pre-2020 traffic data where possible and factor to current conditions based on 
historic growth rates.  Based on the revised March 2021 TIA, the proponent has done this and has 
utilized 2016 traffic data provided by the town along Central Ave in the vicinity of the site and factored 
volumes by 1.6% annual to 2021 conditions.  However, the proponent does not cite how the 1.6% growth 
rate was selected.  Please provide a source for the assumed growth rate.   
 
R-8 This figure was expanded from a combination of turning movement counts and a one-time 

automatic recorder count.  At the July 23rd meeting with the Peer Reviewer, it was decided to 

include the Central Avenue / Charles River Street intersection for the evening peak hour, since 

counts were available, and grow all volumes by the more regional normal Growth Factor of one 

percent per year for all years since the count was obtained. 
 
9. The March 2021 TIA indicates that trip distribution reflects the existing Central Avenue directional 

distribution (70% NB/30% SB).  The entering traffic is therefore distributed for 70% of the traffic to enter 
from the south (Right Turn in) and 30% of the traffic to enter from the north (Left Turn in).  However, the 
exiting traffic assigns 70% of the traffic to right turns (continuing north) and only 30% turning left 
(continuing south).  This would indicate that all the drop off trips are acting similar to “pass-by trips” and 
dropping off students on the way to another destination.  If the trips are new trips, the vehicles would be 
returning from the direction they originated from. 

 
Therefore, the left turn volume out of the site could be higher than projected.  Left turn movements 
across two lanes of traffic generally require larger gaps and longer wait times than right turns, so a higher 
percentage of left turning traffic leaving the site could impact queueing on site. 
 
The proponent should provide further data (ITE Pass-By rates, or data based on current/proposed 
operations) to support the exiting distribution. 
 
R-9  The original Directional Distribution was based on projections along with current and 

historical data of the NCC existing facility.  Based on the Peer Review meeting of July 23rd, we 

observed the existing directional distribution of the Gan Aliyah Pre-School at Temple Aliyah as 

shown on Figure 9 of the Revised TIA. 
 

 
10. The level of service sheets provided are for the proposed Morning and Evening Peak Hours based on 

2021 traffic volumes.  An analysis of Build Conditions when the site is constructed and operational should 
also be provided.  Industry standards is for a 7 year build out period.  Please provide analysis of 2028 
conditions with the site fully operational and appropriate traffic increases along Central Avenue. 
 
Please provide a summary table comparing the 2021 Existing Conditions, 2028 No-Build Conditions and 
the 2028 Build conditions, including Delays, Queues, and V/C ratios by lane. 
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R-10  The Levels of Service Delay, and average and maximum queue lengths for Existing (2021), 

Baseline (2028), and Projected or Build Conditions by lane are provided on Figure 12 of the Revised 

TIA. 
 

11. The TIA discusses Minimum Safe Stopping Sight Distance (MSSD) and Stopping Sight Distance at a 
Driveway and indicates correctly that “… if the available sight distance for an entering or crossing vehicle 
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.”  AASHTO also discusses Intersection Sight Distance, 
which is a recommended distance that allows a vehicle to enter the roadway and an approaching vehicle 
to adjust speed, but not have to stop.  (See attached for explanation of various sight distance criteria) 
The proponent should indicate what the Intersection Sight distance existing at the driveway is. 

 
R-11  The Intersection Sight Distance is computed as follows and is now included within the 
Revised TIA. 
 
 

                                                  ISD = 1.47 V Major t g 
 
Where: V = roadway design speed or 85th percentile, and t g = time gap for driveway 
maneuver 

        t g = 7.5 seconds for Left Turn from Stop,  t g = 6.5 seconds for Right Turn from Stop,   

 

  Therefore, the Left-Turn  ISD = 1.47 (39) (7.5) = 430 feet.   

  Similarly, the Right-Turn  ISD = 1.47 (37) (6.5) = 354 feet.  

 

                Roadway is fairly flat and straight and Intersection Sight Distance is provided 

 
 

12. The Revised June 2021 TIA discusses the traffic signal operations at the intersection of Central Avenue 
and Charles River Road and mentions the optimal traffic signal length of sixty (60) seconds.  The 
proponent should clarify the following: 

a. What are the current signal operations (cycle lengths, phase times, time of day operations) and 
explain if that differs from the optimal 60 seconds mentioned? 

b. The proponent should provide LOS calculations for the signal based on existing conditions, and 
optimized timings. 

c. If timing changes are required at the signal, the proponent should commit to implementing those 
changes. 

d. We would recommend the proponent provide an analysis of the signalized intersection of Central 
Avenue at Charles River Road under the following scenarios. 

i. 2021 existing morning and evening peak hours (adjusted volumes based on Covid 19) 
without the site present 

ii. 2028 morning and evening peak hours without the site (Future No-Build) 
iii. 2028 morning and evening peak hours with the Site – No mitigation (Future Build) 
iv. 2028 morning and evening peak hour with the site and any signal timing modifications 

(Future Build with Mitigation) 
 

R-12  The original optimal cycle length at the Central Avenue / Charles River Street intersection 
was presumed based on the “Trafficware-Synchro” assessment of the old traffic counts allowed 
to run free at the optimal cycle length and splits.  Since the existing traffic signal timing was 
obtained by GPI, we have re-run the analysis for the evening peak hour, where we had counts, for 
the various scenarios mentioned above as shown in the Revised TIA. 
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13. The Revised June 2021 TIA discusses queuing of morning arrivals and uses 40 vehicle drop offs based 
on the proponents proposed schedule.  However, the number of peak hour trips has been reduced.  ITE 
rates indicate that close to 60 vehicles could arrive during the morning peak hour.  Furthermore, there 
is no discussion about afternoon pick-ups, where parents generally arrive and wait for students, as 
opposed to the quicker morning drop offs. 

 
R-13  The critical morning peak hour queue was evaluated in depth based on the operator’s data 
showing random arrivals of the child care program operator. See R-6, above.  This assessment 
along with the assessment suggested by the Peer Reviewer is also discussed in the Revised TIA 
and is presented on Figures 13 and 14 of the Revised TIA.  In addition, a separate lane has been 
added to allow for greater capacity than was shown in prior iterations. 
 
With respect to the afternoon pick up schedule, the operator has provided the following 
information: 
 

1. There are a total of 20 children (max) in the nursery school group whose program ends at 
either noon or 2:30. There are 10 (max) pre-school children whose day ends at 3:00.  
These 30 children will all be gone by 3:15 or earlier. 

2. Of the remaining 85 (max) children, the same ratio of siblings as discussed above in R-6 
for morning drop-off applies.  In other words, out of 85 children, approximately 46 will be 
siblings, requiring 23 vehicles. The other 39 children will be picked up in one vehicle per 
child, for a total of an expected 62 vehicles picking up 85 children. 

3. The pick-up window for these 85 children (62 vehicles) is from 3:30 to 6:00.  Parent pick-
ups are spaced relatively evenly throughout this 2.5 hour window; some children are 
picked up at the early end of this window because of their young age; some are picked up 
earlier or in the middle of the window because they have after-school activities such as 
sports, music lessons, etc.; some stay until close to the end of the day. 

 
Given this volume of vehicles and the length of the pick-up window (2.5 hours), the number of 
cars that can be expected to arrive at any one time is very similar to the analysis discussed in R-
6, above.  Maximum queueing in the afternoon will be no greater than, and probably less than, 
maximum queueing  in the morning peak drop-off period. 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide this additional information. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

August 31, 2021 

GLOSSA ENGINEERING INC 
46 EAST STREET 

EAST WALPOLE.MA 02032 
PHONE 508-668-4401 

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

 

Ms Lee Newman 
Director of Planning and Community Development 
Town Hall 
1471 Highland Avenue 
Needham, MA 02492 

 
RE: Proposed Child Care Facility 

1688 Central Avenue 
 

The attached document represents my response to the Site Plan Review portion of the 
GPI Peer Review Comments that are dated July 12, 2021. 

 
Very truly yours, 

 
 
 

John F. Glossa P.E. 
 

Cc Evans Huber, Esquire 
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NEX-2021238.00 

Ms Lee Newman 
Director of Planning & Community Development 
Town Hall 
1471 Highland Avenue 
Needham, MA 02492 

 
SUBJECT: 1688 Central Avenue 

Proposed Child Care Facility – Peer Review 
 

Dear Ms. Newman: 
 

The Town of Needham has retained Greenman-Pedersen, Inc. (GPI) to perform an independent review of the 
proposed Child Care Facility to be located at 1688 Central Avenue in Needham, MA. The following items have 
been reviewed: 

 
• Traffic Impact Assessment prepared by Gillon Associates March 2021 
• Traffic Impact Assessment prepared by Gillon Associates Revised March 2021 
• Traffic Memo prepared by Gillon Associates dated April 5, 2021 
• Traffic Impact Assessment prepared by Gillon Associated Revised June 2021 
• Fire Department Comments from March 29, 2021 
• Engineering Department Comments from March 31, 2021 
• Fire Department Comments from April 27, 2021 
• Public Health Comments from April 27, 2021 
• Design Review Board Letter dated May 14, 2021 
• Police Comments dated May 6, 2021 
• Engineering Department Comments dated May 12, 2021 
• Design Review Board Letter dated May 22, 2021 
• Site Plans dated June 22, 2020 
• Site Plans Revised April 15, 2021 
• Site Plans revised June 2, 2021 
• Submission letter from Attorney Evans Huber dated March 12, 2021 
• Various public comments provided to GPI by the Town 

 
The above materials have been reviewed against typical engineering practices, standards, and industry 
guidelines. In general, it appears the traffic volumes along Central Avenue have been adequately projected to 
2021 conditions, in accordance with MassDOT’s recommendations on traffic projections for projects undertaken 
during Covid 19. In addition, based on the anticipated trip generation, it appears that the impacts of the site 
operation will have minimal impacts on traffic along Central Avenue. However, there are several comments 
noted below, particularly related to the site operations and site circulation that need further evaluation, prior to 
providing a definitive final assessment. 

 
Traffic Impact Assessments (TIA) 

 

1. The March 2021 TIA has been developed for a 9,941 square foot Child Care facility and proposed 24 
parking spaces. 

 
 
 

Greenman-Pedersen, Inc. 181 Ballardvale Street, Suite 202 Wilmington, MA 01887 p 978-570-2999 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 
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2. The study states that the site could accommodate between 80-100 students although 120 children 
appears to be allowed. The submission letter from Attorney Evans Huber date March 12, 2021 indicates 
the site is to accommodate 100 students. If the intent is to eventually grow to 120 students, the traffic 
and parking analysis should be based on 120 students. Also, the TIA does not mention number of staff, 
although the attorney’s letter indicates 13 staff. Please clarify the maximum number of students and staff 
in the TIA, as this impacts the parking requirements based on Town calculations of 8 parking spaces are 
required, plus one (1) for each 40 students, plus 1 space per staff. 

 
3. Based on the June 2021 Revised TIA the number of students has increased to 113; however, there is 

no mention if the staff is increased and the parking capacity has been increased to 30 vehicles. 
 

4. Based on the ITE Parking Generation 4th Edition, LUC 565 Child Care Facility, a 9,966 sf facility would 
have an Average Parking Demand of 24 vehicles and an 85th Percentile Peak Demand of 37 vehicles. 

 
a. The proponent is currently proposing 30 spaces, which more than satisfies the Average Demand 

established in the ITE Parking Generation and the requirements of the Town. 
 

5. The proponent discusses additional Child Care facilities in terms of evaluating number of vehicles 
arriving during the peak hour. Based on the Goddard School 59 out of 80 students arrived during the 
peak hour. However, in the two-hour window observed (7-9AM) for 80 students a total of 96 vehicles 
arrived on site. Assuming a portion of these vehicles were staff, the results seem to indicate that each 
child appears to be in a single vehicle. Therefore, the impacts of the drop-off and pick-up (queuing, time 
on site, etc.) cannot be fully evaluated without understanding more about the proposed drop-off and pick 
up schedules. 

a. Attorney Huber’s March 12, 2021 letter states, “…drop off and pick up will continue to be 
staggered, as is NCC’s current practice…”, however, further information on that the current 
practice entails, is not provided in the TIA or in the letter. 

b. Furthermore, it would be valuable to have data from existing NCC facilities at 23 Dedham Ave 
and 858 Great Plain Ave in terms of number of students vs. number of vehicles, current 
arrival/pick up times, average time vehicles are on-site, assessment of drop off/pick up, 
queueing, etc. from the existing NCC sites. 

c. Is the proposed facility to replace one or both of the existing NCC facilities or provide a third 
facility in Needham? 

 
6. Based on the March 2021 Initial TIA and on ITE Land Use Code 565 from the ITE Trip Generation 

Manual 10th edition a 9,941 sf Child Care Facility is expected to generate: 
a. 109 Weekday Morning Peak Hour Trips with 

i. 58 vehicles entering the site and 
ii. 51 vehicles exiting the site 

b. 111 Weekday Evening Peak Hour Trips with 
i. 52 vehicles entering the site and 
ii. 59 vehicles exiting the site 

 
The March 2021 TIA appendix includes the ITE trip generation calculations, indicating 109 morning peak 
hour trips. The analysis then further uses data based on proponent’s schedule to project 104 morning 
peak hour trips. However, the schedule does not mention timing on employees’ arrivals 

 
The revised March 2021 TIA proposes the same square footage facility but reduces the Morning Peak 
Hour Trips from 104 vehicles to 76 new morning peak hour trips with 40 vehicles entering and 36 vehicles 
exiting. There is no explanation provided in the TIA as to why the rates have lowered. 

 
The April 5, 2021 Traffic Memo indicates 97 students at the site and the June 2021 Revised TIA appears 
to increase the square footage of the facility to 9,966 sf and the student population to 113 students. 
Based on the increased square footage the trip generation based on ITE LUC 565 results in: 
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a. 110 Weekday Morning Peak Hour Trips with 
iii. 58 vehicles entering the site and 
iv. 52 vehicles exiting the site 

b. 111 Weekday Evening Peak Hour Trips with 
v. 52 vehicles entering the site and 
vi. 59 vehicles exiting the site 

 
The proponent should clearly indicate the square footage of the facility, the maximum number of students 
and the maximum number of staff and utilize the more conservative appropriate ITE LUC calculations 
based on square footage to determine site traffic. 

 
7. The March 2021 TIA does not cite the date of traffic counts on Central Avenue. The revised March 2021 

TIA cites traffic counts from February 4th; however, no year is provided. It is assumed that these were 
counts from 2021. Please confirm. 

 
8. Due to Covid 19, traffic levels from 2020 and 2021 have generally decreased and while slowly increasing 

are generally still below pre-2020 levels. Based on MassDOT guidelines for traffic studies, the standard 
practice has been to use pre-2020 traffic data where possible and factor to current conditions based on 
historic growth rates. Based on the revised March 2021 TIA, the proponent has done this and has utilized 
2016 traffic data provided by the town along Central Ave in the vicinity of the site and factored volumes 
by 1.6% annual to 2021 conditions. However, the proponent does not cite how the 1.6% growth rate was 
selected. Please provide a source for the assumed growth rate. 

 
9. The March 2021 TIA indicates that trip distribution reflects the existing Central Avenue directional 

distribution (70% NB/30% SB). The entering traffic is therefore distributed for 70% of the traffic to enter 
from the south (Right Turn in) and 30% of the traffic to enter from the north (Left Turn in). However, the 
exiting traffic assigns 70% of the traffic to right turns (continuing north) and only 30% turning left 
(continuing south). This would indicate that all the drop off trips are acting similar to “pass-by trips” and 
dropping off students on the way to another destination. If the trips are new trips, the vehicles would be 
returning from the direction they originated from. 

 
Therefore, the left turn volume out of the site could be higher than projected. Left turn movements across 
two lanes of traffic generally require larger gaps and longer wait times than right turns, so a higher 
percentage of left turning traffic leaving the site could impact queueing on site. 

 
The proponent should provide further data (ITE Pass-By rates, or data based on current/proposed 
operations) to support the exiting distribution. 

 
10. The level of service sheets provided are for the proposed Morning and Evening Peak Hours based on 

2021 traffic volumes. An analysis of Build Conditions when the site is constructed and operational should 
also be provided. Industry standards is for a 7 year build out period. Please provide analysis of 2028 
conditions with the site fully operational and appropriate traffic increases along Central Avenue. 

 
Please provide a summary table comparing the 2021 Existing Conditions, 2028 No-Build Conditions and 
the 2028 Build conditions, including Delays, Queues, and V/C ratios by lane. 

 
11. The TIA discusses Minimum Safe Stopping Sight Distance (MSSD) and Stopping Sight Distance at a 

Driveway and indicates correctly that “… if the available sight distance for an entering or crossing vehicle 
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.” AASHTO also discusses Intersection Sight Distance, 
which is a recommended distance that allows a vehicle to enter the roadway and an approaching vehicle 
to adjust speed, but not have to stop. (See attached for explanation of various sight distance criteria) 
The proponent should indicate what the Intersection Sight distance existing the driveway is. 
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12. The Revised June 2021 TIA discusses the traffic signal operations at the intersection of Central Avenue 
and Charles River Road and mentions the optimal traffic signal length of sixty (60) seconds. The 
proponent should clarify the following: 

a. What are the current signal operations (cycle lengths, phase times, time of day operations) and 
explain if that differs from the optimal 60 seconds mentioned? 

b. The proponent should provide LOS calculations for the signal based on existing conditions, and 
optimized timings. 

c. If timing changes are required at the signal, the proponent should commit to implementing those 
changes. 

d. We would recommend the proponent provide an analysis of the signalized intersection of Central 
Avenue at Charles River Road under the following scenarios. 

i. 2021 existing morning and evening peak hours (adjusted volumes based on Covid 19) 
without the site present 

ii. 2028 morning and evening peak hours without the site (Future No-Build) 
iii. 2028 morning and evening peak hours with the Site – No mitigation (Future Build) 
iv. 2028 morning and evening peak hour with the site and any signal timing modifications 

(Future Build with Mitigation) 
 

13. The Revised June 2021 TIA discusses queuing of morning arrivals and uses 40 vehicle drop offs based 
on the proponents proposed schedule. However, the number of peak hour trips has been reduced. ITE 
rates indicate that close to 60 vehicles could arrive during the morning peak hour. Furthermore, there 
is no discussion about afternoon pick-ups, where parents generally arrive and wait for students, as 
opposed to the quicker morning drop offs. 

 
SITE PLAN REVIEW 

 
14. Pavement markings should be shown on the plan (centerline, directional arrows, STOP lines, 

etc.)Pavement markings have been aded to the plans. 
 

15. Sidewalks are labeled as 5’ and the roadway width as 24’. The 6” curb needs to be accounted for, so 
sidewalks should be labeled as a minimum 5.5’ to account for curbing.The detail has been amended to 
include the 6" curb. The curb is shown on the site plan. 

 
16. What is the purpose of the 12.67’ loading zone? What size vehicle is expected to need access to the 

loading area. Truck turning templates should be provided showing access and egress from the loading 
area as well as the dumpster pad. The loading zone is for vans and small trucks that will be dropping off 
school and office supplies. 

 
17. Curb stops should be provided for any parking spaces in front of sidewalks to ensure vehicle overhang 

does not impact sidewalk access. Concrete wheeel stops have been added to the plans. 
 

18. We question why the barn building is retained. It seems the site operations (parking, drop-off/pick-up, 
overall circulation, etc.) would operate smoother if the building was removed and a separate structure 
designed in a location that would not impact traffic and pedestrian flows. What is the purpose of the 
traffic island and what is the proposed traffic circulation around it? It appears it would function as a 
mini roundabout with counterclockwise traffic flow. However, it’s unclear if EB traffic destined for the 
parking areas is anticipated to circulate around the island or drive straight to the north of the island. If 
the latter is the case, this would appear to cause conflicts with vehicles in the parking areas. The 
barn building has value and is proposed to remain. The traffic island is not the center of a roundabout. A 
queuing lane, pavement markings and signs will direct traffic. 

 
19. Has a second driveway been considered? This could provide separate entrance and exits and provide 

improved circulation, emergency vehicle access and drop-off/pick up operations. A second driveway 
was condidered early on in the design, but it was decided that it would make more sense to keep the 
driveway as close as possible to the non residential abutter. 

 
20. Has a plan where the parking, drop-off/pick-up is provided in front of the school where the property is 

larger and the building further to the east been considered. This could provide a larger and more 
consistent parking and circulation route. 



draft Ms. Lee Newman 
July 12, 2021 
Page 5 

The operator of the Daycare wants the main entrance to be in the location shown, allowing for a queuing 

 

lane. 
22.  The proponent should construct fully compliant ADA sidewalks along the property frontage and tie into 

existing sidewalks at the property limits. The proponent intends to do that. 
 

23.  The proponent should ensure that the construction of the site drive does not impact the drainage, 
particularly with the existing catch basin on the NW corner of the existing driveway. 
It appears the existing CB will be in the center of the driveway on the gutter line. With the introduction 
of two wheelchair ramps the construction plans should consider relocating or providing additional 
drainage to ensure ponding in the vicinity of the wheelchair ramps does not occur. The area at the 
driveway curb cut has been redesigned so that storm water runoff will not pass over the sidewalk. This 

was done by creating a low spot in the driveway and adding 2 catch basions in that low spot. 

Conclusions After reviewing all materials presented by the town, the following appear to be the 
major concerns: 

• The proponent needs to clearly identify the square footage of the building and the maximum number of 
students and teachers. 

• The proponent needs to provide additional information to support the drop-off/pick-up schedules 
including how long it takes parents, particularly with younger children to unload and load. 

• The reports continually indicate the morning is the critical time; however, the site generates virtually the 
same number of trips during the evening peak hours and generally pick up periods are more congested 
as parents arrive and have to wait for children rather than simply dropping off in the morning. 

• Trip Generation should be based on the more conservative ITE LUC 565 based on square footage, for 
both the morning and evening peak hours. 

• Further explanation is needed to support the distribution of exiting vehicles. 
• An analysis of the Central Avenue at Charles River Road signal should be completed. 
• LOS operations for both the site drive and Central Avenue at Charles River Road should be completed 

under the following scenarios: 
o Existing 2021 No Build Conditions 
o Future 2028 No Build Conditions 
o Future 2028 Build Conditions (No Mitigation) 
o Future 2028 Build Conditions (with Mitigation) 

• Revisions/modifications to the site plan appear to be required for better circulation, drop-off/pick-ups, 
and parking, as well as pedestrian access. 

 
Should you have any questions, or require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me at (978) 
570-2953 or via email at jdiaz@gpinet.com. 

 
 

Sincerely, 
 

GREENMAN-PEDERSEN, INC. 

 

 

John W. Diaz, PE, PTOE 
Vice President/Director of Innovation 

enclosure(s) 
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MEMORANDUM 

 

To:  Needham Planning Department 

From: Evans Huber, Esq. 

Date: August 4, 2021 

Subject: Additional Changes to Proposed Project at 1688 Central Avenue Following the July 20 

Hearing 

 

 As requested by email from Alex Clee dated August 3, the following is a summary of the changes 

that Needham Enterprises has made to the proposed project following the July 20, 2021 PB hearing, in 

response to input from the peer reviewer, John Diaz of GPI.  This memo supplements, but does not repeat, 

the changes to the project (as compared to the original submission) that are set forth in the “bullet points” 

memo that was part of the July 20 hearing presentation materials.  

 

• The driveway has been widened to provide three lanes;  

o a drop-off and pick-up queueing lane adjacent to the sidewalk (8 feet wide) 

o an entrance lane providing unimpeded access to the rear parking areas (11 feet 

wide) 

o an exit lane for exit from the rear parking areas as well as the drop-off and pickup 

area (11 feet wide). 

o Drop-off and pick-up will still be permitted only at the main entrance where the 

staff is stationed. 

o Up to the island, the main travel lanes are a combined 22 feet wide, which 

exceeds the required width set forth in section 5.1.3(i) of the Bylaw. To the east of 

the island, they remain 24 feet wide. 

• The driveway entrance shape has been changed to reinforce that the pick-up and drop-off 

lane is separate from the main travel lane to the rear parking areas 

• Yellow and white lane lines have been added to clearly differentiate travel lanes from the 

drop-off and pick-up lane. 

• Directional arrows as shown on the plan will be painted on the various lanes. 

• The island has been changed to a teardrop shape to reinforce the direction of travel for the 

drop-off and pick-up lane versus the rear parking area access lane. 

• A Stop sign and stop line has been added to the exit from the drop-off and pick-up area, 

for vehicles returning to the exit lane. 

• Do Not Enter signs have been added (facing the travel lanes) at the exit from the drop-off 

and pick-up area. 

• The plantings in the island have been changed to Junipers, and the plantings closest to the 

barn (north side) have been changed to Creeping Junipers 

• Concrete wheel stops have been added to the parking areas 

• The area at the driveway curb cut has been redesigned so that stormwater runoff will not pass 

over the sidewalk. This was done by creating a low spot in the driveway and adding two catch 

basins in that low spot. 

 

Building façade, size, and location are the same as presented at the July 20 hearing.  Other than 

as noted above, the landscaping plan has not changed from what was presented at the July 20 

hearing. 





















From: Dennis Condon
To: Alexandra Clee
Subject: RE: Request for comment - 1688 Central Avenue - revised plans
Date: Monday, August 9, 2021 9:52:43 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png

Hi Alex,
Fire has no additional comments.
 
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: Wednesday, August 4, 2021 2:39 PM
To: David Roche <droche@needhamma.gov>; Anthony DelGaizo <ADelgaizo@needhamma.gov>;
John Schlittler <JSchlittler@needhamma.gov>; Dennis Condon <DCondon@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>; Elisa Litchman <elitchman@needhamma.gov>;
Thomas Ryder <tryder@needhamma.gov>; Tara Gurge <TGurge@needhamma.gov>; Carys Lustig
<clustig@needhamma.gov>; Timothy McDonald <tmcdonald@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Request for comment - 1688 Central Avenue - revised plans
 
Dear all,
 
I have received the attached revised plans from the applicant for 1688 Central. The Planning Board
hearing on this matter has been continued to August 17, 2021. If you wish to comment on the
revised plans, please send your comments by Wednesday August 11 at the latest.
 
The documents attached for your review are as follows:

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=12172F07ABF84052A8AE1B48F3DE58AD-DENNIS COND
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1. Memorandum from Attorney Evans Huber dated August 4, 2021 describing changes.

 
2. 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 9 sheets:
Sheet 1, Cover Sheet, dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 2, entitled “Existing Conditions Plan of Land
in Needham, MA,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 28,
2021; Sheet 3, entitled “Site Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021
and July 28, 2021; Sheet 4, entitled “Grading and Utilities,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April
15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 28, 2021; Sheet 5, entitled “Construction Details,” dated June
22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 28, 2021; Sheet 6, entitled
“Construction Details,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 28,
2021; Sheet 7, entitled “Sewer Extension Plan and Profile,” dated “scale: as noted November
19, 2020” , revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 28, 2021; Sheet 8, entitled
“Construction Period Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July
28, 2021; Sheet 10, entitled “Landscaping Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021,
June 2, 2021 and July 28, 2021.

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

Architects, consisting of 2 sheets: Sheet 1, Sheet A 1-0, entitled “1st Floor Plan,” dated March
8, 2021, revised March 30, 2021 and May 30, 2021; Sheet 2, Sheet A 3-0, showing elevations,
dated March 8, 2021, revised March 30, 2021 and May 30, 2021.

 
Thank you, alex.
 
 
 
 
 
Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Needham, MA
www.needhamma.gov
 

From: Alexandra Clee 
Sent: Friday, May 7, 2021 12:01 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: RE: Request for comment - 1688 Central Avenue - revised plans
 
Dear all,
 

http://www.needhamma.gov/
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We have received a memo from the attorney for this project detailing the changes that were made
between the original plans and the revised plans (the revised plans as sent to you by email dated
April 27, 2021). I am sending it in case it assists you. We also did receive a newly revised Landscape
Plan, which I have attached.
 
If you have already submitted updated comments (and the attached info does not change those), or
do not wish to submit additional comments, totally fine. If you wish to submit any additional
comments, please do so by Wed May 12 if you can.
 
Thanks!
 
 
 
Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Needham, MA
www.needhamma.gov
 

From: Alexandra Clee 
Sent: Tuesday, April 27, 2021 9:31 AM
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 - revised plans
 
Dear all,
 
We received an updated letter and updated plan set for the noted project; both are attached for
your review. This matter is currently scheduled for May 18 in front of the Planning Board. As there is
a lot of interest in this proposal, we would welcome any new/additional comments you may have as
soon as you are able (but at the latest, by Wednesday May 12).
 
Thanks, alex.
 
 
Alexandra Clee
Assistant Town Planner
Needham, MA
www.needhamma.gov
 

From: Alexandra Clee 
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 2:50 PM
To: David Roche <droche@needhamma.gov>; Anthony DelGaizo <ADelgaizo@needhamma.gov>;
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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
“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.
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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
 
 



From: Tara Gurge
To: Alexandra Clee
Cc: Lee Newman
Subject: FW: Public Health Division"s reply to Planning Boards Request for comment on Revised Documents - 1688

Central Avenue
Date: Monday, August 9, 2021 5:06:54 PM
Attachments: image002.png

image003.png
Importance: High

Alex –
 
The Public Health Division received the revised site development plans for the proposed project
located at #1688 Central Ave.  The same original comments still apply (See initial comment email
that was sent back in March, below.)  Also, just a quick update re: the last comment bullet point –
We received additional documentation in reference the last bullet point, and this item was
satisfactorily addressed. (See Note below.)
 
Please let us know if you need additional information or have any follow-up questions on those
comments.

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!
 
 
 

From: Tara Gurge 
Sent: Wednesday, March 24, 2021 2:12 PM
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To: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov>
Cc: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Public Health Division's reply to Planning Boards Request for comment - 1688 Central
Avenue
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.
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. à Comment satisfactorily addressed. 

 
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!
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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
“Construction Period Plan,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 10, entitled “Appendix, Photometric
and Site Lighting Plan,” dated June 22, 2020.
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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
 
 



From: Tara Gurge
To: Alexandra Clee
Cc: Lee Newman
Subject: FW: 1688 Central Ave follow-up
Date: Monday, August 16, 2021 1:08:21 PM
Attachments: image003.png

image004.png
Needham 1688 Central Ave NB ERMR (003).pdf

Alex-
 
Just wanted to get back to you RE: the additional inquiry on #1688 Central Ave.  Here is the proposal
that was found to be acceptable.  (See email below and attached report.) So It was agreed that all
potential exposure areas on this site located at #1688 Central Ave. must be sufficiently covered with
acceptable amounts of clean soil in order to limit the risk of exposure to potential soil contaminants,
which also includes landscaped areas which will be covered with clean top soil, which everyone
agreed will be seeded and maintained to reduce erosion on site. (Matt Borrelli was on board with
those requirements.)
 
Let me know if you need any additional information on that.

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!
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March 17, 2021 
 
Andrew Rafter 
Vice President/Commercial Loan Officer 
Needham Bank  
1063 Great Plain Avenue 
Needham, MA 02492 
 
Subject: Environmental Risk Management Review:   


1688 Central Avenue, Needham, MA (the Site) 
 
Dear Mr. Rafter: 
 
PVC Services, LLC (PVC) has completed an Environmental Risk Management 
Review of the Site, with the Scope of Work consisting of a review of the following 
documents:   
• December 11, 2020 “EDR Environmental Screen”, prepared on behalf of 


Needham Bank; 
• December 7, 2020 “Visual Inspection and Clearance Sampling…”, prepared by 


ERS on behalf of Matt Borrelli 
 
PVC also discussed Site conditions with the Site owner, Matt Borrelli, who plans to 
raise the existing buildings on the Site and construct a daycare facility that will be 
financed by Needham Bank. The following salient points were noted during the 
review:  
 
1. Available information indicates that the 3.47-acre Site is improved with a 


residence and barn that were heated by fuel oil stored in an aboveground 
storage tank (AST) and a wood stove. Mr. Borrelli indicated that the AST and 
asbestos containing buildings materials (ACMs) have been removed from the 
Site in advance of pending building demolition.  


 
2. According to the ERS document, ACMs including window flashing; piping 


insulation and tiles were removed from the Site buildings in December 2020 by 
Asbestos Free, Inc. and disposed off-Site. Additionally, subsequent indoor air 
testing confirmed that airborne asbestos fiber content was below applicable 
action levels. 


 
3. According to the EDR Environmental Screen, on-Site and nearby off-Site 


regulatory listings were not identified.  
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PVC Opinion:   
Based on the information as specifically discussed herein, it is PVC’s opinion 
that the environmental risk posed to Needham Bank in its role as a secured 
lender is low and additional assessment of the Site is not necessary at this time.  
 
Please note this Environmental Risk Management Review does not meet the 
standards of ASTM due diligence and is provided for risk management purposes 
only. Please contact me at 617-680-7157 should you have any questions. 
 
Regards, 
PVC Services, LLC 


 
Peter B. Vaz 
Principal 







From: Rick Wozmak <rwozmak@endpointllc.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 12, 2021 8:57 AM
To: Tara Gurge <TGurge@needhamma.gov>
Cc: mborrelli@borrellilegal.com
Subject: 1688 Central Ave
 
Hi Tara, as discussed, my experience with the standard of practice in Massachusetts for addressing
potential exposure concerns for a daycare center in an urban setting typically consists of the
following:
 

1. Conducting a review regulatory agency files to see if there have been documented releases or
threats of releases of hazardous materials and/or oil; and if nothing is found,

2. Providing physical barriers between any so-called “urban fill” and parents/workers/children
present at the daycare as an added precaution.

 
As part of the lender’s environmental due diligence, Needham Enterprises retained PVC
Environmental Risk Strategies to perform an environmental risk management review of the subject
property and did not find evidence of past releases of hazardous materials and oil, which satisfied
the lender. The report is attached.
 
As we discussed, there is no specific evidence of toxic materials (including lead) on site. However, in
an excess of caution, and given that the site will be used for a day care facility, in my view a
reasonable approach would be to take steps to prevent exposure to any harmful materials that
might be present, in those areas of the site where children (or adults) might be exposed to them.
 
Typical exposure pathways for metals include digestion, inhalation of dust and dermal contact.
Physical barriers can eliminate these exposure pathways. The type of barrier is dependent upon the
presence of children vs. adults, area accessibility, frequency of use, and intensity of use. For
example, a playground or play area would be accessible by children with a high frequency and
intensity of use. Protection from exposure could be adequately provided  in these types of areas by
covering them with a foot of clean soil, installed on top of a demarcation barrier (typically orange
snow fencing) that would indicate a change from clean fill to the soil beneath it, in the event of any
future digging in such areas. Landscaped areas on the other hand may only include 4-6 inches of top
soil that is seeded and maintained since the frequency and intensity of use would be low. If
acceptable to the Board of Health, Needham Enterprises would be amenable to discussing
appropriate barrier options for areas of the daycare grounds that will be used by children and adults,
beyond the buildings, paved/concrete walkways, and parking lots that already serve as barriers.
 
Let me know if you have any further thoughts or concerns regarding this approach. Thanks, Rick
 
 

Richard J. Wozmak, P.E. (NH & MA), P.H., LSP, LEP
Principal

mailto:rwozmak@endpointllc.com
mailto:TGurge@needhamma.gov
mailto:mborrelli@borrellilegal.com


25 Buttrick Road, Unit D-2
Londonderry, NH 03053
NH Office Phone: 603-965-3810
Boston Office Phone: 857-241-3654
Cell Phone: 603-851-1443
Fax: 603-965-3827
www.endpointllc.com

https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=http%3a%2f%2fwww.endpointllc.com%2f&c=E,1,jc7AeovF5FPDpoH6yzvBIkHsXKM4QWOHZSc1m7YGhAPwBINmKKavewcCjT9e0whKzLfePRw_X1ABkUiot-jlugKaqDbYvH0OTtuWNN4YLnhVWHR3PkAFiw,,&typo=1
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March 17, 2021 
 
Andrew Rafter 
Vice President/Commercial Loan Officer 
Needham Bank  
1063 Great Plain Avenue 
Needham, MA 02492 
 
Subject: Environmental Risk Management Review:   

1688 Central Avenue, Needham, MA (the Site) 
 
Dear Mr. Rafter: 
 
PVC Services, LLC (PVC) has completed an Environmental Risk Management 
Review of the Site, with the Scope of Work consisting of a review of the following 
documents:   
• December 11, 2020 “EDR Environmental Screen”, prepared on behalf of 

Needham Bank; 
• December 7, 2020 “Visual Inspection and Clearance Sampling…”, prepared by 

ERS on behalf of Matt Borrelli 
 
PVC also discussed Site conditions with the Site owner, Matt Borrelli, who plans to 
raise the existing buildings on the Site and construct a daycare facility that will be 
financed by Needham Bank. The following salient points were noted during the 
review:  
 
1. Available information indicates that the 3.47-acre Site is improved with a 

residence and barn that were heated by fuel oil stored in an aboveground 
storage tank (AST) and a wood stove. Mr. Borrelli indicated that the AST and 
asbestos containing buildings materials (ACMs) have been removed from the 
Site in advance of pending building demolition.  

 
2. According to the ERS document, ACMs including window flashing; piping 

insulation and tiles were removed from the Site buildings in December 2020 by 
Asbestos Free, Inc. and disposed off-Site. Additionally, subsequent indoor air 
testing confirmed that airborne asbestos fiber content was below applicable 
action levels. 

 
3. According to the EDR Environmental Screen, on-Site and nearby off-Site 

regulatory listings were not identified.  
 
 
 



 

PVC SERVICES, LLC |  WWW.PVCSERVICES.COM 
 

2 

 
PVC Opinion:   
Based on the information as specifically discussed herein, it is PVC’s opinion 
that the environmental risk posed to Needham Bank in its role as a secured 
lender is low and additional assessment of the Site is not necessary at this time.  
 
Please note this Environmental Risk Management Review does not meet the 
standards of ASTM due diligence and is provided for risk management purposes 
only. Please contact me at 617-680-7157 should you have any questions. 
 
Regards, 
PVC Services, LLC 

 
Peter B. Vaz 
Principal 
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August 12, 2021 
 
 
Needham Planning Board 
Public Service Administration Building 
Needham, MA  02492 
 
 
RE: Project Site Plan Follow up Review of  revised submittals 
 Needham Enterprises Childcare Facility-1688 Central Avenue 
 
Dear Members of  the Board, 
 
The Department of  Public Works has completed a follow up review of  the above referenced site 
Planning Board plan permit review.  The applicant proposes to construct a new 9,966 square foot 
building as a childcare facility.  The childcare facility will have a maximum of  100-children.  The 
support staff  will be 13-employees.  The plans have been mainly updated to widen the drive access 
with additional striping and directional traffic flow, reshape the proposed drop off  areas, as well as 
some landscape modifications. 
 
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. Memorandum from Attorney Evans Huber dated August 4, 2021 describing changes.  
 

2. 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 9 
sheets: Sheet 1, Cover Sheet, dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 2, entitled “Existing Conditions 
Plan of Land in Needham, MA,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 
and July 28, 2021; Sheet 3, entitled “Site Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, 
June 2, 2021 and July 28, 2021; Sheet 4, entitled “Grading and Utilities,” dated June 22, 2020, 
revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 28, 2021; Sheet 5, entitled “Construction 
Details,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 28, 2021; Sheet 6, 
entitled “Construction Details,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 
and July 28, 2021; Sheet 7, entitled “Sewer Extension Plan and Profile,” dated “scale: as 
noted November 19, 2020” , revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 28, 2021; Sheet 8, 
entitled “Construction Period Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 
2021 and July 28, 2021; Sheet 10, entitled “Landscaping Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised 
April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021 and July 28, 2021. 
 

3. Plan set entitled “Needham Enterprises Daycare Center,” prepared by Mark Gluesing 
Architects, consisting of 2 sheets: Sheet 1, Sheet A 1-0, entitled “1st Floor Plan,” dated 
March 8, 2021, revised March 30, 2021 and May 30, 2021; Sheet 2, Sheet A 3-0, showing 
elevations, dated March 8, 2021, revised March 30, 2021 and May 30, 2021. 

 



 – 2 – November 1, 2021  

 

 
Our comments and recommendations are as follows: 
 

• We understand that the traffic Engineer and Peer Engineer reviewer are still 
discussing the proposed updates. 

• Original 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.  Provide updated plans on the lighting 
for the additional parking area (previously plans show as an asphalt playground). 

• 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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September 2, 2021 
 
 
Needham Planning Board 
Public Service Administration Building 
Needham, MA  02492 
 
 
RE: Project Site Plan Follow up Review of  revised submittals 
 Needham Enterprises Childcare Facility-1688 Central Avenue 
 
Dear Members of  the Board, 
 
The Department of  Public Works has completed a follow up review of  the above referenced site 
Planning Board plan permit review.  The applicant proposes to construct a new 9,966 square foot 
building as a childcare facility.  The childcare facility will have a maximum of  100-children.  The 
support staff  will be 13-employees.   
 
The most recent submittals submitted for review consist of  an update Traffic Assessment from the 
Applicant’s Traffic Engineer dated August 11, 2021, Peer Review 2 of  the Traffic Impact Assessment 
by GPI on August 26, 2021, and a response letter of  the Peer Review 2 by Glossa Engineering, Inc 
dated August 31, 2021 
 
Our comments and recommendations are as follows: 
 

• We have no additional comments from our previous letter dated August 12, 2021 
 

 
If  you have any questions regarding the above, please contact our office at 781-455-7538. 
 
Truly yours, 
 
 
Thomas Ryder 
Assistant Town Engineer 
 



                      
 

Design Review Board 
 

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

Meeting Date: August 9, 2021 

Memo Date: August 13, 2021 

By: Deborah Robinson 

 

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

project was discussed at the DRB meetings on March 22 and May 10. Since that time this 

project has been discussed at Planning Board meetings, and there was a peer review of the 

documents by Greenman-Petersen, Inc. (GPI) that focused on traffic issues.  

 

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), Bob Dermody, Len 

Karan and Chad Reilly. 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 site plan for the proposed one-story building would be set back 

64 FT (increased from 50 FT and the originally submitted 35 FT) from the street. The site 

would include 30 parking spaces (increased from 24). 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 indicated that the new building will be “designed to look 

like a large single-family home...”. 

 

The materials submitted with the application for this meeting included a revised drawing set. 

The revised colored site plan was dated 7/28/21 and architectural drawings were dated 5.30.21. 

The package also include a memorandum from Evans Huber, Esq., dated August 4, 2021, 

summarizing the changes included. On August 9 the Planning Board forwarded to DRB 

members a copy of the GPI review document as well as a letter (dated August 9, 2021) from 

Holly Clarke that included comments from neighbors. 

 

The following are the previous comments from our memos of March 26, 2021 and May 14, 

2021 (now in italics), with updated comments in bold: 

 

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. 



 

The Board appreciates that the site plan was adjusted to move the building back some, and this 

involved reconfiguring parking as well as adding spaces. It is an improvement, and the parking 

layout looks acceptable from a circulation standpoint.  

There is still some concern that a relatively large building is sited closer to the street than 

other buildings in the neighborhood. An option to be considered still could be the removal of 

the barn and moving the building and site design elements further to the east of the property. 

 

The Applicant did not include a site plan or street-view renderings to show the relationship of 

the proposed building to the street, to adjacent houses and to the synagogue next door. Those 

drawings would be helpful moving forward as the site plan and building issues are reviewed.  

 

It is an improvement that the building has moved back some, to align with the house to 

the south. Nevertheless, as the relative change is fairly minimal in the context of Central 

Ave., our comments regarding the proposed building placement relative to the rest of the 

neighborhood remain.  

 

While we appreciate the effort that went into the “setback ratio” narrative and table 

included in the neighbors’ comments, our thought is that for this site the most critical 

factors are the setback at the street and the street-facing façade, and the overall footprint 

is not a critical factor for this site. 

 

The Applicant could look at alternate site plans (building location and shape, attaching to 

the barn or removing it, outdoor space, parking, etc.), even if only to show how other 

options would be infeasible. We do not know why that has not been done, particularly 

given the nature of the ongoing discussions.  

 

 

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.  

 

The rendered elevations received just prior to the meeting showed a minor change to the 

windows on the west façade. As described by the Applicant, this involved having the windows 

now project 8” from the façade, with an overhang of 5” beyond that. The Applicant did not 

include the drawings from the previous meeting to show the change more clearly. The Board 

had little comment on this change. While one member (someone who had not been present at 

the March meeting) indicated the design of the building in general “looks good”, that was not 

a specific acknowledgement that the comments at the previous meeting had been successfully 

addressed. To some, a lack of comment was a response to a lack of changes to the overall 

massing, and the initial comments from 3/22/21 stand. Members of the Board do not 



necessarily have the same reaction to the building design and its suitability for this location. 

As this was not a vote, there was no “yes’ or ‘no’ required from each member. 

 

The change to the west façade in the updated documents, with the addition of more 

residentially-scaled gable elements, is definitely an improvement over the previous 

drawings. As the projections are only two feet in depth, however, the façade is still overall 

without overhangs, porches, etc. that would have made the street-facing façade even more 

residential in scale. We do appreciate the fact that the building presents itself as a single 

story. 

 

There has been no change to the plan of the building. When this has come up a few times, 

the Applicant’s response implied the only option would be to take the plan as designed 

and turn 90 degrees, thus presenting an even longer façade to Central Ave. The intent of 

our comments has been to ask if other plan options were or could be considered. We did 

not intend to imply that room sizes and amenities for the facility should be compromised. 

 

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.  

 

As there was no further clarification regarding the intentions for the barn, the option of 

removing it for the benefit of other site plan issues could still be considered. The Applicant did 

not comment when this was brought up again.  

 

We now understand that the Applicant’s evaluation is that the barn is in good condition, 

and that it will be used for needed storage and potential future “accessory” use. This 

seems to be quite a large volume for storage use, though we have no knowledge of the 

specific program needs of the facility for which the building is being designed.  

 

Previously there was an explanation related to historic value. Assuming now that the 

1989 date for the barn’s construction as identified in the Holly Clarke document is 

correct, the building is not “historic”. If the building is in good condition, why was it not 

incorporated into one larger new building, for example, as part of the overall plan? 

Another option could be to move it on site. The DRB did not state that we think it 

“should” be torn down, and we are not advocating any particular approach. The intent 

for the barn still is a question. 

 

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. 



 

The lighting at the north does not look to have been addressed, so that comment stands.   

 

As long as exterior lighting complies with building code and zoning requirements, and the 

original comment about height and spacing of poles at the north side is addressed, we see 

no issue. As noted, the facility will shut down and site lights will be off in the early 

evening.  

 

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. 

 

Another suggestion is a dark green vinyl, which would look more “natural”.  

 

Wood is preferable from an aesthetic standpoint. Vinyl fencing looks shiny, regardless of 

the color. We do understand the maintenance issues, so our prior comments were trying 

to work with that.  

 

 

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. 

 

The addition of more trees is definitely helpful to the design, and the Applicant has addressed 

the items brought up at the first meeting. The added trees at the southeast will help screen the 

building massing for vehicles and others approaching from the south. The suggestion is that 

evergreen trees at the west would help with screening the building in a way that could offset 

the perceived negative aspects of the building size and proximity to the street.  

 

The Applicant should look more closely at the expected size of trees that are adjacent to the 

walks and the building as the design is developed. It was noted, for example, that the Legacy 

Maple at the far left of the row is too close to the building and would grow into the building in 

five years.  

 

Another comment was that plants adjacent to parking stalls should be durable enough to 

withstand people stepping, etc. Prostrate Juniper instead of the Azeleas that are shown was 

one suggestion.  



 

Retaining the large maple tree would be desirable. We understand this is just outside the 

building footprint, so this should be looked at relative to building footing issues. The 

Applicant agreed to look at this and retain the tree is possible.  

 

 

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 increased number of parking spaces and added length to the drive (fitting 10 cars) will 

help with potential congestion on the site. As noted above, the revised circulation around to the 

east looks acceptable.  

It was noted that 3 1/2 FT width is required for accessibility at sidewalks, and the 5 ft sidewalk 

as shown adjacent to parking spaces might not be adequate once cars park. The sidewalk 

could be made wider, or a grass strip added. Simply adding tire stops would be less desirable 

as that limits maneuverability.  

 

The Board cannot comment on whether or not the number of parking spaces is adequate, more 

than adequate, etc. for this proposed use and occupancy. 

 

The added drop-off lane looks to be something that will help with the potential issue of 

cars backed up and spilling onto Central Ave. We consider this a positive addition to the 

scheme. We defer to others for the traffic volume issues.  

 

Car-management with the assistance of staff will help with this layout. We note that 

consideration should be given to how people will walk from the east parking to the 

building. A monitored crosswalk at the east of the building might be a good idea if the 

expectation that people will use the perimeter sidewalk is not realistic.  

 

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. 

 

These comments on the revised information show improvement relative to what was presented 

in March. We understand this project will continue to be reviewed, next at a Planning Board 

meeting on May 18. The Board is available to review this project again, if additional design 

development is done, at future meetings.  

 

We hope our comment are useful to the Planning Board. There has been significant 

progress since the first review by the DRB in March. We understand the Planning Board 



will proceed per the Needham Zoning By-Laws. We are available for further review and 

discussion if there are changes to the proposed project.  

 

End of Notes 









 

 

  Permanent Public Building Committee 

Building Design & Construction Department  

Town of Needham 
500 Dedham Avenue 

Needham, MA  02492 

781-455-7550 

 

October 28, 2021 
 
Ms. Lee Newman, Planning Director 
PSAB 
500 Dedham Avenue 
Needham, MA 02492 
 
Re:  Electric Vehicle Charging Stations 

DeMinimus Change – 500 &484 Dedham Ave 
 
Dear Ms. Newman: 
 
This application is a request to the Planning Board for approval of a Deminimus change to the 
existing Site Plan Approval to add two Electric Vehicle (EV) charging stations in the parking 
lot that serves the Public Services Administration Building at 500 & 484 Dedham Ave. The EV 
charging stations will be sited on the 484 Dedham Ave lot as noted on the cover sheet.  Each 
EV Station will have two plug points providing charging capability to four vehicles at a time.  
These spaces will be labeled for “EV parking only while charging” in a design like those EV 
charging stations now installed at 0 Chestnut St and 178 Rosemary St.  The layout and details 
are noted in the attached set of plans prepared by Horizon Solutions, Inc. and include: 
 

01- Cover Sheet 
02- Site Plan 
03- Existing Site Pictures 
04- Construction Details 
05- Electrical Details 

 
The Site Plan layout is designed to minimize the impact on the existing parking lot and provide 
an accessible charging station near the existing main entry walk to the PSAB building.  These 
charging stations will be open to the public, town employees, and town vehicles for EV parking 
only while charging 24 hours a day 7 days per week. They are being installed with the grant 
funding provided by the Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) MassEVIP program.  
The expansion of EV charging facilities is part of the Commonwealth’s Climate Action Plan 
and 2050 Roadmap to Decarbonization.  This begins an important first step away from fossil 
fuels toward the electrification of the state’s transportation infrastructure.   
 
 
 
 
 



Page 2 
October 28, 2021 
 
 
A prior plan for this installation was approved Administratively, but after detailed analysis by 
Eversource it was determined that a second transformer was needed to handle the electrical 
load.  This second transformer is noted on the Site Plan, which has been reviewed and 
adjusted following discussions with the Town Engineer.  The plan proposes to relocate the 
existing fence to surround both the existing and the new transformer, while keeping all the 
new equipment as far away as possible from the existing drainage swale and existing trees 
to minimize any impact on conservation areas.  The layout also avoids a series of existing 
underground cables within this area of the site.   
 
The parking lot was expanded with the construction of the Needham Accessible Reservoir 
Trail (NART).  At that time excess parking spaces were installed at the southern end of the 
parking lot to accommodate town vehicles thereby opening spaces adjacent to the trail head 
for public use of NART.  These EV charging spots will therefore not supplant approved parking 
spaces but instead diversify the public parking available at PSAB to include EV charging 
stations.  These EV charging stations are also consistent with the Select Board’s FY2023 
goals to increase sustainability of the town infrastructure and develop a Climate Action Plan.   
 
We appreciate the opportunity to present this Deminimus Change to the Planning Board at 
their meeting on November 2nd with the hope of getting the installation completed prior to the 
end of this year.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Steven Popper 
Director of Building Design and Construction  
 
cc:  
 Kate Fitzpatrick, Needham Town Manager 
 Carys Lustig, Director of DPW 
 Anthony DelGaizo, Town Engineer 
 Hank Haff, Sr. Project Manager, BD&CD 
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This draft Agenda is for Planning Board Usage Only 
 

NEEDHAM 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

AGENDA   
          MONDAY, November 11, 2021 - 7:30PM 

Zoom Meeting ID Number: 869-6475-7241  
 

 
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 Meeting ID:  869-6475-7241 
Or joint the meeting at link: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/86964757241 
    

AGENDA 
Minutes    Review and approve Minutes from October 21, 2021 meeting.  

 
Case #1 – 7:30PM 646 Webster Street - Silva Development, LLC, applicant, has applied for a 

Special Permit under Sections 1.4.7.4, 3.5.2 and any other applicable Sections of 
the By-Law to allow the demolition, extension, alteration, enlargement and 
reconstruction of the lawful, pre-exiting, non-conforming two-family dwelling and 
garage located at 646 Webster Street and replacing it with a new two-family 
dwelling with two new single-car detached garages. The property is located at 646 
Webster Street, Needham, MA in the Single Residence B (SRB) District.  

 
 
Case #2 – 7:45PM 43 Brackett Street -  Ravi Talasila and Anupama Manachikalapudi, 

owners, have made application to the Board of Appeals for a Special Permit 
under Sections 1.4.6, 1.4.7.4 and any other applicable Sections of the By-
Law to allow the extension, alteration, enlargement and reconstruction of a 
lawful, pre-exiting, non-conforming single-family structure associated with 
the reconstruction and enlargement of a single-family, ranch-style, one-
story home with an attached two-car garage. The property is located at 43 
Brackett Street, Needham, MA in the Single Residence B (SRB) District. .  

 
. 
 
 
 

Next Meeting: Thursday, December 16, 2021, 7:30pm  

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


GEORGE GIUNTA, JR. 
ATTORNEY AT LAW* 
281 CHESTNUT STREET 

NEEDHAM, MASSACHUSETTS 02492 
*Also admitted in Maryland 

 
TELEPHONE (781) 449-4520       FAX (781) 465-6059                

October 25, 2019 
 
Town of Needham  
Zoning Board of Appeals 
Needham, Massachusetts 02492 
 
Attn: Daphne M. Collins, Administrative Specialist 
 
Re: Silva Development, LLC 
 646 Webster St, Needham, MA 
 Special Permit Request 
 
Dear Ms. Collins,  
 
Please be advised this office represents Silva Development, LLC (hereinafter “Silva”) with 
respect to the property known and numbered 646 Webster Street, Needham, MA (hereinafter the 
“Premises”). In connection therewith, submitted herewith, please find the following: 
 
1. A Completed Application for Hearing  
 
2.  One copy of architectural plans titled “646 Webster Street Townhouses, Needham, MA”, 
prepared by McKay Architects, consisting of four sheets: Sheet A-1.1, “Basement & First Floor 
Plans”, dated 10/21/21, Sheet A-1.2 “Second & Attic Floor Plan”, dated 10/21/21, Sheet A-2.1 
“Front and Rear Elevation”, dated 10/21/21, and Sheet A-2.2 “Side Elevations”, dated 10/21/21; 
 
3.  One copy of garage architectural plans title “New Two Family Residence 646 Webster St, 
Needham, MA”, prepared by McKay Architects, consisting of one sheet, Sheet A-1.1 “Garage 
Plans, Elevations & Wall Section”; 
 
4. One copy of “Zoning Board of Appeals, Plan of Land, 646 Webster Street, Needham, Mass.”, 
prepared by Field Resources, Inc., dated September 24, 2021, revised October 19, 2021; and 
 
5.  Check in the amount of $500 for the applicable filing fee. 
 
As indicated in the application, Silva is requesting permission to demolish the existing two-
family dwelling and garage at the Premises and replace same with a new two-family dwelling 
and two new single car detached garages, as shown on the plans submitted herewith. The 
existing dwelling, which appears to have been built in or around 1920, is non-conforming both as  



to use and side yard setback on the left side. The existing garage is non-confirming as to both 
read and side yard setbacks. And the lot, which appears to have been created in or around 1921, 
is non-conforming as to required frontage and area. 
 
Whereas both the use of the existing dwelling for two-family purposes and the creation of the lot 
pre-date the adoption of Zoning in 1925, the aforesaid non-conformities are lawfully pre-
existing. And, because the proposed replacement dwelling will also contain two units, a special 
permit pursuant to Section 1.4.7.4 is required. 
 
Kindly schedule this matter for the next hearing of the Board of Appeals.  If you have any 
comments, questions or concerns, or if you require any further information in the meantime, 
please contact me so that I may be of assistance.  Also, please note that I have spoken with the 
Building Commissioner relative to the application. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
George Giunta, Jr.  
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DESIGN IS BASED ON THE MASSACHUSETTS BUILDING CODE 9TH

EDITION

IT IS THE INTENT OF THESE PLANS TO DEPICT CONSTRUCTION IN

ACCORDANCE WITH MA STATE BUILDING CODE 9TH EDITION. THE

STATE BUILDING CODE IS PART OF THESE CONSTRUCTION PLANS.

ALL WORK SHALL BE CONDUCTED, INSTALLED, PROTECTED AND

COMPLETED IN A WORKMANLIKE AND ACCEPTABLE MANNER SO AS

TO SECURE THE RESULTS INTENDED BY STATE BUILDING CODE.

BY REFERENCE THE BUILDING CODE IS PART OF THESE PLANS

CONTRACTOR MUST HAVE A COPY OF THE STATE BUILDING CODE

AND A COPY OF THESE PLANS ON SITE AT ALL TIME DURING

CONSTRUCTION. ANY OMISSION ON THESE PLANS DOES NOT

RELIEVE THE CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBILITIES TO COMPLY WITH

THE STATE BUILDING CODE.

DESIGN LIVE LOAD FIRST FLOOR    = 40 PSF

DESIGN LIVE LOAD SECOND FLOOR  = 30 PSF

DESIGN LIVE LOAD ATTIC FLOOR    = 10 PSF

DESIGN SNOW LOAD Pg           = 40 PSF

DESIGN SNOW LOAD FLAT ROOF Pf = 30 PSF

DESIGN WIND LOAD Vult  = 127 MPH

ALL LUMBER/MATERIAL SUPPLIES SHALL MEET THE REQUIREMENTS

OF THE MASSACHUSETTS STATE BUILDING CODE FOR STRUCTURE

GRADE 2 OR BETTER.

ALL WOOD EXPOSED TO WEATHER SHALL BE P.T.

MEASUREMENTS WERE TAKEN TO FACE OF EXISTING EXPOSED

WALLS AND NOT GUARANTEED TO BE ACCURATE. ALL DIMENSIONS

SHOWN MUST BE VERIFIED BY THE CONTRACTOR PRIOR TO START

WORK AND SHALL BE ADJUSTED BY CONTRACTOR TO FIT JOB

CONDITIONS OR STOP THE WORK AND CONTACT THE ENGINEER FOR

FURTHER EVALUATION.

EXISTING CONDITIONS AS SHOWN ON THE PLANS ARE NOT

GUARANTEED AND THEY ARE BASED ON WHAT WAS VISIBLE AT TIME

OF MEASUREMENTS.

LVL BEAMS SHALL HAVE THE FOLLOWING PROPERTIES:

MODULUS OF ELASTICITY = 2,100,000 PSI

SHEAR MODULUS OF ELASTICITY = 125,000 PSI

FLEXURAL STRESS = 3,100 PSI

HORIZONTAL SHEAR = 285 PSI

COMPRESSION PERPENDICULAR TO GRAIN = 845 PSI

COMPRESSION PARALLEL TO GRAIN = 2,600 PSI

EQUIVALENT SPECIFIC GRAVITY SG = 0.50

ALL POSTS SHALL HAVE THE FOLLOWING PROPERTIES:

BENDING STRESS = 2650 PSI

MODULA OF ELASTICITY = 1,900,000 PSI

COMPRESSION PERPENDICULAR TO GRAIN = 750 PSI

COMPRESSION PARALLEL TO GRAIN = 2350 PSI

SHEAR STRENGTH = 285 PSI

ALL  LVL BEAMS SHALL HAVE A MIN OF 3" BEARING LENGTH.

ALL LVL BEAMS MADE OF 3 LVLS OR MORE SHALL BE BOLTED

TOGETHER AS REQUIRED BY LVL MANUFACTURER

ADD DOUBLE JOISTS UNDER ALL WALLS PARALLEL TO JOISTS

ALL WALLS PERPENDICULAR TO JOISTS SHALL HAVE SOLID

BLOCKING UNDER WALL

ALL HANGERS AND HARDWARE USED SHALL BE CORROSION

PROTECTED.

BY REFERENCE THE 2018 IECC CODE IS PART OF THESE PLANS. ALL

FRAMING MUST COMPLY WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE ENERGY

CODE TO ACHIEVE PROPER INSULATION. .

CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR TEMPORARY SUPPORT DURING

CONSTRUCTION

UNLESS NOTED ON THE PLAN USE THE FOLLOWING HEADER

SCHEDULE:

USE 2-2X6 HEADER FOR SPANS UP TO 3'-1"

USE 2-2X8 HEADER FOR SPANS UP TO 4'-2"

USE 2-2X10 HEADER FOR SPANS UP TO 5'-3"

USE 2-2X12 HEADER FOR SPANS UP TO 6'-0"

USE 2 JACK STUDS AND 1 KING STUD EACH END OF HEADER OVER 5

FT

IT IS THE CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBILITY TO FOLLOW AND ENFORCE

ALL STATE AND FEDERAL LAWS AND REGULATIONS PERTAINING TO

THIS PROJECT INCLUDING  OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH

REGULATIONS AT ALL TIME DURING CONSTRUCTION

CONTRACTOR MUST OBTAIN ALL REQUIRED PERMITS PRIOR TO

START OF THE WORK
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SECOND FLOOR FRAMING PLAN
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ROOF FRAMING PLAN
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          NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 
 

August 17, 2021 
 
The Needham Planning Board Virtual Meeting using Zoom was remotely called to order by Paul Alpert, Chairman, on 
Tuesday, August 17, 2021, at 7:15 p.m. with Messrs. Jacobs and Block and Ms. McKnight, as well as Planning Director, 
Ms. Newman and Assistant Planner, Ms. Clee. 
 
Mr. Block took a roll call attendance of the Board members and staff.  He noted this is an open meeting that is being held 
remotely because of Governor Baker’s executive order on March 12, 2020 due to the COVID Virus.  All attendees are 
present by video conference.  He reviewed the rules of conduct for zoom meetings.  He noted this meeting does include one 
public hearing that will be continued so there will not be any public comment allowed.  If any votes are taken at the meeting 
the vote will be conducted by roll call.  All supporting materials are posted on the town’s website. 
 
Public Hearing: 
 
7:20 p.m. – Major Project Site Plan: Needham Enterprises, LLC, 105 Chestnut Street, Suite 28, Needham, MA, 
Petitioner (Property located at 1688 Central Avenue, Needham, MA). Regarding proposal to construct a new child-
care facility of 9,966 square feet and 30 parking spaces, that would house an existing Needham child-care business, 
Needham Children’s Center (NCC).  Please note: this hearing was continued from the June 14, 2021 and July 20, 2021 
meetings of the Planning Board. 
 
Mr. Alpert noted it was discussed at the last meeting that materials had to be presented by Thursday noon before the meeting 
in order for the Board to consider the information.  There was also a request for further information regarding the traffic 
plan so the Board and the traffic engineer could review prior to the hearing.  The information was not received for the traffic 
plan until late Thursday afternoon and not in a form that was conduciveinducive for the Board’s traffic engineer to easily 
examine and respond to.  The Board is not going forward with this matter this evening. 
 
Upon a motion made by Mr. Jacobs, and seconded by Mr. Block, it was by a roll call vote of the four members present 
unanimously: 
VOTED: to further continue the hearing until Wednesday, 9/8/21, at 7:45 p.m. 
 
Board of Appeals – August 19, 2021 
 
350 Cedar Street – ATC Waterhouse LLC, applicant. 
 
Mr. Alpert noted this is the WGBH radio tower.  The applicant is proposing a larger generator than what is there. 
 
Upon a motion made by Ms. McKnight, and seconded by Mr. Jacobs, it was by a roll call vote of the four members present 
unanimously: 
VOTED: “No comment.” 
 
83 Rolling Lane – Matthew Stutz and Flavia Montanari, applicants. 
 
Mr. Alpert noted the applicants are constructing a retaining wall.  Mr. Block stated there were not enough materials for him 
to comment. 
 
Upon a motion made by Ms. McKnight, and seconded by Mr. Jacobs, it was by a roll call vote of three of the four members 
present (Mr. Block abstained): 
VOTED: “No comment.” 
 
Discussion of deadline for Board agenda packets and associated meeting materials. 
 
Ms. Newman stated there had been email exchanges on deadlines and there were differing opinions.  She wants it to be 
clear.  She feels a cutoff of Thursday at noon for an agenda packet that goes out on Thursday is workable.  If the Board 
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wants a firm deadline, and they do not want to get anything after that, this may result in continuations.  She wanted thoughts 
on this.  The members thought noon on Thursday should be the deadline.  Mr. Block stated, for agenda items without a 
public hearing, that is fine.  He stated he cannot go through in an hour materials that come in at the last minute and make a 
knowledgeable opinion.  He would like to push the deadline backit a week.  Ms. McKnight stated application materials are 
on the website but may not have beenbe updated prior to our meeting.  Ms. Newman noted if something comes in late it is 
[on in the packet or on the agenda?].  GenerallyGenerally, Planning staffthey gives the other departments 2 weeks to 
comment.  A discussion ensued.  Ms. McKnight stated she would like to have physical plans delivered as they used to be.  
Mr. Alpert agreed and stated he cannot look at plans in the packet online.  The expectation would be hard copies sent to 
Planning Board membersthem at the time the application is filed, which gives them 3 or 4 weeks to review.  Revisions 
should be sent as they are done. 
 
Ms. McKnight suggested Monday noon for written comments from the public for a Tuesday meeting.  Ms. Newman noted 
sometimes in the legal notice it is written in when comments need to be received for a certain meeting date.  She could use 
that as a model.  Mr. Jacobs stated it should be clear that if material is received less than X hours before the meeting there 
may not be enough time for Board member review and the materials may not be included, or it may delay the hearing.  Ms. 
McKnight proposed noon the day before the hearing.  Ms. Newman will put it in the legal notice.  Mr. Block suggested the 
posting should be on the website with updated communications.  [Automatic emails should be sent to interested parties.?]  
Ms. Newman noted revised plans usually come in 2 weeks ahead for staff review. 
 
Mr. Jacobs stated it seems the Board is responding to a particular case where they have been bombarded.  This is not 
usualusual, and the members need to remember that.  Mr. Block agrees they are trying to create a one size fits all scenario.  
They should let it be known a best effort will be used to review material that comes in after the fact but depending on the 
complexity the Board members may or may not be able to review.  Ms. Newman has the framework.  She will implement 
it and see how it works. 
 
Minutes 
 
Upon a motion made by Ms. McKnight, and seconded by Mr. Jacobs, it was by a roll call vote of the four members present 
unanimously: 
VOTED: to accept the minutes of 6/1/21 as marked up. 
 
Correspondence 
 
Ms. Newman noted the 128 Business Council Shuttle.  She mentionedspoke earlier in the year that a couple of New England 
Business Center companies were not a part of it.  Trip Advisor has since joinedjoined, and the hotel rejoined.  She spoke 
with Mr. Schlager at The Bullfinch GroupBull Finch who assured her he would reach out and rejoin.  But Bullfinch has 
They have not renewed and areis not compliant with the terms of their permit.  She would like some direction.  Mr. Jacobs 
suggested Ms. Newman call them in under the terms of the permit.  Ms. McKnight noted their Occupancy Permit could be 
rescinded.  Ms. Newman will contact them to come in for the 9/8 meeting.  Mr. Block suggested writing a letter that the 
Board will talk with them on 9/8/21 and remind them of the condition in the permit.  Mr. Jacobs suggested a copy of the 
permit and the conditions be included.  Ms. Newman will prepare a draft letter for the Chair and Vice-Chair to review. 
 
Report from Planning Director and Board members 
 
Ms. Newman stated she is developing the Affordable Housing Plan working group.  She is looking for 2 Planning Board 
members to sit on the group and one would need to Chair the group.  She would like to have the first meeting either 9/22/21 
or 9/27/21.  The Select Board will appoint 2 people and she will be reaching out to other departments.  Mr. Alpert felt Ms. 
Espada would be interested.  He would like to do it but cannot do either of those dates.  Ms. McKnight would like to be on 
the group.  Ms. Newman will reach out to Ms. Espada.  If she is interested, it would be Ms. Espada and Ms. McKnight on 
the working group. 
 
Ms. Newman stated an issue came up with Starbucks. They want to put a window in where customers can walk up, order 
and purchase coffee outside.  Customary accessory uses are allowed by right or by special permit.  How does the Board, 
from a policy perspective, want to manage that land use?  Starbucks is doing an internal remodel.  She noted Abbotts hasd 
a walk-up window.  Mr. Alpert noted Century Bank is putting in a walk-up window in that the Board allowed.  Ms. Newman 
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noted Starbucks’ take-out window would be consideredneed another take-out station and would require 10 parking spaces.  
Ms. McKnight feels it is for the people taking the train rather than driving. 
 
Mr. Alpert stated his initial thought is to put it in back in the parking lot.  If it [requires?]would require is a special permit, 
the applicant can come to the Board to explain the pedestrian flow and such.  He noted outdoor seating, if in a parking lot, 
is Planning Board jurisdiction.  If on a sidewalk it is the Select Board’s jurisdiction.  He feels the Select Board should be 
included.  Ms. McKnight noted that Select Board is involved if it is outdoor dining on a public way.  This is different.  Mr. 
Block stated logistically it cannot be in back because of the shared hallway.  He feels they will see more of these so they 
should set out certain parameters.  Ms. Newman noted this would be by right in this district, but.  T the property has a special 
permit and she will treat this as an amendment to the special permit.  Starbucks would need a parking waiver.  Mr. Alpert 
stated he will think about it between now and the 9/8/21 meeting.  He is inclined to point out they have a special permit and 
this would require an amendment and a parking waiver request.  They would need to make an application to amend the 
special permit.  They can start the processprocess, and this will give the Planning Board members time to think about it.  
Mr. Jacobs commented he is concerned with ramifications.  He would like to give it more thought. 
 
Upon a motion made by Ms. McKnight, and seconded by Mr. Block, it was by a roll call vote of the four members present 
unanimously: 
VOTED: to adjourn the meeting at 8:35 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Donna J. Kalinowski, Notetaker 
 
 
 
_______________________________ 
Adam Block, Vice-Chairman and Clerk 
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