NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD
Tuesday, October 19, 2021

7:15p.m.

Virtual Meeting using Zoom
Meeting ID: 826-5899-3198
(Instructions for accessing below)

To view and participate in this virtual meeting on your phone, download the “Zoom Cloud Meetings”
app in any app store or at www.zoom.us. At the above date and time, click on “Join a Meeting” and
enter the following Meeting ID: 826-5899-3198

To view and participate in this virtual meeting on your computer, at the above date and time, go to
www.zoom.us click “Join a Meeting” and enter the following ID: 826-5899-3198

Or to Listen by Telephone: Dial (for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location):
US: +1 312 626 6799 or +1 646 558 8656 or +1 301 715 8592 or +1 346 248 7799 or +1 669 900 9128 or +1
253 215 8782 Then enter ID: 826-5899-3198

Direct Link to meeting: https://us02web.zoom.us/s/82658993198

Appointment:
7:15p.m. Discussion of Needham Housing Authority Modernization and Redevelopment Initiative.

De Minimus Change: Amendment to Major Project Site Plan Review No. 2013-02: Town of Needham, 1471
Highland Avenue, Needham, Massachusetts, Petitioner, (Property located at 1407 Central Avenue, Needham,
Massachusetts). Regarding staffing at the Jack Cogswell Building.

De Minimus Change: Major Project Site Plan Special Permit No. 2016-01: 57 Dedham Ave LLC, 471
Hunnewell Street, Needham, MA, Petitioner. (Property located at 15 & 17 Oak Street, Needham, Massachu-
setts). Regarding proposed changes to the approved plan.

Public Hearing:

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 and October 5, 2021 meetings of the Planning Board.

Request to Authorize Director to authorize Occupancy Permit or Temporary Occupancy Permit: Major Project

Site Plan Special Permit No. 2018-04: Town of Needham, 1471 Highland Avenue, Needham, MA, Petitioner.

(Property located at 707 Highland Avenue and 257 Webster Street, Needham, Massachusetts), regarding

replacement of Fire Station 2.

Discussion of Warrant Articles for October 2021 Special Town Meeting.

Minutes.

Correspondence.

Report from Planning Director and Board members.

(Items for which a specific time has not been assigned may be taken out of order.)


http://www.zoom.us/
http://www.zoom.us/
http://www.zoom.us/
http://www.zoom.us/
https://us02web.zoom.us/s/82658993198
https://us02web.zoom.us/s/82658993198
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1. BACKGROUND: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - 2019 NHA FACILITIES MASTER PLAN
(Download a copy of the FMP: https://www.needhamhousing.org/modernization-redevelopment-2/)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND GUIDE TO
THIS FACILITIES MASTER PLAN

This Facilities Master Plan identifies the Needham Housing Authority’s (NHA) current facility maintenance,
improvement and modernization needs. It also explores options for the replacement of some of the NHA's older
properties, and assesses new development opportunities on land already owned by the NHA.

The master planning process included a series of public meetings to insure that a diverse range of viewpoints are
reflected in the information provided and the recommendations made. NHA staff, residents and external reviewers
all contributed significantly to the preparation efforts. The NHA Board approved the final draft of this Facilities Master
Plan on February 21, 2019.

WHY IS A MASTER PLAN NEEDED?

The NHA manages 160 units of state subsidized housing and 176 units of federally subsidized housing occupying
over 42 acres of land in Needham. The 336 NHA housing units are distributed among 115 structures that range from
single family residences to multi-unit apartment buildings, with two additional buildings used for community services
and maintenance. The vast majority of the NHA buildings are quite old:

« 60 buildings are more than 70 years old
« 25 buildings are more than 57 years old
« 10 buildings are more than 37 years old
+ 20 buildings are more than 11 years old

Few of the structures meet contemporary standards for accessibility, sustainability or resident amenities, and most
need significant capital funds for improvements and modernization. The 6 Captain Robert Cook Drive buildings have
major defects in their exterior wall construction requiring over $1,100,000 in immediate repairs if the major water
infiltration problems experienced at Seabeds Way — and now repaired — are to be avoided.

Additionally, since 2003 the Town of Needham has articulated a goal of redeveloping the Linden Street and
Chambers Street properties, perhaps the most prominent of the NHA's dated facilities. The shortage of affordable
housing in Needham for seniors has also received attention in the press and the community. All of these needs

and conditions take place in a broader local and regional context where there is a severe shortage of affordable
housing, especially for low income and very low income residents. This Facilities Master Plan is intended to provide
a direction forward on addressing these very real challenges.

NHA FACILITIES MASTER PLAN

NHA FACILITIES MASTER PLAN
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Prior to this report the NHA has never had a comprehensive inventory of its buildings, nor
an assessment of their needs for their repair, improvement and modernization, urgent or
otherwise. It has not had a vision for how to create new development or replace existing
buildings to meet the needs of the community. This Master Plan is intended to address
these issues, paving the way for intelligent planning and decision-making in the months
and years ahead.

There is tremendous competition for funding for low income affordable housing
modernization and new construction. This Master Plan provides an inventory of possible
funding sources that could be applied to its facility improvement and development needs,
and identifies which sources could be used for which purposes. This information will help
the NHA establish priorities and assess which funding sources are most achievable so
that urgent facilities needs can be mapped to funding realities.

The Master Plan identifies several promising and feasible modernization projects in the
pages that follow, using Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Rental
Assistance Demonstration Program (RAD) funds:

1. Exterior envelope replacement at the six Capt. Robert Cook buildings as
recommended by envelope consultants Russo Barr Associates.

2. Major Modernization of Seabeds Way and Capt. Robert Cook Drive buildings and site
incorporating recommendations outlined in Section 5 of this master plan.

The Master Plan identifies several promising and feasible projects with respect to new
construction and replacement of existing building across the NHA's 42 acres of property:

1. Anew 61 unit senior apartment building at the Seabeds/Captain Robert Cook site, as
outlined in Section 6, is possible given the higher income residents anticipated, but will
require significant efforts for planning and applications.

2. Continued replacement of High Rock single family homes with duplexes is also
possible, again requiring significant planning and application efforts.

The Master Plan identifies two highly desirable projects with respect to the NHA's State
properties: (Unfortunately, funding for these projects is not readily identifiable at this time.)

1. Major Modernization of the Linden Street and Chambers Street buildings and sites
incorporating the recommendations in Section 5, or

2. The redevelopment of the Linden Street and Chambers Street sites as described in
Section 6

Funding major modernization and redevelopment projects is very challenging. The
availability of funding depends in part on whether the developments are State or Federal,
and on the income levels of residents. Given the age and condition of its buildings and
the growing need for affordable housing in Needham this report recommends that the NHA
build the case for modernization as outlined in Section 5, or new construction/replacement
as outlined in Section 6 of this master plan, in order to fulfill its mission as successfully as
possible.

The Findings and Recommendations of this Master Plan (Section 9) lay out a number of
key areas for the Board and executive staff to consider:

* Funding programs change; the NHA should monitor programs that may emerge and
have priorities and plans in place to take advantage of them.

» Staffing and Governance changes will be required if the NHA pursues funding for
major projects.

» Public and Regulatory Engagement is important if plans and applications are to be
approved and funded.

» Preserving and Broadening the NHA's Knowledge Base will put the Authority in a
position to plan more successfully, and secure the necessary funding.

» Planning Initiatives that include staff and consultants can clarify goals and
opportunities that will form the basis for funding applications
GUIDE TO THIS REPORT

The following is an annotated guide to the remaining sections of this report outlining the
key content elements.

Section 2: Background for This Report

To meet current the needs of current NHA residents and keep facilities in good repair,
to significantly improve the character and quality of its housing, and to add affordable
housing to its portfolio, it is helpful to understand the local and regional economic, social
and physical context for the NHA's mission and the recommendations in this report. This

6 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND GUIDE TO THIS FACILITIES MASTER PLAN
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Section provides background information that will be helpful in evaluating the costs and
benefits of options that the NHA can pursue.

Section 3: Description of Existing Developments

Any repairs beyond the most minimal benefit from existing conditions site plans and
plans. More comprehensive improvements that require an architect or engineer’s input
need scaled plans to begin the design effort. This Section includes a profile for each
existing development. It also includes site plans and floor plans for the entire NHA
portfolio prepared by Abacus based on original paper drawings. The accompanying

text provides factual, photographic and subjective evaluations of the buildings and sites
suggesting shortcomings that warrant consideration. This information provides a context
for considering small repairs and larger changes that may be desired.

Plans have also been provided to the NHA in digital form.

Section 4: Routine Repairs and Improvement Options

Buildings and sites require ongoing maintenance and repairs, and HUD and DHCD
provide ongoing funding so that this work can take place. NHA personnel have provided a
description of the work that has recently been done and urgent repairs which need to be
done in the foreseeable future. This Section documents this information to broaden the
understanding of required work, provides an institutional record if there are changes in
personnel, and puts individual work items in the context of overall building and site plans.
These listings provide a basis for setting priorities.

Section 5: Major Modernization Options

The work and money required to maintain buildings and sites often precludes looking

at the broader kinds of improvements that would improve the character, durability and
functionality of its development. This Section outlines more comprehensive scopes of
work that can make substantive improvements in resident quality of life and the character
of their communities. Recommendations grow out of existing conditions documentation in
Section 3. lllustrations suggest the kind of improvements being recommended.

Section 6: New Development Options

The NHA owns underutilized land that could support the development of new housing
and associated community and resident services facilities. Site plans, three dimensional
views and the accompanying narratives suggest the kind of development that could be
integrated into the surrounding community while meeting the growing need for affordable
housing. The work being proposed is designed to minimize the impact on NHA residents

and abutters, and enable NHA properties to meet contemporary standards
Section 7: Funding Sources

Although the demand for affordable housing funding greatly outstrips resources available,
there are opportunities for funding major modernizations and new development that will
allow the NHA to expand the benefits it provides its residents, the Needham community,
and the region. In this section, funding programs and resources are laid out with an outline
of the challenges, risks and rewards associated with each of them, and makes suggestion
on how funding sources can be combined to meet needs in a more ambitious way.

Section 8: Cost Estimates and Pro Formas

Section 8 applies the currently available funding sources identified in the previous Section
to the modernization and redevelopment projects which could be undertaken by the NHA.
This Section examines the costs and financial structure of proposed new developments
to provide a very preliminary outline of the costs and benefits associated with the work
recommended in Sections 4, 5, and 6.

Section 9: Findings and Recommendations

In this Section, the consultants recommend that the NHA incrementally move forward to
pursue a series of possible projects with a variety of funding sources to avail themselves
of a full range of opportunities to improve their portfolio. These projects are summarized in
narrative form, and build off of the work laid out in previous sections.

This work will require the input of a number of professionals and a sustained outreach
effort by the NHA board and staff, but offers very significant rewards. This section also
outlines the government staffing and public engagement initiatives needed to move
forward.

Section 9: Table of Acronyms

Names of affordable housing agencies and programs are often abbreviated with acronyms
that are familiar to those in the industry. Those referenced in this Master Plan are noted.

Section 10: Table of Reference Documents
This Section contains a list of all the reference documents which were reviewed during

the creation of this Facilities Master Plan. These documents are on file in the Needham
Housing Authority Office.

NHA FACILITIES MASTER PLAN

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND GUIDE TO THIS FACILITIES MASTER PLAN
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* Important Notes:

2. Summary of Projects under Consideration

1. Projects are as conceptualized in NHA 2019 Facilities Master Plan. Project scope, phasing, priority, estimated costs and
potential funding sources will be refined during MRI Phase 1, and are likely to change.

Estimated costs DO NOT REFLECT recent pandemic-induced construction cost increases, and likely to be underestimates.

3. Funding estimates are based on Federal, State, Local and Private funding sources available in 2018-2019, and are being
updated to reflect 2022-2025 potential sources.

4. Numbers do not reflect potential opportunities from Federal infrastructure legislation currently under consideration.

o Project BEFORE AFTER TOSTAL Potential Funding Sources*
Project Type # of Units* # of Units* C%STT°* Non-Needham | Needham (CPA)

1. Seabeds/Cook Modernize/ 46 Sr./30 Family 46 Sr./30 Family $16.5m $16.18m $0.32m
Preserve

2. High Rock I Redevelop 30 Family 60 Family $22.7m $21.95m $0.75m

3. High Rock II Redevelop 30 Family 60 Family $23.0m $22.25m $0.75m

4. Linden/Chambers Redevelop 152 Sr. 152 Sr. $47.2m $45.20m $2.00m

5. Seabeds/Cook New - 61 Sr. $21.2m $20.25m $0.95m
ToTALs | 198 5r/%0 Family [ 259 Sr/150 Family | ¢ 30 ¢ | §125.83m $4.77m

288 units 409 units
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3. Selection of MRI Consultant Team

Chapter 30b Compliant Process

1. April 28, 2020 — RFP Issued: “Consulting Services for Modernization & Redevelopment of NHA Properties”

2. May 28, 2021 --
e 3 Proposals Received and are deemed to be high quality and responsive
e Technical Proposals are opened and distributed
e Proposal Selection Committee (PSC) Formed (board, staff, tenant, neighbor, Town)

June 1-18, 2018 — Technical proposals evaluated & ranked; reference checks
4. June 18-22, 2021 -- Price Proposals are opened, evaluated and ranked.

5. June 22, 2021 -- PSC Recommendation to the NHA Board: The Cambridge Housing Authority proposal is Most Advantageous for the NHA,
weighing both their technical and cost proposals. The PSC found that the CHA is:
e A highly qualified bidder,
With substantial, highly relevant verifiable prior experience,
Capable of providing the entire scope-of-services in the RFP,
Has the highest likelihood of delivering a successful engagement, relative to the other two respondents, and
Has the lowest, most reasonable price that can be expected.

6. June 24,2021 — NHA Board unanimously awards the consulting engagement to the Cambridge Housing Authority
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4. Modernization and Redevelopment Initiative
Phase 1 Key Deliverables
July 2021 — March 2022

A statement of guiding redevelopment/repositioning goals and objectives for NHA and each NHA property.

Memo of Comments and Considerations from Review of 2019 Facilities Master Plan and NHA Income and Expense
Analysis.

RAD, RAD Blend, Section 18, and Section 22 Feasibility Report and Recommendation.

Powerpoint presentation outlining CHA’s findings and recommendations with respect to available funding programs for
the redevelopment of the state-subsidized properties.

Depending upon recommendation, RAD, RAD Blended, Section 18 and Section 22 Application(s).
Proposed CPA Funding Options.
CPA Funding Application(s) for Submission by December 1, 2021.

Due diligence materials including title runs, appraisals, environmental, survey, market study (Costs of these to be paid
directly by NHA or as a reimbursable to CHA).

RFP for Legal Services.

10. Recommendations for Further Study of Redevelopments Options for each Property.

11. Repositioning and Recapitalization Plan.
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5. Introduction to The Cambridge Housing Authority
Planning & Development Team

Needham Housing
Authority

.r\ CHAMPIONING
CHMN AFFORDABLE HOUSING

THE CAMBRIDGE HOUSING AUTHORITY’S IMPACT + VISION

CHA serves over

7,000

households

12% of
Cambridge
residents

. Adults
33% 2a% 5% M (1555 years old)

Elderl:

0%

Youth
{under 18)

Full-time students
(18+)

5 000 individuals in CHA housing
£ (excluding voucher recipients)

CHA is accredited by the Affordable Housing Accreditation Board

About Cambridge Housing Authority ‘rC\H p\

QQS\“G 4((,?@

Q

Cambridge Housing Authority  *€o,7gp 1™

o NFFORp
4,4:(;
\
apvod

CHA has converted 96% of its
federal public housing to project-

A based Section 8 either through RAD
or Section 18, and 100% of its state
| I I I public housing to either federal

public housing or to project-based
Section 8.

Quick Facts:

Nationally recognized and innovative housing
authority; an original participant of HUD’s
Moving to Work (MTW) program

Over 21,000 distinct applicants on its waiting
list

Manages approximately 3,000 units including
over 2,600 formerly public housing units

A staff of 220 with an annual operating budget
over $170 million
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CHA

"Staying with family currenfly, but it may change very soom.
My great aunt owns this home, she is 96-years-old. [t has
already beew set in her will to sell the house upou her passing.
1 is alimost like a ticking time bomb waiting fo go off. IF's a
horrible feeling.”

“Sleeping in a spare room at a friend s house. IE's obviousl
wof the ideal sifuation but reuf is way foo uch in Mass.

Needham Housing
Authority

Did you know?

Twenty months after staying in an emergency

“We rent and pay 80% of our income.” shelter, children scored worse in pre-reading
N skills and had higher rates of overall
behavior problems and early development
delays compared fo national averages for
children their age.

“Rant is more than | can afford. When COVID hif and school

was out, | had to quit my job to do school with my kids. | am
completely behind on bills and in damger of being homeless.”
“I am paying more then 50% of my income to sleep on kay

: 7 : "
sister s couch in Hhe ﬂ'Pdl‘l("M-"-“f that she rewts. Source: U15. Department of Health ond Human Services (2017) - Weltbeing of Yoong
Children ofter Experiencing Homelessness.

“My Freshman year of college was Fall 2020; | was a sfudent
living at UMass Boston. During COVID-19, the rates went up
and my FASFA did nof cover it. | lost iy S.5.1, income
when | began to work af Stop & Shop. | slepf tn a U-Hual
storage, | reuted for my dorm stuff. | could not afford reuf
prices in Cambridge without roommmates. | was scamimed by
someone ou Craigslist, He fook my money buf never gave me
the key to the apartiment, | had to go to a domestic violence
shelter after | went to stay with wmy dad.”

X ‘4 _ﬂ&

A collection o poverful tores by real people experiencing “I live in my son’s friend's house wha is helping us. We sleep

hardships and dwindling hopes from years spent on CHA o Lt ; . .
el : 9 rookn on an airbed. We opew it at wight and close
waiting lists to secure a home in one of the most in-demand sy tha a1 i vary grabefill”

and expensive real estate markets in the country.
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Needham Housing
Aunthority

CHA’s Planning and Development Team consists of 25 people, including staff experienced in financial
structuring, project management, project development, design and design review, energy and
sustainability, and construction supervision.

The Team is responsible for CHA’s modernization and development activities, including the repositioning
of public housing properties from state or federal public housing program to Section 8 Project-Based
Vouchers, and the development of new affordable housing.

Since 2010, CHA financed over $590 Million to renovate or construct 2,053 units including 214 newly
constructed family units (includes the $255 Million of construction currently underway).

CHA has used a variety of funding sources including ARRA, low-income housing tax credits, historic tax
credits, State soft loans, CPA funds, tax exempt bonds, private debt and MTW funds.

CHA has another $565 Million of capital work in its pipeline which will include adding over 450 new units
to CHA's portfolio while renovating an additional 529 units.

Starting in 2019 CHA began to offer consulting services to other housing authorities interested in
repositioning and developing new affordable housing. Clients include: Lewiston, ME, Medford,
Brockton, Watertown, Belmont, Chicopee among others.

Planning and Development Department C H I\

10
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Needham Housing
Aunthority

Some of the
rest of the CHA
P&D Team

Key CHA Staff for NHA Engagement TC\H I\

Margaret Donnelly Moran, Principal for NHA Assignment, Director of Planning and Development

Over thirty years experience working in public and affordable housing with much of it at the Cambridge Housing
Authority.

Provided consulting services to housing authorities and non-profits for twenty years including Needham,
Wellesley, Fitchburg, New Haven, CT, New London, CT, Milford, CT and many others.

Architect of CHA’s repositioning and reinvestment strategy over the past fifteen years resulting in nearly $1B
investment in public housing in Cambridge since 2010.

Nathalie Janson, Project Manager for NHA Assignment, CHA Senior Project Manager

A graduate of the Harvard University’s Graduate School of Design with over five years of experience working in
affordable housing.

Involved in all stages of development projects from pre-development through construction closing.

Managed the development budges totaling $167MM for CHA projects closing Winter 2019-2020

CHA’s Project Manager of its Medford Housing Authority engagement which recently secured a DHCD Public
Housing Innovations grant.

11
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Sample of our Work

N“"::t“l:o[:i:‘s‘“g A revitalization of a state
' public housing development

Old Lincoln Way

New Lincoln Way

12
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o BN Revitalizing Senior Housing Units 'IE\H I\

Needham Housing and community Spaces

Aunthority
CHA has renovated almost 1,000 senior units in Cambridge since 2016. Improvements not only bring the buildings up to
today’s standards but also help seniors stay in place longer with greater accessibility in their units and potential access
to services in their building. Perhaps the biggest transformation has been in the common areas -- we have created lots
of different meeting and program spaces, and a welcoming, residential environment to help create community and a
sense of home.

13
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Walkling Court, Medford MA

wasam  ICHA

Needham Housing
Authority

e Build high-quality, accessible
senior housing

* Integrate the site’s design
into the surrounding
neighborhood context and
incorporate green design
features.

HiUﬂ 4
|| -

1o |
=

*  Optimize the number of
affordable housing on site
from 144 units to 238 units

* Create new affordable family
housing, both in townhomes
and in smaller accessible
units in a mid-rise building

* Just received Phase 1 funding
through DHCD’s Public
Housing Innovations Program




TOWN OF NEEDHAM
MASSACHUSETTS

500 Dedham Avenue
Needham, MA 02492
781-455-7550

PLANNING BOARD

APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW
Project Determination: (circle one) Major Project Minor Project

This application must be completed, signed, and submitted with the filing fee by the applicant or
his representative in accordance with the Planning Board’s Rules as adopted under its jurisdiction
as a Special Permit Granting Authority. Section 7.4 of the By-Laws.

Location of Property 1407 Central Avenue

Name of Applicant Town of Needham Select Board

Applicant’s Address c¢/o Christopher H.Heep, Esq.
Miyares and Harrington LLP, 40 Grove Street
Wellesley, MA 02492

Phone Number (617) 804-2422

Applicantis: Owner Tenant
Agent/Attorney X Purchaser

Property Owner’s Name Town of Needham
Property Owner’s Address 1471 Highland Avenue
Telephone Number (781) 455-7500

Characteristics of Property: Lot Area 75.9 acres  Present Use DPW Storage Facility
Map 308 Parcel 2 Zoning District Single Residence A

Description of Project for Site Plan Review under Section 7.4 of the Zoning By-Law:
The Applicant requests a minor modification of the Amendment Decision for this site dated
November 20, 2018, which authorized construction of the Jack Cogswell Building, to
temporarily allow for DPW Staff to report to, and work from, the building.

Signature of Applicant (or representative) M ——  (HRISTORER H. HEEFP
Address if not applicant: 40 Grove Street Suite 190, Wellesley MA 02482—

Telephone # (617) 804-2422

Owner’s permission if other than applicant

Received by Planning Board Date

Hearing Date Parties of Interest Notified of Public Hearing
Decision Required by Decision/Notices of Decision sent
Granted

Denied Fee Paid Fee Waived
Withdrawn

NOTE: Reports on Minor Projects must be issues within 35 days of filing date.
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Harrington

J. Raymond Miyares  Thomas J. Harrington  Christopher H, Heep  Donna M. Brewer  Jennie M. Merrill
Bryan Bertram lvria Glass Fried Alexandra B. Rubin Ethan B. Dively Maurica D. Miller Rian Rossetti

September 30, 2021

BY EMAIL (lnewggan@negdhamma.gov)
Town of Needham Planning Board

500 Dedham Avenue

Needham, MA 02492

Re: Jack Cogswell Building—-—l 407 Central Avenue
Request for Minor Modification of Major Site Plan Special Permit

Dear Planning Board Members;

On behalf of the Town of Needham Select Board (the “Applicant”), I hereby request an ad-
ditional temporary minor modification of the Planning Board's Amendment Decision—Major
Project Site Plan Special Permit dated November 20, 2018 (the “Decision”). This Amendment De-
cision authorized the construction and operation of the Jack Cogswell Building, the Department of
Public Works’ seasonal storage facility, on a portion of the 75.9 acre site located at 1407 Central

Avenue.

The Planning Board amended the Decision on January 4, 2021 to temporarily allow approx-
imately sixteen (16) DPW employees to work from the Jack Cogswell Building. This amendment
was necessary because when the Jack Cogswell Building was originally permitted in 2018, it was
understood that it would not be staffed on a regular basis, and the Decision included several find-
ings of fact to that effect.' Notwithstanding the original plans for the building, however, the
COVID-19 pandemic forced the DPW to look for workspace beyond its headquarters at 470 Ded-
ham Avenue for employees to report to at the beginning and end of each workday, and to work
from during inclement weather. Accordingly, the Applicant sought the Planning Board’s approval
to allow DPW staff to work from the building during the state of emergency, and the Planning
Board conditionally approved this request on January 4, 2021. The Planning Board’s decision stated
that this approval for staffing at the Jack Cogswell Building would automatically expire forty-five
(45) days after the Governor lifted the COVID-19 state of emergericy.

! See Amendment Decision dated November 20, 2018 at Finding 1.5, Finding 1.8, Finding 1.14 and Finding 1.15.

Local options at work



Planning Board
September 30, 2021
Page 2 of 2

The Applicant requests that the Planning Board issue an additional modification to allow
current staffing levels at the Jack Cogswell Building to remain in place through April 30, 2022. Alt-
hough the Governor has now lifted the state of emergency, the threat of COVID-19 remains ongo-
ing. The DPW continues to need the Jack Cogswell Building as a base of operation in order to ade-
quately space its staff and to provide for sufficient social distancing during the work day. The con-
tinued use of the building will allow for this, and it will not cause any negative impact to the site or
to the surrounding neighborhood. As provided for in the Planning Board's January 2021 temporary
approval, there is sufficient parking on site and the use of the building by DPW staff has been with-
out incident or complaint since the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic.

Based on the foregoing, the Applicant hereby requests that the Planning Board grant an ad-
ditional minor modification of the Amendment Decision for 1407 Central Avenue dated November
20, 2018 to allow for approximately sixteen (16) DPW staff to report to and/or work from the
Jack Cogswell Building through April 30, 2022, subject to all of the same terms and conditions in-
cluded in its prior January 4, 2021 approval.

Sincerely,

s o

Christopher H. Heep

cc: K. Fitzpatrick
C. Lustig

LA BN IET e i Forndh (RN i 1o W
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Planning & Community Development

DECISION
MAJOR PROJECT SITE PLAN REVIEW SPECIAL PERMIT
AMENDMENT
October 19, 2021

Town of Needham
Application No. 2013-02
(Original Decision April 2, 2013, Amended June 10, 2014, July 8, 2014, January 20, 2015,
May 6, 2015, January 26, 2016, July 19, 2016, November 20, 2018, August 6, 2019,
September 3, 2019, October 19, 2019, January 4, 2021 and June 1, 2021,
and Insignificant Change on September 15, 2020)

DECISION of the Planning Board (hereinafter referred to as the “Board”) on the petition of the Town of
Needham Select Board, 1471 Highland Avenue, Needham, Massachusetts, (hereinafter referred to as the
“Petitioner”) for property located at 1407 Central Avenue, Needham, MA. The property is shown on
Assessors Plan No. 308 as Parcel 2 containing 75.9 acres in the Single Residence A Zoning District.

This Decision is in response to an application submitted to the Board on October 19, 2020, by the Petitioner.
The requested Amendment would, if granted, allow Department of Public Works (DPW) staff at the Jack
Cogswell Building to remain in place through April 30, 2022. The prior approval stated that staffing at the
Jack Cogswell Building would automatically expire forty-five (45) days after the Governor lifted the
COVID-19 state of emergency.

The changes requested are deemed minor in nature and extent and do not require a public notice or a public
hearing. Testimony and documentary evidence were presented to the Board on October 19, 2021 via remote
meeting using Zoom ID 826-5899-3198. Board members Paul S. Alpert, Adam Block, Martin Jacobs,
Jeanne S. McKnight, and Natasha Espada were present throughout the proceedings. Testimony and
documentary evidence were presented, and the Board acted on the matter.

EVIDENCE
Submitted for the Board’s review were the following exhibits:

Exhibit 1  Application form for Further Site Plan Review completed by the Applicant dated October 7,
2021.

Exhibit 2 Letter from, Christopher H. Heep, Attorney, Miyares Harrington, dated September 30, 2021.

Exhibit 3 Plan entitled “Proposed Site Plan Jack Cogswell Building”, prepared by Engineering Division,
Department of Public Works, Needham, MA, 02492, dated January 12, 2021.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Needham Planning Board Decision — 1407 Central Avenue, October 19, 2021 1



The findings and conclusions made in Major Project Site Plan Special Permit No. 2013-02, dated April 2,
2013, amended June 10, 2014, July 8, 2014, January 20, 2015, May 6, 2015, January 26, 2016, July 19,
2016, November 20, 2018, August 6, 2019, September 3, 2019, October 19, 2019, January 4, 2021 and June
1, 2021, and Insignificant Change on September 15, 2020, were ratified and confirmed except as follows:

1.1

1.2

13

14

15

1.6

The Petitioner proposes to have the decision amended to allow Department of Public Works staff
to temporarily report to and work from the Jack Cogswell building through April 30, 2022.

The Planning Board amended the Decision on January 4, 2021 to temporarily allow approximately
sixteen (16) DPW employees to work from the Jack Cogswell Building. This amendment was
necessary because when the Jack Cogswell Building was originally permitted in 2018, it was
understood that it would not be staffed on a regular basis, and the Decision included several findings
of fact to that effect.! Notwithstanding the original plans for the building, however, the COVID-19
pandemic forced the DPW to look for workspace beyond its headquarters at 470 Dedham Avenue
for employees to report to at the beginning and end of each workday, and to work from during
inclement weather. Accordingly, the Petitioner sought the Planning Board’s approval to allow DPW
staff to work from the building during the state of emergency, and the Planning Board conditionally
approved this request on January 4, 2021. The Planning Board’s decision stated that this approval
for staffing at the Jack Cogswell Building would automatically expire forty-five (45) days after the
Governor lifted the COVID-19 state of emergency.

The Petitioner now requests that the Planning Board issue an additional modification to allow
current staffing levels at the Jack Cogswell Building to remain in place through April 30, 2022.
Although the Governor has now lifted the state of emergency, the threat of COVID-19 remains
ongoing. The DPW continues to need the Jack Cogswell Building as a base of operation in order
to adequately space its staff and to provide for sufficient social distancing during the work day. The
continued use of the building will allow for this, and it will not cause any negative impact to the
site or to the surrounding neighborhood. As provided for in the Planning Board’s January 4, 2021
temporary approval of staffing levels, there is sufficient parking on site and the use of the building
by DPW staff has been without incident or complaint since the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic.

The Petitioner has prepared a plan (Exhibit 3) showing the location of additional on-site parking.
The Jack Cogswell Building has three (3) permanently approved parking spaces, as well as the
additional 11 temporary spaces for the additional staffing during this interim period. To the extent
that there is any parking demand beyond what can be accommodated in this area, DPW staff will
temporarily use the available parking spaces located across Central Avenue at the Claxton Field
House.

The Board hereby approves the modifications as described under Exhibits 1, 2 and 3 above.
The proposed changes are deemed minor in nature and do not require public notice or a hearing.

PLAN MODIFICATIONS

Prior to the issuance of a building permit or the start of any construction pertaining to this Decision, the
Petitioner shall cause the Plan to be revised to show the following additional, corrected, or modified
information. The Building Inspector shall not issue any building permit for the work proposed in this
Decision nor shall he permit any construction activity pertaining to this Decision to begin on the site until
and unless he finds that the Plan is revised to include the following additional corrected, or modified

1 See Amendment Decision dated November 20, 2018 at Finding 1.5, Finding 1.8, Finding 1.14 and Finding 1.15.
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information. Except where otherwise provided, all such information shall be subject to the approval of the
Building Inspector. Where approvals are required from persons other than the Building Inspector, the
Petitioner shall be responsible for providing a written copy of such approvals to the Building Inspector
before the Inspector shall issue any building permit or permit for any construction on the site. The Petitioner
shall submit four copies of the final Plans as approved for construction by the Building Inspector to the
Board prior to the issuance of a Building Permit.

2.0 The Plans shall be modified to include the requirements and recommendations of the Board as set
forth below. The modified plans shall be submitted to the Board for approval and endorsement.

a) No Plan Modifications required.
CONDITIONS AND LIMITATIONS

The plan modifications, conditions and limitations contained in Major Project Site Plan Special Permit No.
2013-02, dated April 2, 2013, Amended June 10, 2014, July 8, 2014, January 20, 2015, May 6, 2015,
January 26, 2016, July 19, 2016, November 20, 2018, August 6, 2019, September 3, 2019, October 19,
2019 January 4, 2021 and June 1, 2021, and Insignificant Change on September 15, 2020, are ratified and
confirmed except as modified herein.

3.1 The Board approved approximately 16 DPW employees temporarily reporting to the Jack Cogswell
Building through April 30, 2022. Given that the DPW’s core functions are based outdoors—
including operations and maintenance of the public ways, fields, water and sewer facilities, etc.—
these employees will then generally work at other locations (not within the building itself). At any
given time, and mostly during inclement weather, one or more employees might be expected to
work inside cleaning, prepping or making minor repairs to their equipment. While the above
description is intended to be an accurate description of the DPW’s needs as of the date of this
writing, the Board recognizes that there is some need for flexibility as DPW responds to changing
seasonal conditions.

3.2 Operation of the facility shall be as described under Exhibits 1, 2, and 3, and Sections 1.3, 1.4 and
1.5 above.

3.3 This Decision Amendment allowing DPW staff to report to and/or work from the Jack Cogswell
Building during the COVID-19 state of emergency, as limited above shall automatically expire on
April 30, 2022.
DECISION
NOW THEREFORE, by unanimous vote of the Planning Board, the Board votes that:

1. The proposed changes are deemed minor in nature and do not require a public notice or public
hearing. No 20-day appeal period from this Amendment of Decision is required.

2. The requested modifications are granted.
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Witness our hands this day of October 2021.

NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD

Paul S. Alpert, Chair

Adam Block

Martin Jacobs

Natasha Espada

Jeanne S. McKnight

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

Norfolk, ss 2021
On this day of , 2021, before me, the undersigned notary public, personally
appeared , one of the members of the Planning Board of the Town of

Needham, Massachusetts, proved to me through satisfactory evidence of identification, which was
, to be the person whose name is signed on the
proceeding or attached document, and acknowledged the foregoing to be the free act and deed of said Board
before me.

Notary Public:
My Commission Expires:

Copy sent to:
Town Clerk
Building Inspector
Director, PWD
Board of Health
Conservation Commission
Design Review Board
Board of Selectmen
Engineering
Fire Department
Police Department
Attorney Christopher Heep

Needham Planning Board Decision — 1407 Central Avenue, October 19, 2021 4



TOWN OF NEEDHAM
MASSACHUSETTS

Room 20, Town Hall
Needham, MA 02492
781-455-7526

PLANNING BOARD
APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW

Project Determination: De Minimus Change

This application must be completed, signed, and submitted with the filing fee by the applicant or
his representative in accordance with the Planning Board’s Rules as adopted under its jurisdiction
as a Special Permit Granting Authority. Section 7.4 of the By-Laws. '

Location of Property ~ 15-17 Oak Street, Needham, MA
Name of Applicant 57 Dedham Ave, LLC
Applicant’s Address 292 Reservoir Street, Needham, MA 02494

Phone Number 781-760-7461
Applicantis:  Owner X Tenant
Agent/Attorney Purchaser

Property Owner’s Name:
Property Owner’s Address:
Telephone Number:

Characteristics of Property: Lot Area: 18,571 Sq Ft Present Use: Mixed
Commercial / Residential
Map # 47 Parcel # 81 & 82 Zoning District: Chestnut
Street Business (CSB)

Description of Project for Site Plan Review under Section 7.4 of the Zoning By-Law:

The Premises is the subject of Major Project Site Plan Special Permit Decision, 2016-01, as amended. After
construction pursuant to the Decision was substantially completed, a survey was discovered relative to the
location of the front lot line. Although the error id inconsequentigl4 zoning purposes, this de minimis application is
intended to recognize the correct location of the front lot li purposes’ofthef

Signature of Applicant (or representative) X ﬁ [y /

Address if not applicant _Micuoe b Tepovol | MNeeL
Telephone # £

Owner’s permission if other than applicant

SUMMARY OF PLANNING BQARD ACTI
Received by Planning Board Date | O [ s ] 2
Hearing Date Parties of Interest Notified of Public Hearing

Decision Required by - Decision/Notices of Decision sent o
Granted

Denied Fee Paid Fee Waived

Withdrawn

NOTE: Reports on Minor Projects must be issues within 35 days of filing date.



George Giunta, Jr.
ATTORNEY AT LAW*
281 Chestnut Street

Needham, MASSACHUSETTS 02492
*Also admitted in Maryland
TELEPHONE (781) 449-4520 FAX (781) 449-8475

October 5, 2021
Lee Newman
Planning Director
Town of Needham
1471 Highland Avenue
Needham, MA 02492

Re: 57 Dedham Ave, LLC
15 & 17 Oak Street, Needham, MA
Major Project Site Plan Decision, SPMP 2016-01
De Minimis Modification Request

Dear Lee,

As you know, this office represents 57 Dedham Ave, LLC and its principal, Michael Tedoldi
(hereinafter, the “Applicant”) relative to the commercial properties numbered 15 and 17 Oak
Street, Needham, MA (hereinafter, together, the “Premises”). Those properties are the subject of
Major Project Site Plan Decision, SPMP 2016-01, as amended, which permitted the demolition
of two prior existing buildings and the construction of one new building, containing both
residential and commercial space, with associated parking and site improvements.

Following construction of the building and nearly all the improvements, an apparent error in the
land survey was discovered, which led to an incorrect location of the front property line.
Furthermore, in investigating that error, it was also discovered that the setback distances on the
approved site plan were to the wall of the building, and not to the overhang. While the difference
in front yard setback between what was approved and what was built is irrelevant for zoning
purposes, further relief, in the nature of a de minimus change to the site plan is required to make
the plans consistent with the as-built conditions. Therefore, submitted herewith please find the
following:

1. Executed De Minimis Change application;

2. Plan entitled “As-Built of 15-17 Oak Street, Assessors Plat 47, Lots 81 & 82, Needham,
Massachusetts”, dated September 15, 2020, revised December 22, 2020, January 11, 2021, July
29,2021, September 1, 2021, and September 28, 2021; and

3. Check no. 1704 in the amount of $250 for the applicable fee.



In addition to correcting the location of the front property line, the plan submitted herewith also
includes certain deviations from the approved plans, some of which were previously approved by
the Board as de minimis changes when the Applicant requested permission for partial occupancy
of the residential portion of the building. In as much as that approval was not issued in
connection with any application for de minimis approval, same is included in this request to
formalize such approval. The previously approved changes include the following:

1. Installation of transformer in alternate location, at the left property line;

2. Elimination of the walkway leading from Oak Street to the rear of the building;

3. Installation of new handicapped ramp and landing at rear entrance to building;

4. Reconfiguration of the surface parking area at the rear of the building, including elimination of
one parking space; and

5. Installation of utility pole near left front corner of the property.

The following changes that are shown on the as-built plan were not previously approved, and
Applicant requests de minimis approval relative thereto:

1. Reconfiguration and relocation of front landing and steps; and
2. Elimination of proposed handicapped ramp.

Please note, relative to the elimination of the proposed handicapped ramp in the front of the
building, both that a ramp has been installed at the rear entrance, making same accessible, and
that the Architectural Access Board has indicated (in email dated July 19, 2021, previously
provided) that, provided directional signage is posted at the inaccessible front entrance, the lack
of a ramp at that location will comply with 521 CMR relative to handicapped accessibility.

Please schedule this for a discussion at the next available meeting and let me know if you or the

Board require anything further.

Sincerely,

Al

George Giunta, Jr
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TOWN OF NEEDHAM, MASSACHUSETTS
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
500 Dedham Avenue, Needham, MA 02492
Telephone (781) 455-7550 FAX (781) 449-9023

October 14, 2021

Needham Planning Board
Needham Public Service Administration Building
Needham, MA 02492

RE: Major Project Site Plan Special Permit No. 2016-01

Map 47 Parcel 81 & 82- 15 and 17 Oak Street
Dear Members of the Board,
The Department of Public Works has completed its review of the above referenced deminimus
change of a Major Project Site Plan Special Permit. The applicant requests some deviations to the
approved plan such as relocation of the transformer, removal of certain walkways and ramps with
ABA approval, reconfiguration of parking elimination one space, and the installation of a utility pole

on the property.

The review was conducted in accordance with the Planning Board’s regulations and standard
engineering practice. The additional documents submitted for review are as follows:

1. Application dated October 5, 2021.

2. Letter from George Giunta Jr., dated October 5, 2021.

3. Plan entitled “As-Built of 15-17 Oak Street,” prepated by Insite Engineering Services, LLC,
501 Great Road, Unit 104, North Smithfield, RI, 02896, dated September 15, 2020, revised
December 22, 2020, January 11, 2021, July 29, 2021, September 1, 2021 and September 28,
2021.

Our comments and recommendations are as follows:

¢ We have no comment or objection to the changes

If you have any questions regarding the above, please contact our office at 781-455-7538.

Truly yours,

Thomas Ryder
Assistant Town Engineer

Page 1 of 1



PLANNING DIVISION
Planning & Community Development

AMENDMENT DECISION
MAJOR PROJECT SITE PLAN REVIEW SPECIAL PERMIT
October 19, 2021

Town of Needham
Application No. 2016-01
(Original Decision dated March 29, 2016,
amended by First Amendment and Restated Major Site Plan Special Permit dated November 1, 2016)

DECISION of the Planning Board (hereinafter referred to as the Board) on an Application for a De
Minimus Change to Major Project Site Plan Review on the petition of the 57 Dedham Avenue LLC, 292
Reservoir Street, Needham, MA (to be referred to hereinafter as the “Petitioner”) for that certain property
located at 15 & 17 Oak Street, Needham, Massachusetts. Said property is located in the Chestnut Street
Business Zoning District and is shown on Needham Town Assessors Plan No. 47 as Parcels 81 and 82
containing 18,571 square feet.

This decision is in response to an application filed with the Board on October 5, 2021, for approval to
amend the prior permits, which had permitted the demolition of two prior existing buildings and the
construction of one new building, containing both residential and commercial space, with associated
parking and site improvements. Following construction of the building and nearly all the improvements,
an apparent error in the land survey was discovered, which led to an incorrect location of the front
property line. Furthermore, in investigating that error, it was also discovered that the setback distances on
the approved site plan were to the wall of the building, and not to the overhang. While the difference in
front yard setback between what was approved and what was built is irrelevant for zoning purposes,
further relief, in the nature of a de minimus change to the site plan is required to make the setback
distance shown on the approved site plan consistent with the as-built conditions. Additionally, the
following changes that are shown on the as-built plan were not previously approved, and Petitioner
requests de minimis approval relative thereto: (1) Reconfiguration and relocation of front landing and
steps; and (2) Elimination of proposed handicapped ramp.

The change requested is deemed minor in nature and extent and does not require public notice or public
hearing. Testimony and documentary evidence were presented to the Board on October 19, 2021 via
remote meeting using Zoom ID 826-5899-3198. Board members Paul S. Alpert, Adam Block, Martin
Jacobs, Jeanne S. McKnight, and Natasha Espada were present throughout the October 19, 2021
proceedings. After testimony and documentary evidence were presented the Board acted on the matter.

EVIDENCE
Submitted for the Board’s review were the following exhibits:

Exhibit 1 - Completed Application for Site Plan Review, filed with the Board on October 5, 2021.

Needham Planning Board Decision — 15 & 17 Oak Street, De Minimus Change 1
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Exhibit 2 - Memorandum from Attorney George Giunta Jr. to Lee Newman, Director of Planning &
Community Development, dated October 5, 2021.

Exhibit 3 - Plan entitled “As-Built of 15-17 Oak Street,” prepared by Insite Engineering Services,
LLC, 501 Great Road, Unit 104, North Smithfield, RI, 02896, dated September 15, 2020,
revised December 22, 2020, January 11, 2021, July 29, 2021, September 1, 2021 and
September 28, 2021.

Exhibit 4 - Inter-Departmental Communications (IDC) to the Board from Thomas Ryder, Assistant
Town Engineer, dated October 4, 2021.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

The findings and conclusions made in Major Project Site Plan Special Permit No. 2016-01, dated March
29, 2016, amended and restated November 1, 2016, were ratified and confirmed except as follows:

1. The original decisions for Major Project Site Plan Special Permit No. 2016-01, dated March 29,
2016, amended and restated November 1, 2016 permitted the demolition of two prior existing
buildings and the construction of one new building, containing both residential and commercial
space, with associated parking and site improvements. Following construction of the building and
nearly all the improvements, an apparent error in the land survey was discovered, which led to an
incorrect location of the front property line. Furthermore, in investigating that error, it was also
discovered that the setback distances on the approved site plan were to the wall of the building,
and not to the overhang. While the difference in front yard setback between what was approved
and what was built is irrelevant for zoning purposes, further relief, in the nature of a de minimus
change to the site plan is required to make the plans consistent with the as-built conditions.

2. In addition to correcting the location of the front property line, the plan submitted herewith also
includes certain deviations from the approved plans, some of which were previously approved by
the Board as de minimis changes when the Petitioner requested permission for partial occupancy
of the residential portion of the building. In as much as that approval was not issued in connection
with any application for de minimis approval, same is included in this request to formalize such
approval. The previously approved changes include the following:

1. Installation of transformer in alternate location, at the left property line;

2. Elimination of the walkway leading from Oak Street to the rear of the building;

3. Installation of new handicapped ramp and landing at rear entrance to building;

4. Reconfiguration of the surface parking area at the rear of the building, including elimination of
one parking space; and 5. Installation of utility pole near left front corner of the property.

3. The following changes that are shown on the as-built plan were not previously approved, and
Petitioner requests de minimis approval relative thereto:

1. Reconfiguration and relocation of front landing and steps; and
2. Elimination of proposed handicapped ramp.

4. The Board hereby approves the modifications as described under Exhibits 1, 2, 3 and 5.
5. The following Plan now represents the final site Plan for this project.

Plan entitled “As-Built of 15-17 Oak Street,” prepared by Insite Engineering Services,
LLC, 501 Great Road, Unit 104, North Smithfield, RI, 02896, dated September 15, 2020,

Needham Planning Board Decision — 15 & 17 Oak Street, De Minimus Change 2
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revised December 22, 2020, January 11, 2021, July 29, 2021, September 1, 2021 and
September 28, 2021.

6. The proposed change is minor in nature and does not require public notice or hearing.
DECISION
NOW THEREFORE, by unanimous vote of the Planning Board, the Board votes that:
1. The proposed changes are minor in nature and do not require a public notice or a public hearing.
2. That the requested modifications are granted.
PLAN MODIFICATIONS

Prior to the issuance of a building permit or the start of any construction on the site, the Petitioner shall
cause the Plan to be revised to show the following additional, corrected, or modified information.

1 No Plan Modifications required.
LIMITATIONS

The provisions contained in the Major Project Site Plan Special Permit No. 2016-01, dated March 29,
2016, amended and restated November 1, 2016 are ratified and confirmed except as modified herein.

The provisions of this Major Site Plan Special Permit Amendment shall be binding upon every owner or
owners of the lots and the executors, administrators, heirs, successors and assigns of such owners, and the
obligations and restrictions herein set forth shall run with the land in accordance with their terms, in full
force and effect for the benefit of and enforceable by the Town of Needham.

This approval shall be recorded in the Norfolk District Registry of Deeds. This Major Site Plan Special
Permit Amendment Decision shall not take effect until the Petitioner has delivered written evidence of
recording to the Board.

Needham Planning Board Decision — 15 & 17 Oak Street, De Minimus Change 3
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Witness our hands this day of , 2021.

NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD

Paul Alpert, Chairperson

Adam Block

Martin Jacobs

Jeanne S. McKnight

Natasha Espada
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
Norfolk, ss , 2021
On this day of , 2021, before me, the undersigned notary public, personally
appeared , one of the members of the Board of the Town of Needham,

Massachusetts, proved to me through satisfactory evidence of identification, which was
, to be the person whose name is signed on the
proceeding or attached document, and acknowledged the foregoing to be the free act and deed of said
Board before me.

Notary Public:
My Commission Expires:

Copy sent to:
Petitioner - Certified Mail #
Town Clerk
Building Inspector
Director, DPWD
Board of Health
Conservation Commission
Board of Selectmen
Engineering
Fire Department
Police Department
George Giunta Jr., Attorney
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Exhibits received for 1688 Central Avenue

All testimony received between March 1, 2021 and October 19, 2021

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

1.

10.

11.

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.

Letter from Matt Borrelli, Manager, Needham Enterprises, LLC, dated March 16, 2021.
Letter from Attorney Evans Huber, dated March 11, 2021.
Letter from Attorney Evans Huber, dated March 12, 2021.
Letter from Attorney Evans Huber, dated March 16, 2021.

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 “1* Floor Plan, dated Mach 8, 2021; Sheet 2, Sheet Al1-1,
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.

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 Ultilities 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.

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

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

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

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,

1



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

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.

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 “1*
Floor Plan, dated March 8, 2021, revised March 30, 2021.

Letter from Attorney Evans Huber, dated April 21, 2021.
Memorandum from Attorney Evans Huber, dated May 5, 2021.

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.

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 “1% 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.

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

Letter from Attorney Evans Huber, dated June 14, 2021.
Presentation shown at the July 20, 2021 hearing.
Memorandum from Attorney Evans Huber, dated August 4, 2021.

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 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.

Peer Review on Traffic

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



30.

31.

32.

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

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

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

Staff/Board Comments.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

Memorandum from the Design Review Board, dated March 22, 2021.

Memorandum from the Design Review Board, dated May 14, 2021.

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

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)

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

IDC to the Board from Chief Dennis Condon, Fire Department, dated March 29, 2021, April 27,
2021 and August 9, 2021

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

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.

41.

42.

43.

44,

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.

Email from Robert J. Onofrey, 49 Pine Street, Needham, MA, dated March 26, 2021.
Email from Norman MacLeod, Pine Street, dated March 31, 2021.
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.



45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54,

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

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

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

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

Email from Matthew Heidman, dated May 10, 2021.

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.

Email from Rob DiMase, sated May 12, 2021.

Email from Eileen Sullivan, dated May 12, 2021.

Two emails from Eric Sockol, dated May 11 and May 12.
Email from Rob DiMase, sated May 13, 2021.

Email from Sally McKechnie, dated May 13, 2021.

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.

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.

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

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.

Email from Meredith Fried, dated May 18, 2021.

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

Email from Sandra Jordan, 219 Stratford Road, dated May 18, 2021.
Email from Khristy J. Thompson, 50 Windsor Road, dated May 18, 2021.
Email from Henry Ragin, dated May 18, 2021.

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



66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

Email from John McCusker, 248 Charles River Street, dated May 18, 2021.
Email from Laurie and Steve Spitz, dated May 18, 2021.
Email from Randy Hammer, dated May 18, 2021.

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

Email from Robert Onofrey, 49 Pine Street, dated May 25, 2021, with attachment (and follow up
email May 26, 2021).

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.

Email from Barbara Turk, 312 Country Way, dated April 3, 2021, forwarded from Holly Clarke on
June 14, 2021.

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

Email from Leon Shaigorodsky, Bridle Trail Road, dated April 4, 2021, forwarded from Holly
Clarke on June 14, 2021.

Letter from Peter F. Durning, Mackie, Shae, Durning, Counselors at Law, dated June 11, 2021.
Revised list of signatories to earlier submitted petition, received on June 11, 2021.

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

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

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

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.”

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

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

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

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

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



86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

102.

103.

Email from Maggie and Joe Abruzese, 30 Bridle Trail Road, dated July 6, 2021.
Email from David Lazarus, Oxbow Road, dated July 12, 2021.
Email from Maggie Abruzese, dated July 12, 2021.

Letter directed to Marianne Cooley, Select Board, and Attorney Christopher Heep, from Maggie
and Joe Abruzese, 30 Bridle Trail Road, dated July 12, 2021.

Email from Barbara and Peter Hauschka, 105 Walker Lane, dated July 13, 2021.
Email from Rob DiMase, dated July 14, 2021.

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

Email from Leon Shaigorodsky, dated July 17, 2021.

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.”

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.”

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.”

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.”
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.”
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.”

Letter from Patricia Falcao, dated August 30, 2021.

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.

Email from Patricia Falcao, dated August 30, 2021.

Email from Daniel Gilmartin, 111 Walker Lane, dated August 30, 2021.



104. Email from Dave S., dated September 4, 2021.

105. Letter from Holly Clarke, dated September 7, 2021, transmitting “Neighbors’ Comments on the
Traffic Impact Analysis,” with 2 attachments.

106. Email from Elizabeth Bourguignon, 287 Warren Street, dated September 5, 2021.
107. Letter from Amy and Leonard Bard, 116 Tudor Road, dated September 5, 2021.
108. Email from Mary Brassard, 267 Hillcrest Road, dated September 28, 2021.

109. Email from Christopher K. Currier, 11 Fairlawn Street, dated September 28, 2021.
110. Email from Stephen Caruso, 120 Lexington Avenue, dated September 28, 2021.
111. Email from Emily Pugach, 42 Gayland Road, dated September 29, 2021.

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

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

114. Email from Lee Ownbey, 27 Powderhouse Circle, dated September 29, 2021.
115. Email from Emily Tow, dated September 29, 2021.

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

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

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

119. Email from Pamela and Andrew Freedman, 17 Wilshire Park, dated September 29, 2021.
120. Email from Dr. Jennifer Lucarelli, 58 Avalon Rd, dated September 29, 2021.

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

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

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

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

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

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



=

127.

128.

129.

130.

131.

132.

133.

134.

135.

136.

137.

138.

139.

140.

141.

142.

143.

144.

145.

146.

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.”

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

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

Email from Elyse Park, dated October 6, 2021.

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

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

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

Email from Robert James Onofrey, 49 Pine Street, dated October 12, 2021 with attachment.

Letter from Holly Clarke, dated October 16, 2021, transmitting “Neighbor’s Comments on the
Application of Needham Zoning By-Law 3.2.1.”

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

Email from Attorney Christopher H. Heep, dated June 9, 2021.

Two Emails from Attorney Christopher Heep, dated July 16, 2021.

Letter from Attorney Christopher H. Heep, dated September 2, 2021.

Letter from Attorney Christopher H. Heep, dated September 8, 2021.

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

Letter from Eve Slattery, General Counsel, Commonwealth of Massachusetts, State Ethics
Commission, dated September 30, 2021.

Email from Evans Huber, dated October 7, 2021.
Email from Lee Newman directed to Evans Huber, dated October 8, 2021.

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

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



The following

- Applicant memos

- Plans

- Traffic memos; and
- Staff comments

have been previously distributed.
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September 2, 2021

State Ethics Commission

Attn: Attorney of the Day

One Ashburton Place, Room 619
Boston, MA 02109

Re: Reguest for Written Advice

Town of Needham Planning Board

Dear Sir or Madam:

This office represents the Town of Needham Planning Board (the “Planning Board”). The
Planning Board is presently conducting a public hearing on the application of Needham Enterprises,
LLC for a Major Project Site Plan Review concerning property located at 1688 Central Avenue, for
a use (child care facility) that is governed by the Dover Amendment, so called, M.G.L. c.40A, §3.

In the course of the public hearing on this application, Maggie and Joe Abruzese of 30 Bridle
Trail Road in Needham have submitted a series of letters to the Planning Board asserting that two
representatives of the applicant LLC are acting in violation of the State Ethics Law, M.G.L. c.268A.
Mr. and Mrs. Abruzese have stated in their correspondence that they have lodged a complaint con-
cerning this matter with the Ethics Commission. Mr. and Mrs. Abruzese have also stated that the
Planning Board possesses the legal authority to stop the public hearing, and its review of the Major
Project Site Plan Review application, on this basis, and have specifically requested that the Planning
Board do so. In their most recent filing with the Planning Board titled “The Authority of the Plan-
ning 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.” A copy of this correspondence is attached.

The Planning Board notes that M.G.L. ¢.268A, §21 allows a municipal agency to request
rescission of its prior action after a finding by the Ethics Commission, but it is not aware of any au-
thority indicating that it can suspend its public hearing on a pending zoning application based upon
its receipt of allegations that the applicant’s representatives are acting in a manner inconsistent with
the State Ethics Law. The Planning Board wishes to ensure that it responds appropriately to Mr. and
Mrs. Abruzese’s filing, and that it otherwise acts in accordance with the State Ethics Law when hear-

ing and deciding the application.

Local options at work



Ethics Commission Attorney of the Day
September 2, 2021
Page 2 of 2

Accordingly, the Planning Board respectfully requests written guidance from the Ethics
Commission as to whether it possesses the legal authority and/or obligation to suspend its public
hearing on the Major Project Site Plan Review application based on its receipt of written com-
plaints that the applicant’s representatives are acting in violation of M.G.L. ¢.268A, or whether the
Planning Board otherwise has any authority or obligation to address these complaints when hearing

and deciding the pending application.

Thank you very much for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

NN, _—

Christopher H. Heep

cc: Town of Needham Planning Board

Local options at work



The Authority of the Planning Board to Address Ethical Issues
in the 1688 Central Matter

The Planning Board has the authority to take measures to ensure that the proceedings before it are
conducted in a manner that gives the appearance of being fair and is in fact fair. Board of Selectmen of
Barnstable v. Alcoholic Beverages Control Commission, 373 Mass 708 (1977). The Planning Board review
depends on the input of several municipal employees from many different departments and boards.
There is no appearance of fairness if Needham employees and officials are put in a position, as they are
here, where they may consciously or unconsciously defer in their input to the interests of a conflicted
Needham official (Select Board Chair Matthew Borrelli and/or DRB Chair Mark Gluesing) who is their
supervisor, colleague, or fellow board member. See id. at 712-713. When deliberations proceed in spite
of a conflict of interest — even a conflict of interest that does not rise to the level of the criteria of G.L. c.
268A - the procedure is faulty and the result lacks integrity. Id. at 714 and 718. This is true regardless of
whether the outcome of the proceedings would have been the same if the conflict had not existed. Id.
Whether actions would be different if there were no conflict is not even part of the inquiry. Id. What is
to be avoided is even the suspicion of impropriety.

When unethical behavior is not called out, it hurts all of Needham. It was a sad day for the integrity of
Needham government when the Chair of the Design Review Board, Mark Gluesing, was permitted to
appear before the Planning Board on July 20, 2021 regarding the 1688 Central Project on behalf of his
private client. The 1688 Central Project is pending before Mr. Gluesing’s own board, the Design Review
Board. The Design Review Board is charged with reviewing the matter and advising the Planning Board
onit.

The reason for prohibiting even the appearance of a conflict of interest was illustrated quite clearly at
this hearing. The appearance of a conflict of interest — that Mr. Gluesing’s position on the DRB would
influence deliberations in this matter — quickly crossed over into Mr. Gluesing actively drawing on his
position of Chair of the DRB to (wrongly) explain the absence of DRB comment to new plans in favor of
Mr. Gluesing's private client. Mr. Gluesing (misleadingly) advocated that the Planning Board should
infer, from the absence of DRB comment, that the DRB felt the new plans met the concerns the DRB had
previously expressed. He talked with the authority of being the Chair of the DRB about what “we”
(meaning the DRB) usually do and what, therefore, one can infer based on that. See Meeting Video at
1:48:00: https://www.needhamchannel.org/2021/07/needham-planning-board-7-20-21/ In fact, there
was no comment on the new plans by the DRB because the new plans had not been given to the DRB for
review. We believe the Planning Board is wise enough to see the error in Mr. Gluesing’s argument, but
the comment was heard by not only the Planning Board, but citizens and anyone watching the hearing.
The fact that this incident happened illustrates why there is a prophylactic prohibition on even the
appearance of conflict of interest.

The actions of Mr. Borrelli and Mr. Gluesing in pursuing the private interests of their client, instead of
the public interests of Needham that they were elected and appointed to protect, erode the public’s
trust in the integrity of Needham’s government processes. The Planning Board must insist that there be
no appearance of a conflict of interest in proceedings before it in order to safeguard its own position in
the public trust.



In Board of Selectmen of Barnstable, the Alcoholic Beverages Control Commission refused to approve
liquor licenses granted by the Board of Selectmen because conflict of interest issues plagued the Board
of Selectmen’s hearing on the licenses. Id. at 712-713. The Board argued that the Commission didn’t
have authority to use that basis not to approve licenses granted by the Board. Id. The Court held that
the Commission did have the authority to insist on integrity in the proceedings. Id. at 716-717. The Court
held that it was such a pervasive notion that administrative proceedings should be free from conflicts of
interest that the Court did not need to hunt for statutory foundations authorizing the Commission to so
insist. Id.

It would defy common sense if a board such as the Planning Board were not able to insist on the
integrity of its own proceedings. See id. at 716. Suspending hearings in the matter of 1688 Central until
the ethical matters can be resolved appropriately ensures that decisions of the Planning Board are
reached fairly and that the proceedings are free from even the appearance of impropriety.

For these reasons, and for the reasons set forth in our prior filings, the Planning Board can and must
continue all hearings in this matter until such time as the ethical issues are definitively resolved.

Sincerely,

Maggie and Joe Abruzese
30 Bridle Trail Rd, Needham
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September 8, 2021

Matthew D. Borrelli
1175 Great Plain Avenue
Needham, MA 02492

Re: Conflict of Interest Opinion
M.G.L. c.268A, §22

Dear Mr. Borrelli:

You have requested that I provide you with a conflict of interest opinion pursuant to
M.G.L. c.268A, §22. In particular, you have asked that I discuss whether you, as a member of the
Town of Needham Select Board, have a conflict of interest pursuant to M.G.L. c.268A relative to
the application of Needham Enterprises, LLC for a Major Project Special Permit.

I. Facts

You are an elected member of the Town of Needham Select Board (“Select Board”), and

currently serve as its Chair.

You are also the Manager and Resident Agent of Needham Enterprises, LLC, a Massachu-
setts corporation with a business address of 105 Chestnut Street, Suite 28, Needham, MA 02492.
Needham Enterprises, LLC is the record owner of property located at 1688 Central Avenue in
Needham.

Needham Enterprises, LLC is currently the applicant for a Major Project Site Plan Review
from the Town of Needham Planning Board. Attorney Evans Huber, on behalf of Needham Enter-
prises, LLC, filed the application with the Planning Board. This application seeks authorization,
pursuant to the Town of Needham’s Zoning By-Laws, to allow Needham Enterprises, LLC to con-
struct a childcare facility at 1688 Central Avenue. The application to the Planning Board indicates
that the proposed facility, if constructed, will house an existing child-care business known as Need-
ham Children’s Center.

40 Grove Strect + Suite 190 - Wallesioy, Massachusetts 02482 | 617489 1600 | www miynres harnngion com
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The Planning Board has previously conducted several sessions of a public hearing on the ap-
plication, and the next session is scheduled for September 8, 2021. You have not personally ap-
peared before the Planning Board in connection with the application, or during any session of the
public hearing, and you have stated that you will not do so at any time during the remainder of the
public hearing. All communication between Needham Enterprises, LLC, on the one hand, and the
Planning Board and its staff, on the other, will be conducted by attorney Evans Huber or other rep-
resentatives of the LLC.

You personally have not received compensation from Needham Enterprises, LLC in con-
nection with the application for Major Project Site Plan Review. In addition, you personally have
not received any compensation from Needham Children’s Center in connection with the applica-

tion for Major Project Site Plan Review.

Needham Enterprises, LLC has not been paid any money or other form of compensation by
Needham Children’s Center in connection with the application to the Planning Board for Major
Project Site Plan Review. There is no lease between Needham Enterprises, LLC and Needham
Children’s Center.

The members of the Planning Board are elected. Pursuant to the Town of Needham’s Zon-
ing By-Laws, the Select Board does not participate in the review of an application for Major Project
Site Plan Review, and the Select Board does not have any input into, or authority over, the Plan-

ning Board’s decision on an application.
II. Conflict of Interest Law

The facts outlined above potentially implicate Section 17(a) and Section 17(c) of the State
Ethics Law.

Section 17(a)

M.G.L. c.268A, §17(a) states:

No municipal employee shall, otherwise than as provided by law for the proper dis-
charge of official duties, directly or indirectly receive or request compensation from
anyone other than the city or town or municipal agency in relation to any particular
matter in which the same city or town is a party or has a direct and substantial inter-

est.
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The permit presently being sought from the Planning Board for 1688 Central Avenue is a
“particular matter” in which the Town is a party.! State Ethics Commission EC-COI-83-153. Ac-
cordingly, as a member of the Select Board you may not receive or request compensation’ from an-
yone in connection with this application for site plan review. Based on the facts discussed above,
you personally should not accept or request compensation from Needham Enterprises, LLC in con-
nection with the application for Major Project Site Plan Review. Additionally, you should not ac-
cept or request compensation from Needham Children’s Center in connection with the application
for Major Project Site Plan Review. Provided that you do not personally accept or request compen-
sation from either entity, or from anyone else, for the application for a Major Project Site Plan Re-
view, you will not violate M.G.L. c.268A, §17(a).

Section 17(c)

M.G.L. c.268A, §17(c) states:

No municipal employee shall, otherwise than in the proper discharge of his official
duties, act as agent or attorney for anyone other than the city or town or municipal
agency in prosecuting any claim against the same city or town, or as agent or attor-
ney for anyone in connection with any particular matter in which the same city or

town is a party or has a direct and substantial interest.

As noted above, the permit presently being sought is a “particular matter” in which the Town is a
party. “Types of activities prohibited by §17 include: submitting applications or supporting docu-
mentation; preparing documents that require a professional seal; contacting other people, groups
or agencies; writing letters; serving as attorney; and serving as a spokesperson.” Advisory 88-01
Municipal Employees Acting as Agent for Another Party. In addition to prohibiting municipal em-
ployees from acting in front of their own board, §17(c) also prohibits municipal employees from

representing anyone:

o before other municipal boards and agencies
e before state, county or federal agencies

* to private business or charitable organizations, or

! Particular matter is defined as “any judicial or other proceeding, application, submission, request for a ruling or
other determination, contract, claim, controversy, charge, accusation, arrest, decision, determination, finding, but
excluding enactment of general legislation by the general court and petitions of cities, towns, counties and districts
for special laws related to their governmental organizations, powers, duties, finances and property.” M.G.L. c.268A,

§1.

2 “Compensation” is defined as any money, thing of value or economic benefit conferred on or received by any person

in return for services rendered or to be rendered by himself or another. M.G.L. ¢.268A, §1.
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e to private individuals

in any instance where their municipality is a party to, or has a direct and substantial interest in,
the matter. Id.

Based on the facts outlined above, you are not acting as agent to Needham Enterprises,
LLC before the Planning Board on the pending application for Major Project Site Plan Review.
Attorney Evans Huber filed the application with the Planning Board on behalf of the applicant
Needham Enterprises, LLC. Attorney Huber has presented the application at all sessions of the
public hearing and will continue to do so for any remaining sessions. You personally have not
appeared before the Planning Board at any point during the public hearing on the application.
You have stated that you will not do so for the remainder of the public hearing. Accordingly,
you are not acting as agent for the applicant Needham Enterprises, LLC with respect to the ap-
plication to the Planning Board for Major Project Site Plan Review, and are not acting in viola-
tion of M.G.L. c.268A, §17(c). See Advisory 88-01 Municipal Employees Acting as Agent for
Another Party (“[T]he restrictions of §17(c) are not triggered if the municipal employee is not
representing someone before a third party.”)(emphasis in original); see also Summary of Conflict of
Interest Law for Municipal Employees (“Acting as an agent includes contacting the municipality in
person, by phone, or in writing; acting as a liaison; providing documents to the city or town; and

. »
serving as spokesman.”)

Pursuant to 930 CMR 1.03(3), a copy of this opinion is being sent to the State Ethics Com-
mission, which will notify me if the conclusions stated in this letter are incorrect, incomplete or
misleading. In addition, M.G.L. c¢.268A, §22 provides that Town Counsel shall file the opinion
with the Town Clerk and that the opinion shall be a matter of public record.

Please let me know if I can answer any additional questions regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

Christopher H. Heep

cc: Theodora K. Eaton, Town Clerk (teaton@needhamma.gov)
State Ethics Commission

Local options at work
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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.

Greenman-Pedersen, Inc. 181 Ballardvale Street, Suite 202 Wilmington, MA 01887 p 978-570-2999
An Equal Opportunity Employer
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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 bel6 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 4™ Edition, LUC 565 Child Care Facility, a 9,966 sf facility would
have an Average Parking Demand of 24 vehicles and an 85" Percentile Peak Demand of 37 vehicles.

a. The proponentis 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 85" 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.

GPI



Needham Planning Board

August
Page 3

26, 2021

GPI Response — 30 Parking spaces is sufficient based on the Town calculations

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 enroliment 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 gueuing 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,
gueueing, 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,

GPI
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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 10™ 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,

GPI
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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.

GPIl Response — See GPI’s response to Comment Number5 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 4"; however, no year is provided. It is assumed that these were
counts from 2021. Please confirm.

R7. Confirmed

GPI Response — Sufficient response.

8. Dueto 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 23" 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.

GPI
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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 assighs 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 239, we
observed the existing directional distribution of the Gan Aliyah Pre-School at Temple Aliyah as
shown on Figure 9 of the Revised TIA.

GPIl 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.

GPI
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ISD = 1.47 V major t g

Where: V =roadway design speed or 85" percentile, and t g = time gap for driveway maneuver
t g=7.5 seconds for Left Turn from Stop, t 4= 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.

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. Iftiming 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.

GPIl 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:

@2= 50 sec split
@5= 20 sec split
@6 = 30 sec split
@4 & @8 = 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.

GPI
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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.

GPIl Response — Comments regarding arrivals and pick-ups as well humber 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.

15.

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.

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.

GPIl Response — This does not appear to have been changed.

GPI
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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.

GPIl 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.

GPI
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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.

# Fa"
John W. Diaz, PE, PTC{

Vice President/Director of Innovation

GPI
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Central Avenue carried approximately 16,000 vehicles per day in the vicinity of the
site in 2016. About eight percent of this daily volume occurs during the morning
peak hour.

Based on the Peer Reviewer’s request to estimate trips based on ITE rates with a

square-footage variable, this project would generate approximately 110 new

morning peak hour trips with 58 inbound and 52 outbound. This project is also

expected to generate approximately 112 new evening peak hour trips with 53

inbound and 59 outbound. However, for the reasons discussed in the Queueing
analysis, we believe this projection is unnecessarily conservative.

The proponent will have staff assist children both arriving and leaving the day care
to ensure the drop-off/pick-up circulation line of vehicles keeps moving and does
not stack back down the 200-plus foot long driveway. In addition, the redesigned
driveway now includes a drop-off and pick-up queueing lane as well as a separate
entrance lane providing unimpeded access to the rear parking areas. This eliminates
any possibility of the queueing lane extending out onto Central Ave; if the queueing
lane is full, entering vehicles will have a clear lane to naturally proceed to the
parking areas.

All through traffic on Central Avenue in each direction will continue to experience a
calculated “A" level of service with little delay during the weekday morning
commuting peak hour. The Central Avenue southbound left-turn through lane
utilized into the Site Driveway, will also operate at a “"B” level resulting in no
turbulence on Central Avenue during the morning peak hour and at an “A” during
the evening peak hour. The Site Driveway itself will have an acceptable “E” level
with longer delay during the morning peak hour and at a "C” in the evening peak
hour.

The expected maximum drop-off queue length will not exceed seven (7) vehicles. Since
this lane can accommodate ten (10) vehicles this will not be a problem. In addition, as
noted, if the queueing lane is full, arriving vehicles will have a separate, clear lane to
access parking in the rear. These two features of the re-designed driveway, operating
together, will avoid any problem at Central Avenue.

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

. There were no crashes reported at the Central Avenue / Site Driveway
intersection.



INTRODUCTION

Gillon Associates has evaluated the anticipated traffic impacts resulting from the proposed development
of a Child Care Facility. The site is located at 1688 Central Avenue, just north of Charles River Street in
Needham, Massachusetts (Figure 1).

The purpose of this report is to evaluate potential traffic impacts, which may be created by the expected
addition of vehicular traffic either originating from or destined to the site. Specifically, this report
assesses traffic operational characteristics of the Central Avenue intersection at the site access roadway
due to any additional traffic.

This report provides an identification of the expected traffic generated by the project along with an
assessment of projected traffic operating characteristics. Existing traffic volumes were obtained by
manually observing and recording Central Avenue traffic volumes in fifteen-minute increments during
the morning peak hour. In addition, historical counts were requested and supplied by the Town of
Needham.

This August report was prepared to evaluate a revised building size of 10,034 square feet and a
population of 115 children.

At the request of the Town, this report consolidates previous exercises and responds to the GPI Peer
Review comments submitted on July 12, 2021. After meeting with GPI's Engineer regarding Covid-19
traffic volume adjustments, it was decided to: expand the Town’s ATR conducted in 2016 by 1% per
year to 2021 for existing, to 2028 for the Baseline or No-Build condition. The PM Turning Movement
counts at the Central Avenue / Charles River Street intersection in 2006 were also expanded
proportionately for the same analysis period. The morning counts here were not available at this
intersection but the evening was more critical due to the predominate southbound movement and
queueing implications during this period. The existing traffic signal timing at this intersection was
provided by the Peer Review Engineer.

Their Engineer further requested that we review the site driveway based on the Institute of
Transportation Engineer’s Trip Projections based on 10,034 square feet and not on the number of
students or operator’s anticipated drop-off schedule (which the operator has indicated will be
implemented if necessary).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project site area is 146,003 square feet or just over three acres and includes constructing a 10,034
square-foot child care facility building. An out-building currently used as a barn will be retained for
storage and ancillary purposes. The project will have a total of 30 off-street surface parking spaces.
The access to this school at #1688 Central Avenue uses a 200-plus foot-long, 30-foot wide access drive
to Central Avenue (Figure 2), consisting of three lanes: an 8-foot wide queueing lane that can
accommodate at least ten waiting vehicles and provides access to the drop-off and pick-up area; an 11-
foot wide entrance lane providing unimpeded access to the rear parking areas, and an 11-foot wide exit
lane.

EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

Regional Roadway Network

Central Avenue will continue to serve the site and provide access to both local and regional roadway
facilities. To the south, Central Avenue provides linkage between the site and Charles River Street and



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

Traffic Setting

The project is situated on the easterly side of Central Avenue. This roadway is a two-lane roadway with
one lane in each direction. Central Avenue has a roadway pavement width of approximately 25 feet
with a bituminous concrete sidewalk on the easterly side of the roadway.

Existing Traffic Volumes

Existing traffic volumes were obtained by manually observing and recording Central Avenue traffic
volumes in fifteen-minute increments during the morning peak hour. Morning peak hour traffic volumes
on Central Avenue at the site driveway as collected on February 4" are provided on Figure 3.

With considerable feedback from the neighborhood, historical and pre-covid traffic volumes were
subsequently obtained from the Town of Needham Engineering Division. Of the various forms of counts
provided, an Automatic Traffic Recorder (ATR) count obtained in 2016 just south of the Needham
Recycling and Transfer Station proved to be the most useful. The Town also provided a Turning
Movement count for the evening peak hour at the Central Avenue / Charles River Street intersection.
That count is provided on Figure 3 which shows expanded counts for 2016, 2021, and 2028 as well.

The directional ATR counts in front of the site are also provided on this Figure. The schematic 2006
TMC count at the Central Avenue / Charles River Street intersection is shown on Figure 4. The 2016
directional ATR peak hour counts are provided on Figure 5. The Central Avenue / Charles River Street
intersection counts as inflated proportionately for analysis years, 2016, 2021, and 2028 are provided on
Figure 6. Figure 7 shows the Central Avenue projections for years 2021 and 2028 as inflated for normal
growth at the site driveway.

During my observations of volume recordings, there was only one occurrence of traffic backing up on
Central Avenue in the southbound direction from the traffic control signals at Charles River Street to the
site driveway. This stacking or queuing back was recorded on Thursday, June 3 from 4:51 pm until
5:01 pm. The stacking itself wasn't sustained during the entire ten minutes but flowed much like an
accordion where it would move upon the green light and open as the queued vehicles began to move.

FUTURE TRAFFIC CONDITIONS

Trip Generation and Distribution

It is expected that the proposed child care facility will exhibit the same general trip generating
characteristics as in other urban and suburban residential communities. In addition to local rates
observed and compiled by this firm, the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) provides data on a
variety of land uses and there is a considerable amount of empirical data available. In addition, the
proponent has found by assigning pick-up and drop-off windows for parents, there is less congestion at
their current location and they will employ that technique as necessary at this site as well. At the
request of the Peer Review Engineer, the trip generation summary has been revised to project trips
based on the square-footage of the building which were slightly higher than trips based on the number
of students. The top part of this graphic lists the ITE equations along with the resulting trip generation
values for the school based on 10,034 square feet. This project is expected to generate approximately
110 new morning peak hour trips with 58 inbound and 52 outbound. This project is also expected to
generate approximately 112 new evening peak hour trips with 53 inbound and 59 outbound.



Directional distribution, as shown on Figure 9, reflects the existing Central Avenue directional split of the
Gan Aliyah Pre-School next door to the site at Temple Aliyah.

Site generated and projected traffic volumes at the Central Avenue / Site Driveway intersection during
both the morning and evening peak commuting hour is provided on Figure 10. Projected traffic
volumes at the Central Avenue / Charles River Street intersection are provided on Figure 11.

TRAFFIC OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS

This section of the report provides a quantitative analysis of anticipated traffic operational characteristics
for the build scenario. These series of capacity analyses were conducted for the weekday morning and
evening peak hour at the driveway and only during the evening peak hour at the Charles River Street
intersection to determine the potential impact of the proposed day care facility project.

Analysis Methodology and Findings

The analysis is based on the "Highway Capacity Manual" for non-signalized intersections. This manual
has been published by the Transportation Board of the National Research Council and approved by the
National Academy of Sciences, National Academy of Engineering, and the Institute of Medicine. The
most recent Synchro Software version 10.1 was utilized in the assessment.

At un-signalized intersections and driveways the manual assumes that the through and right-turn
movements along any main street will operate unrestricted but conflicting movements will be subjected
to various periods of delay depending primarily on the frequency of adequate safe gaps to complete
these movements. These periods of delay are generally categorized in "Levels of Service" (LOS) ranging
from "A" for very short or no delays through "F" for extensive delays. The Massachusetts Highway
Design Manual indicates that a "D" Level of Service is acceptable on roadways such as those in the
study area. A table comparing levels of service and seconds of delay is provided in the Appendix of this
report.

As can be seen on Figure 12, all through traffic on Central Avenue in each direction will continue to
experience a calculated “A” level of service with little delay during the weekday commuting peak hours.
As can be seen in the capacity calculations included in the Appendix of this report, the Central Avenue
southbound left-turn through-lane utilized into the Site Driveway will operate at a “B” level with about
13 seconds of delay due to opposing traffic resulting in no turbulence on Central Avenue during this
morning peak hour. This southbound left-turn through-lane utilized into the Site Driveway will operate
at an “A” level with about 8.7 seconds of delay during the evening peak hour. The Site Driveway itself
will have an acceptable “E” level with average delay during the morning peak hour and a “C” during the
evening peak hour. The Central Avenue / Charles River Street intersection will continue to operate at
an overall “F” Level of Service with an overall increase in delay of only five seconds.

Expected Drop-Off Queue Length

This analysis 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
3



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, wili 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)
¢. 40 parent vehicles arriving during this period (per operator historical data)
d. 60-second drop-off window (per GPI)

This evaluation (see figure 13) 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, there will never
be a back-up onto Central Ave because (1) the site has 30 parking spaces; (2) the drop-off iane 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.

SIGHT DISTANCE EVALUATION

The approaching vehicle on Central Avenue must be able to stop in time to avoid making contact with a
vehicle emerging from the reconfigured site driveway. The required stopping sight distance from either
a minor street or driveway is obtained from "A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets" as
published by the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) 6t
Edition published in 2011.

Unlike the minimum safe stopping distance (MSSD) along a section of roadway, stopping sight distance
at a driveway is not measured along either the center line or gutter line of a roadway. On page 9-29 of
the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) manual, it is stated
“If the available sight distance for an entering or crossing vehicle (at an intersection corner) is at least
equal to the appropriate stopping sight distance for the major road, then drivers have sufficient sight
distance to anticipate and avoid collisions.”

The motorist leaving the minor roadway or driveway has an eye height of 3.5 feet and he must be able
to see another object (approaching vehicle) with a height of 3.5 feet from a point 14.5 feet back from
the travel way. This dimension is based on most motorists stopping 6.5 feet or less from the
intersecting roadway plus the eighty-fifth percentile distance of 8.0 feet from a front bumper of a vehicle
to the motorist eye, thus, totaling 14.5 feet. The required stopping distance for each minor roadway is
based on the formula on the following page:

3
VZ
d=147Ve + 1075
a

Where: V = Speed (mph)



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

A speed survey revealed the 85% percentile speed on Central Avenue was 39 mph southbound and 37

mph northbound at the site driveway (Figure 9). Therefore, the required stopping sight distance for
Central Avenue at the driveway is computed as shown below:

(39)*
d=147"39"25+ 1075*

11.2
d = 143 + 146 = 289 feet

The Peer Review Engineer asked that we also assess the Intersection Sight Distance as
recommended by AASHTO.

ISD=147V Major t g

Where: V = roadway design speed or 85" percentile, and t , = time gap for driveway maneuver
t = 7.5 seconds for Left Turn from Stop, t = 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.
A field review showed that this section of Central Avenue is both straight and flat. As can be

seen on Figure xx, there is well over 450 feet of stopping sight distance in both directions on
Central Avenue and the stopping sight distance and is safe.

CRASH EVALUATION

A review of the Massachusetts Department of Transportation data shows there were no crashes
reported at the Central Avenue / Site Driveway intersection.
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Figure 3

2006 Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (Expanded to 2028)
From Town of Needham Count at Recycling Center
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2006 MORNING PEAK HOUR WAS NOT AVAILABLE

2006 EVENING PEAK HOUR

APPROACH MOVEMENT

CENTRAL AVENUE SOUTHBOUND
LEFT
THRU
RIGHT
CENTRAL AVENUE NORTHBOUND
LEFT
THRU
RIGHT
CHARLES RIVER STREET EASTBOUND
LEFT
THRU
RIGHT
CHARLES RIVER STREET WESTBOUND
LEFT
THRU
RIGHT

2006

30
636
30

30
227

82
88
40

119
27

/

(

2006 Peak Hour Traffic Volumes on Central Avenue
From Town of Needham Count at Charles River Street
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Town of Needham ADT South of RTS

S

North Bd SouthBd Total One Hour
5/10/2016 07:00AM 278 47 325
5/10/2016 07:15AM 265 48 313 CENTRAL AVENUE
5/10/2016 07:30 AM 292 71 363
5/10/2016 07:45AM 279 59 338 1339 — 273
5/10/2016 08:00 AM 232 79 311 1325 1080 —p y 0
5/10/2016 08:15AM 277 64 341 1353 0 ™Y
5/10/2016 08:30 AM 175 61 236 1226 ‘1
5/10/2016 08:45AM 244 73 317 1205 r i
®
o (@]
1080 273 1353
#1688
AM Peak Hour 2016
Central Ave North Bd 1080 2016 MORNING PEAK HOUR
Central Ave South Bd 273
TOTAL 1226
North Bd SouthBd Total One Hour
5/9/2016 04:00 PM 87 226 313
5/9/2016 04:15PM 67 222 289
5/9/2016 04:30PM 68 250 318 CENTRAL AVENUE
5/9/2016 04:45PM 88 247 335 1255
5/9/2016 05:00PM 90 270 360 1302 <— 1028
5/9/2016 05:15PM 114 243 357 1370 402 —y y— 0
5/9/2016 05:30PM 110 268 378 1430 0 ™\
5/9/2016 05:45PM 81 243 324 1419
5/9/2016 06:00 PM 108 237 345 1404 ‘] f' w
o ©O Z
402 1028 1430
#1688
PM Peak Hour 2016
Central Ave North Bd 402 2016 EVENING PEAK HOUR
Central Ave South Bd 1028
TOTAL 1430

/

2016 Peak Hour Traffic Volumes

From Town of Needham Count at Recycling Center
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APPROACH MOVEMENT 2006 20016 2021 2028
CENTRAL AVENUE SOUTHBOUND
LEFT 30 42 44 47
THRU 636 881 26 9390
RIGHT 30 42 44 47
CENTRAL AVENUE NORTHBOUND
LEFT 30 42 44 47
THRU 227 315 330 353
RIGHT 8 1 12 12
CHARLES RIVER STREET EASTBOUND
LEFT 82 114 119 128
THRU 88 122 128 137
RIGHT 40 55 58 62
CHARLES RIVER STREET WESTBOUND
LEFT 3 4 4 5]
THRU 119 165 173 185
RIGHT 27 37 39 42
Central Avenue at Site Drive North Bd 336 466 489 523
South Bd 696 965 1013 1084
Total 1032 1430 1502 1607
Central Ave. AM Volume
At Site Drive 2016 2021 2028
North Bd 1166 1224 1310
South Bd 295 310 331
Total 1461 1534 1641
Central Ave. PM Volume
At Site Drive 2006 2016 2021 2028
NorthBd 336 466 489 523
SouthBd 696 965 1013 1084
Total 1032 1431 1502 1607
Peak Hour Traffic Volumes Expanded From Figure 6

From Town of Needham Traffic Counts by 1% Per Year
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Source of Data
ITE Report (10" Edition)
Land Use Cade: 565
Volume 2, Pages 224 - 245

Day Care Center
Trips Based On Square Feet of Bldg. AM PM
Peak Hour Trips INOUTTOTAL INOUTTOTAL
Trips per Unit T=11.0() T=1L12()
Directional Splic - 53% 47% 47% 53%
Trips Basedon 10.03 KGSF 58 52 110 53 59 112
Trips per Weekday USE THESE PROJECTIONS
Trips per KGSFITE

T=47.62(x) Trips Based on 10,034 SF = 478 Trips per Weekday
(=239 Inbound & 239 Outbound)

Source of Data
ITE Report (10" Edition)
Land Use Code: 565
Volume 2, Pages 224 - 245

Day Care Center
Trips Based On Students AM PM
Peak Hour Trips INOUTTOTAL INOUTTOTAL
Trips per Unit T=0.66(x)+8.42 Ln(T)=0.87 Ln(x) +0.29
Directional Split 53% 41% 47% 53%
Trips Basedon 115 Students 44 40 84 39 44 83

Trips per Weekday
Trips per Child ITE
T=4.09(x) TripsBasedon 115Students = 470 Trips per Weekday
(=235 Inbound & 235 Outbound)

Trips Based On KGSF & Students  AM PM
Average Peak Hour Trips INOUTTOTAL INOUTTOTAL
51 46 97 46 52 98

Trips per Weekdav Average =(478 +470)/ 2 =474 (=237 Inbound & 237 Outbound)

/

Figure 8
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Trip Generation Summary
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CENTRAL AVENUE

2028

CENTRAL AVENUE

IN  OUT TOTAL
58 52 110

BASED ON ITE
10, 034 Sq. Ft.

IN  OUT TOTAL
53 59 112

)

Central Avenue af Site Drive

BASED ON ITE
10, 034 Sq. Ft.
2028
EVENING PEAK HOUR
Projected Peak Hour Traffic Volumes Figure 10
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/ 2021

Existing
PM PEAK HR.
2028
No-Build
PM PEAK HR.
2028
BUILD
kPM PEAK HR. j
Projected 2028 Peak PM Hour Traffic Volumes Flg_ULe 11 \
Central Avenue at Charles River Street %—% J




Intersection Levels of Service

Projected LOS
AM PM
Central Avenue at Site Driveway
Stop Sign Controlled
Central Ave. Northbound A A
(All Moves)
Central Ave. Southbound
Through Movement A A
Left:Turn Movement B A
Site Drive West Bound ® ©
(All Moves)
Existing Base Projected
Based on ITE
Expanded 10.034 KGSF
2021 2028 2028
PM M PM
Central Avenue at Charles River Street— Signalized
Note: Turning Movement Counts From 2006 PM
And Expanded Proportionately to 2016 ATR Counts
Then By 1% Per Year Normal Growth
AM Traffic Counts were not available
Traffic Control Signal
Overall Level of Service F F F
Overall Delay (Seconds) 122.9 148.8 154
Charles River St East Bd. (All Moves) B B B
(Overall Delay (Seconds) 12.7 13.8 13.0
Avg./95th % Queue Length (ft) 51/90 55/97 55/97
Charles River St West Bd. (All Moves) C C C
(Overall Delay (Seconds) 22.4 23.0 23.1
Avg./95th % Queue Length (ft) 79/147 87/158 88/159
Central Ave. North Bd. (All Moves) D D E
(Overall Delay (Seconds) 379 53.5 57.2
Avg./95th % Queue Length (ft) 185/321 211/365 217/374
Central Ave. South Bd. (All Moves) F F F
(Overall Delay (Seconds) 215 259 268
Avg./95th % Queue Length (ft) 672/902# 1746/981 759/995#
Figure 12
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Queue Analysis
Weekday AM Peak Demand = 40 per 80 minute peak period, Arrival Rate = 40 x (60/80) = 30 per hour (q).

Serving Rate = 60 seconds per vehicle at Request of GPI = Qmax

Utilization Factor: 30 veh/hr, 60 min./hr
€=¢g/Q=30/60 0.5000 DROP-OFF RATE: 3600/30= 120
Use 60 seconds as Per GPI
Probability of No Vehicles:
Po=1-¢€= 0.5000

Probability of n vehicles in system:

Pn=¢" x Po
Px
Pn=05°x05 n (vehicle: P (x=n) (x<or=n)
0 0.50 0.50
Pn=1x05=05 1 0.25 0.75
2 0.13 0.88
P,=05"'x0.5 3 006 0.94
4 0.03 0.97
5 0.02 0.98
6 0.01 0.99
7 0.00 1.00
8 0.00 1.00
9 0.00 1.00
10 0.00 1.00
1 0.00 1.00
12 0.00 1.00
13 0.00 1.00
14 0.00 1.00
15 0.00 1.00
16 0.00 1.00
17 0.00 1.00
18 0.00 1.00
19 0.00 1.00
20 0.00 1.00
21 0.00 1.00
22 0.00 1.00
23 0.00 1.00
24 0.00 1.00
25 0.00 1.00
26 0.00 1.00
27 0.00 1.00
28 0.00 1.00
29 0.00 1.00
30 0.00 1.00
31 0.00 1.00
32 0.00 1.00
33 0.00 1.00
34 0.00 1.00
35 0.00 1.00
36 0.00 1.00
37 0.00 1.00
38 0.00 1.00
39 0.00 1.00
40 0.00 1.00
Findings:

1. 100% of Queue Demand Less than 10 Cars
2. Average 50th Percentile Queue = 0 vehicles

3. Expected number in System (vehicles) = E(n) = €/ (1-€) =
'0.5/(1-0.5) = 1.0

4.  Expected (Average) number in Queue (vehicles) = E(m) = €2/ (1-8) =
(0.5)%/(1-0.5) = 0.5

Source: Transportation and Traffic Engineering
Handbook, ITE 1976 & Article Included herein

NOTE: First Stacking Lane = 200 Feet = 10 Vehicles

Second Inbound Lane = 380 Feet = 19 Vehicles

Total = 39 Vehicles available off-street

Design (85th Percentile Queue = 2 Vehicles Less than 10, Therefore OK

Figure 13
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Speed Data
26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 Total Speed Cum. %
26-30 2.33
Northbound 1 16 8 0 25 31-35 58.14
Southbound 0 8 9 1 18 36-40 97.67
1 24 17 1 43 41-45 100.00
100.00
90.00 /‘
= 80.00
@ /
o 7000 /
==
& 6000 7
2 5000 7
& 40.00
5 /
g 3000 /
3 2000 7
10.00 /
0.00 v v v v
26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45
Speed
Northbound Southbound
SPEED Percent Cum % SPEED Percent Cum %
28 3.26% 3.26% 31 4.73% 4.73%
31 3.61% 6.87% 33 5.03% 9.76%
32 3.73% 10.59% 34 5.18% 14.94%
32 3.73% 14.32% 35 5.34% 20.27%
33 3.84% 18.16% 35 5.34% 25.61%
33 3.84% 22.00% 35 5.34% 30.95%
33 3.84% 25.84% 35 5.34% 36.28%
33 3.84% 29.69% 35 5.34% 41.62%
34 3.96% 33.64% 36 5.49% 47.10%
34 3.96% 37.60% 36 5.49% 52.59%
34 3.96% 41.56% 37 5.64% 58.23%
34 3.96% 45.52% 37 5.64% 63.87%
34 3.96% 49.48% 38 5.79% 69.66%
35 4,07% 53.55% 39 5.95% 75.61%
35 4.07% 57.63% 39 5.95% 81.55%
35 4.07% 61.70% 39 5.95% 87.50%
35 4.07% 65.77% 40 6.10% 93.60%
36 4.19% 69.97% 42 6.40% 100.00%
36 4.19% 74.16%
36 4.19% 78.35%
37 4.31% 82.65% Awg.= 36 85th % = 39 mph
37 4.31% 86.96%
37 4.31% 91.27%
37 4.31% 95.58%
38 4.42% 100.00%
\ Aw.=__ 34 85th % = 37 mph /

Central Avenue Speed Characteristics

Figure 15
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From Sitg D;ivéway Ldoking South (Left)

From Site Driveway Looking North (Right)

Central Avenue Stopping Sight Distance




Figure 17
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/Signafized Intersections
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Un-Signalized Intersections
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intersection Levels of Service



Needham Projected

Site Drive at Central Ave. Morning Peak Hour
Intersection:
Int Delay, s/veh 1.7
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations W B 4
Traffic Vol, veh/h 10 42 1310 12 46 331
Future Vol, veh/h 10 42 1310 12 46 331
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 95 Lo L 9h s g6 e gh
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 0 0 2
Mvmt Flow 1 44 1379 13 48 348
Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1830 1386 0 0 1392 0
Stage 1 1386 - - - -
Stage 2 444 - - - - -
Critical Hdwy 64 62 - - 44 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 54 - - = - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 54 - - g 2 3

Follow-up Hdwy 35 33 - - 22 -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 85 177 - - 498 -
Stage 1 234 - - - - -
Stage 2 651 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 75 177 - - 498 -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 75 - - - - -
Stage 1 234 - - - - -
Stage 2 573 - - - - -

Approach WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s  46.3 0 1.6

HCM LOS E

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT

Capacity (veh/h) - - 140 498 -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.391 0.097 -
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 463 13 0
HCM Lane LOS - - E B A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 2 B ATEa0 :
Gillon Associates Synchro 10 Report

JTG 1688 Central Avenue



Needham Projected

Site Drive at Central Ave. Evening Peak Hour
Intersection
Int Delay, siveh 1
Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT
Lane Configurations b B 4
Traffic Vol, veh/h 125 =t d 5230 v e d 221084
Future Vol, veh/h 12 47 523 11 42 1084
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length 0 - - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0
Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0
Peak Hour Factor 99l ghi =195 At g rEi06 e g
Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 2 0 0 2
Mvmt Flow 13 49 651 12 44 1141
Major/Minor Minor1 Major Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1786 557 0 0 563 0

Stage 1 557 - - - -

Stage 2 1229 - - - -
Critical Hdwy 64 6.2 - - 44

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 54 - - = - -
Critical Hdwy Stg 2 54 - - < :

Follow-up Hdwy 35 33 - - 22
Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 91 534 - - 1019
Stage 1 578 - - - - -
Stage 2 279 - - - - -
Platoon blocked, % - - -
Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 80 534 - - 1019 -
Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 80 E - : - =
Stage 1 578 - - - - -
Stage 2 246 - - - - -
Approach WB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s  24.3 0 0.3
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane/Major. Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT

Capacity (veh/h) - - 248 1019 :
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 025 0.043 -
HCM Control Delay (s) - - 243 87 0
HCM Lane LOS - & C A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 15209 -
Gillon Associates Synchro 10 Report

JTG 1688 Central Avenue



Needham

Existing 2021

JTG

Central Ave at Charles River Street Evening Peak Hour
O N e T U Y

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations % P & & &

Traffic Volume (vph) 119 128 58 4 173 39 44 330 12 4 926 44
Future Volume (vph) 119 128 58 4 173 39 44 330 12 44 926 44
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900
Grade (%) 0% 0% 0% -3%

Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00
Frt 0.953 0.976 0.996 0.9%4

Flt Protected 0.950 0.999 0.994 0.998

Satd. Flow (prot) 1703 1708 0 0 1748 0 0 1844 0 0 1876 0
Flt Permitted 0.458 0.996 0.708 0.968

Satd. Flow (perm) 821 1708 0 0 1742 0 0 1314 0 0 1819 0
Right Turn on Red No Yes No Yes
Satd. Flow (RTOR) 14 4

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 787 760 563 552

Travel Time (s) 17.9 17.3 12.8 12.5

Peak Hour Factor 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.94 0.94 0.94 0.85 0.85 0.85 0.97 0.97 0.97
Heavy Vehicles (%) 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%
Adj. Flow (vph) 124 133 60 4 184 41 52 388 14 45 955 45
Shared Lane Traffic (%)

Lane Group Flow (vph) 124 193 0 0 229 0 0 454 0 0 1045 0
Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No
Lane Alignment Left Left  Right Left Left  Right Left Left Right Left Left  Right
Median Width(ft) 12 12 0 0

Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0
Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16

Two way Left Turn Lane

Headway Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 098 098 098
Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9
Number of Detectors 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

Detector Template Left  Thru Left  Thru Left  Thru Left  Thru

Leading Detector (ft) 20 100 20 100 20 100 20 100

Trailing Detector (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Detector 1 Position(ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
-Detector 1 Size(ft) 20 8 20 6 20 6 20 6
Detector 1 Type ChHEx CHEX Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex CHEx Cl+Ex
Detector 1 Channel

Detector 1 Extend () 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Detector 2 Position(ft) 94 94 94 94
Detector 2 Size(ft) 6 6 6 6
Detector 2 Type CI+Ex CI+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex
Detector 2 Channel

Detector 2 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Turn Type pm+pt NA Perm NA Perm NA D.Pm NA
Protected Phases 5 2 6 4 8
Permitted Phases 2 6 6 4 4

Detector Phase 5 2 6 6 4 4 4 8

Gillon Associates Synchro 10 Report

1688 Central Avenue



Needham

Central Ave at Charles River Street

Existing 2021

Evening Peak Hour

A ey ¢ v ANt A2 S
Lane Group EBL EBT FEBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 95 225 225 225 225 225 225 225
Total Split (s) 150 400 250 25.0 350 350 350 350
Total Split (%) 20.0% 53.3% 33.3% 33.3% 46.7% 46.7% 46.7% 46.7%
Maximum Green (s) 105 355 205 205 305 305 305 305
Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) i 1700 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 45 45 4.5 45 45
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None  Max Max  Max None  None None  None
Act Effct Green (s) 355 355 24.6 30.5 30.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 047 047 0.33 0.41 0.41
vlc Ratio 025 0.24 0.39 0.85 1.41
Control Delay 127 127 224 379 215.3
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 127 127 224 37.9 215.3
LOS B B C D F
Approach Delay 12.7 224 379 215.3
Approach LOS B (6] D E
Queue Length 50th (ft) 3 51 79 185 ~672
Queue Length 95th (ft) 61 90 147 #321 #902
Internal Link Dist (ft) 707 680 483 472
Turn Bay Length (ft)
Base Capacity (vph) 512 808 581 534 742
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced vic Ratio 0.24 0.24 0.39 0.85 1.41
Intersection Summary
Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 75

Actuated Cycle Length: 75

Natural Cycle: 90

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.41

Intersection Signal Delay: 122.9

Intersection Capacity Utilization 97.8%

Analysis Period (min) 15

~ Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Intersection LOS: F
ICU Level of Service F

Gillon Associates
JTG

Synchro 10 Report
1688 Central Avenue



Needham Existing 2021
Central Ave at Charles River Street Evening Peak Hour

Splits and Phases:  4:

Gillon Associates Synchro 10 Report
JTG 1688 Central Avenue



Needham Base 2028

Central Ave at Charles River Street Evening Peak Hour
A ey v AN b ALY

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT _ SBR

Lane Configurations % B FON & o

Traffic Volume (vph) 128 137 62 5 185 42 47 353 12 47 990 47

Future Volume (vph) 128 137 62 5 185 42 47 353 12 47 990 47

Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Grade (%) 0% 0% 0% -3%

Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00

Frt 0.953 0.975 0.996 0.994

Fit Protected 0.950 0.999 0.994 0.998

Satd. Flow (prot) 1703 1708 0 0 1746 0 0 1844 0 0 1876 0

Flt Permitted 0.438 0.995 0.677 0.965

Satd. Flow (perm) 785 1708 0 0 1739 0 0 1256 0 0 1814 0

Right Turn on Red No Yes No Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 15 4

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 787 760 563 552

Travel Time (s) 17.9 17.3 12.8 125

Peak Hour Factor 09 096 09% 094 094 094 08 08 08 097 097 097

Heavy Vehicles (%) 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%

Adj. Flow (vph) 133 143 65 5 197 45 55 415 14 48 1021 48

Shared Lane Traffic (%) '

Lane Group Flow (vph) 133 208 0 0 247 0 0 484 0 0 M7 0

Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No

Lane Alignment Left Left  Right Left Left  Right Left Left  Right Left Left  Right

Median Width(ft) 12 12 0 0

Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0

Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16

Two way Left Turn Lane

Headway Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 100 098 098 0098

Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9

Number of Detectors 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

Detector Template Left  Thru Left  Thru Left  Thru Left  Thru

Leading Detector (ft) 20 100 20 100 20 100 20 100

Trailing Detector (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Detector 1 Position({t) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Detector 1 Size(ft) 20 6 20 6 20 6 20 6

Detector 1 Type Cl+Ex  Cl+Ex CH+Ex ClH+Ex Cl+Ex  CI+Ex Cl+Ex CHEx

Detector 1 Channel

Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Detector 2 Position(ft) 94 94 94 94

Detector 2 Size(ft) 6 6 6 6

Detector 2 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex CHEX Cl+Ex

Detector 2 Channel

Detector 2 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Turn Type pm+pt NA Perm NA Perm NA D.Pm NA

Protected Phases 5 2 6 4 8

Permitted Phases 2 6 6 4 4

Detector Phase 5 2 6 6 4 4 4 8

Gillon Associates
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Needham

Central Ave at Charles River Street

Base 2028

Evening Peak Hour

N
Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Switch Phase
Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Minimum Split (s) 95 225 22:5710:2215 22.5: 72225 225 225
Total Spilit (s) 160 400 250 250 350 350 350 350
Total Split (%) 20.0% 53.3% 33.3% 33.3% 46.7% 46.7% 46.7% 46.7%
Maximum Green (s) 105 355 205 205 305 305 305 305
Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35
All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Lost Time (s) 45 45 45 45 45
Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag
Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes
Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Recall Mode None  Max Max  Max None  None None None
Act Effct Green (s) 36.5.72355 245 30.5 30.5
Actuated g/C Ratio 047 047 0.33 0.41 0.41
v/c Ratio 028 026 0.43 0.95 1.51
Control Delay 130 129 23.0 53.5 259.4
Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Delay 13.0 12.9 23.0 53.5 259.4
LOS B B C D F
Approach Delay 13.0 23.0 53.5 2594
Approach LOS B C D F
Queue Length 50th (ft) 34 55 87 211 ~746
Queue Length 95th (ft) 64 97 158 #365 #981
Internal Link Dist (ft) 707 680 483 472
Turn Bay Length (ft)

Base Capacity (vph) 500 808 578 510 740
Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0
Reduced v/c Ratio 027 026 0.43 0.95 1.51
Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 75

Actuated Cycle Length: 75

Natural Cycle: 90

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Maximum v/c Ratio: 1.51

Intersection Signal Delay: 148.8

Intersection Capacity Utilization 103.5%

Analysis Period (min) 15

~ Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Intersection LOS: F
ICU Level of Service G

Gillon Associates
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Base 2028

Needham
Evening Peak Hour

Central Ave at Charles River Street

Splits and Phases:  4:

Synchro 10 Report
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Needham

Projected w/ Day Care

Central Ave at Charles River St Evening Peak Hour
A ey ¢« AN AN 4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Lane Configurations w s PN & &

Traffic Volume (vph) 131 137 62 5 185 43 47 360 12 48 1000 48

Future Volume (vph) 131 137 62 5 185 43 47 360 12 48 1000 48

[deal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 1900

Grade (%) 0% 0% 0% -3%

Lane Util. Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 1.00 1.00 100 100 100 1.00

Frt 0.953 0.975 0.996 0.994

Flit Protected 0.950 0.999 0.994 0.998

Satd. Flow (prot) 1703 1708 0 0 1746 0 0 1844 0 0 1876 0

Flt Permitted 0.436 0.995 0.677 0.963

Satd. Flow (perm) 782 1708 0 0 1739 0 0 1256 0 0 1810 0

Right Turn on Red No Yes No Yes

Satd. Flow (RTOR) 15 4

Link Speed (mph) 30 30 30 30

Link Distance (ft) 787 760 563 552

Travel Time (s) 17.9 17.3 12.8 12.5

Peak Hour Factor 096 09 09 094 094 094 08 08 08 097 097 097

Heavy Vehicles (%) 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 6% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2% 2%

Adj. Flow (vph) 136 143 65 5 197 46 55 424 14 49 1031 49

Shared Lane Traffic (%) _ :

Lane Group Flow (vph) 136 208 0 0 248 0 0 493 0 0 1129 0

Enter Blocked Intersection No No No No No No No No No No No No

Lane Alignment Left  Left Right Left  Left Right Left Left Right Left Left Right

Median Width(ft) 12 12 0 0

Link Offset(ft) 0 0 0 0

Crosswalk Width(ft) 16 16 16 16

Two way Left Turn Lane

Headway Factor 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 098 098 098

Turning Speed (mph) 15 9 15 9 15 9 15 9

Number of Detectors 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2

Detector Template Left  Thru Left  Thru Left  Thru Left  Thru

Leading Detector (ft) 20 100 20 100 20 100 20 100

Trailing Detector (ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Detector 1 Position(ft) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Detector 1 Size(ft) 20 6 20 6 20 6 20 6

Detector 1 Type Cl+Ex Cl+Ex CI+Ex Cl+Ex Cl+Ex CHEx CHEx ClHEx

Detector 1 Channel

Detector 1 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Detector 1 Queue (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Detector 1 Delay (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Detector 2 Position(ft) 94 94 94 94

Detector 2 Size(ft) 6 6 6 6

Detector 2 Type Cl+Ex CIHEx Cl+Ex CI+Ex

Detector 2 Channel

Detector 2 Extend (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Turn Type pm+pt NA Perm NA Perm NA D.Pm NA

Protected Phases 5 2 6 4 8

Permitted Phases 2 6 6 4 4

Detector Phase 5 2 6 6 4 4 4 8

Gillon Associates Synchro 10 Report
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Needham Projected w/ Day Care

Central Ave at Charles River St Evening Peak Hour
A ey ¢ AN M4

Lane Group EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR

Switch Phase

Minimum Initial (s) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Minimum Split (s) Qi 2.5 225 225 25 225 22:57922:5

Total Split (s) 15.0 400 250 250 35.0 350 35.0 350

Total Split (%) 20.0% 53.3% 33.3% 33.3% 46.7% 46.7% 46.7% 46.7%

Maximum Green (s) 105 355 205 205 305 305 305 305

Yellow Time (s) 35 35 35 35 3.5 35 3.5 3.5

All-Red Time (s) 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

Lost Time Adjust (s) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Lost Time (s) 45 4.5 45 4.5 4.5

Lead/Lag Lead Lag Lag

Lead-Lag Optimize? Yes

Vehicle Extension (s) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0

Recall Mode None  Max Max  Max None  None None  None

Act Effct Green (s) 35:5:5135:5 244 30.5 30.5

Actuated g/C Ratio 047 047 0.33 0.41 0.41

v/c Ratio 029 0.26 043 | 0.97 1.53

Control Delay 131 129 231 57.2 268.3

Queue Delay 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total Delay 131 129 23.1 57.2 268.3

LOS B B (0 E F

Approach Delay 13.0 231 57.2 268.3

Approach LOS B C E F

Queue Length 50th (ft) 34 55 88 217 ~759

Queue Length 95th (ft) 66 97 159 #374 #995

Internal Link Dist (ft) 707 680 483 472

Turn Bay Length (ft)

Base Capacity (vph) 499 808 577 510 738

Starvation Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0

Spillback Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0

Storage Cap Reductn 0 0 0 0 0

Reduced v/c Ratio 0.27 026 0.43 0.97 1.53

Intersection Summary

Area Type: Other

Cycle Length: 75

Actuated Cycle Length: 75

Natural Cycle: 90

Control Type: Actuated-Uncoordinated

Maximum vlc Ratio: 1.53

Intersection Signal Delay: 154.2

Intersection Capacity Utilization 104.4%

Analysis Period (min) 15

~ Volume exceeds capacity, queue is theoretically infinite.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

# 95th percentile volume exceeds capacity, queue may be longer.
Queue shown is maximum after two cycles.

Intersection LOS: F
ICU Level of Service G

Gillon Associates
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Needham Projected w/ Day Care
Central Ave at Charles River St Evening Peak Hour

Splits and Phases: 4
—02
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GPI Signal Inventory

Intersection: Charles River Road at Central Avenue Phase 1:
City/Town: Needham Phase 2: Charles River Rd EB
Date: 7/23/2021 Phase 3:
Recorded By: JWD Phase 4: Central Ave SB
Phase 5: Charles River Rd EB LT
Phase 6: Charles River Road WB
Phase 7:
Phase 8: Central Avenue NB
Phase 9:
Timing
PHASE
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
MIN 5 5 5 5 5
EXT 2 3 2 2 3
MAX 1 10 15 7 10 15
MAX 2 25 35 15 25 35
|MAX EXT
YEL 3 3 3 3 3
RED 2 2 2 2 2
WALK
FDW
RECALL Soft Soft
LOCK Non-Lock Non-Lock | Non-Lock | Non-Lock Non-Lock
Special Event Programming Preemption Ring Structure
Hours of Operation (7days) Dial [ Split [ Offset Phase
Preempt #| Called 2 4
M-F
0600-0900 MAX 2
0900-1500 MAX 1 5 6 6
1500-1800 MAX 2
All Other Times & Sat &Sun MAX 1
Coordination (Splits)
Phase # - Splits (in seconds)
Cycle/Split/Offset 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Cycle Offset

Remarks




Gillon Associates
111 River Street

Traffic & Parking Specialists 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

i o /‘;// (/%/ e

John T. Gillon




GPI Engineering | Design | Planning | Construction Management

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

Greenman-Pedersen, Inc. 181 Ballardvale Street, Suite 202 Wilmington, MA 01887 p 978-570-2999
An Equal Opportunity Employer
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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 bel6 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

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.

Based on the ITE Parking Generation 4™ Edition, LUC 565 Child Care Facility, a 9,966 sf facility would
have an Average Parking Demand of 24 vehicles and an 85" 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 85" 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.

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.

GPI
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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 enroliment 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
gueueing 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 analysisis 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.

Based on the March 2021 Initial TIA and on ITE Land Use Code 565 from the ITE Trip Generation
Manual 10" 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

GPI
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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.

GPI
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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 4"; however, no year is provided. It is assumed that these were
counts from 2021. Please confirm.

R7. Confirmed

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 23¥ 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.

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 237, we
observed the existing directional distribution of the Gan Aliyah Pre-School at Temple Aliyah as
shown on Figure 9 of the Revised TIA.

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.

GPI
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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 = 147 V Major t g

Where: V = roadway design speed or 85" percentile, and t 4= time gap for driveway
maneuver
t g= 7.5 seconds for Left Turn from Stop, t 4= 6.5 seconds for Right Turn from Stop,

Therefore, the Left-Turn ISD = 1.47 (39) (7.5) = 430 feet.
Similarly, the Right-Turn I1SD = 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. Iftiming 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
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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.

GPI
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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.

No. 32398

o
%Grsmﬁ”s’

Cc Evans Huber, Esquire
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draft

July 12,2021
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:

e 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

e Traffic Impact Assessment prepared by Gillon Associated Revised June 2021
e Fire Department Comments from March 29, 2021

e Engineering Department Comments from March 31, 2021

e Fire Department Comments from April 27, 2021

e Public Health Comments from April 27, 2021

< Design Review Board Letter dated May 14, 2021

e Police Comments dated May 6, 2021

e Engineering Department Comments dated May 12, 2021

» Design Review Board Letter dated May 22, 2021

e Site Plans dated June 22, 2020

e Site Plans Revised April 15, 2021

 Site Plans revised June 2, 2021

e Submission letter from Attorney Evans Huber dated March 12, 2021

e 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
appearsto 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 spacesare
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 onthe ITE Parking Generation 4" Edition, LUC 565 Child Care Facility, a 9,966 sf facility would
have an Average Parking Demand of 24 vehicles and an 85" Percentile Peak Demand of 37 vehicles.

a. Theproponentis 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 appearsto 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,
gueueing, 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 10" 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 appendixincludesthe 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 Tripsfrom 104 vehiclesto 76 newmorning 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:

GPI
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10.

11.

, 2021

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 proponentshould 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.

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 4'"; however, no year is provided. It is assumed that these were
counts from 2021. Please confirm.

Due to Covid 19, trafficlevels from 2020 and 2021 have generally decreased and while slowly increasing
are generally still below pre-2020levels. 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 proponentdoes not cite howthe 1.6% growthrate was
selected. Please provide a source for the assumed growth rate.

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 fromthe direction they originated from.

Therefore, the leftturn volume out of the site could be higher than projected. Leftturn 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.

The level of service sheets provided are for the proposed Morning and Evening Peak Hours based on
2021 trafficvolumes. 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.

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.

GPI
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12.

13.

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. Iftiming changesare 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)

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.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Pavement markings should be shown on the plan (centerline, directional arrows, STOP lines,
etc.)Pavement markings have been aded to the plans.

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.

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.

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.

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
gueuing lane, pavement markings and signs will direct traffic.

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 pﬁﬂs
larger and the building further to the east been considered. This could provide a larger e
consistent parking and circulation route.
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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:

e The proponent needs to clearly identify the square footage of the building and the maximum number of
students and teachers.

e 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.

e Thereports 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.

e Trip Generation should be based on the more conservative ITE LUC 565 based on square footage, for
both the morning and evening peak hours.

e Further explanation is needed to support the distribution of exiting vehicles.

e An analysis of the Central Avenue at Charles River Road signal should be completed.

e LOS operations for both the site drive and Central Avenue at Charles River Road should be completed
under the following scenarios:

0 Existing 2021 No Build Conditions

o0 Future 2028 No Build Conditions

0 Future 2028 Build Conditions (No Mitigation)
0 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.

L,% Y -

John W. Diaz, PE, PT
yice President/Director of Innovation

enclosure(s)

GPI


mailto:jdiaz@gpinet.com
mailto:jdiaz@gpinet.com

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 GPIl. 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.

e The driveway has been widened to provide three lanes;

o adrop-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.

e 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

e Yellow and white lane lines have been added to clearly differentiate travel lanes from the
drop-off and pick-up lane.

e Directional arrows as shown on the plan will be painted on the various lanes.

e 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.

e 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.

e Do Not Enter signs have been added (facing the travel lanes) at the exit from the drop-off
and pick-up area.

e 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

e Concrete wheel stops have been added to the parking areas

e 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 facade, 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.



ZONING LEDGEND:

SINGLE RESIDENCE A REQUIRED /ALLOWED EXISTING PROPOSED COMPLIANCE
MIN. AREA 43,560 S.F. 146,003 S.F. 146,003 SF. YES
MIN. FRONTAGE 150’ 250.05' 250.05’ YES
MIN. SETBACK FRONT 30’ ¥105.0" *¥211.2" #2763’ 64.0’ YES
MIN. SETBACK SIDE 25’ ¥67.5 *%65.0° *++54.2' 52.5 YES
MIN. SETBACK REAR 15 *864.9' *+¥763.4° **677.0' 811.0° YES
MAXIMUM STORIES 2-1/2 k) kK| kkk) 1 YES
MAXIMUM HEIGHT 35 *30.7° ¥%15.3 #3170 24.7’ YES
BUILDING COVERAGE NR NR NR YES
FLOOR AREA RATIO NR NR NR YES
DRIVEWAY OPENINGS 18" - 25’ 19’ 24’ YES
*EXISTING HOUSE (TO BE DEMOLISHED)
+QUT BUILDING -1 (TO BE DEMOLISHED)
#+0QUT BUILDING -2 (TO REMAIN)
Z/ONING BYLAW 6.1.3 PARKING PLAN AND DESIGN REQUIREMENTS
REQUIRED /ALLOWED EXISTING PROPOSED COMPLIANCE

A) PARKING ILLUMINATION AVG. 1 FOOT CANDLE N/A AVG. 1 FOOT CANDLE YES
B) LOADING REQUIREMENTS N/A N/A N/A YES
C) HANDICAPPED REQUIREMENTS 2 N/A 2 YES
D) DRIVEWAY OPENINGS 1 1 1 YES
E) COMPACT CARS 50% (8'X16") N/A N/A YES
F) PARKING SPACE SIZE 9'%x18.5’ N/A 9'X18.5' YES
G) BUMPER OVERHANG 1" OVERHANG N/A NONE REQUIRED YES
H) PARKING SPACE LAYOUT N/A N/A N/A YES
) WIDTH OF MANEUVERING AISLE 24" (90" STALL) N/A 24" (90" STALL) YES
J) PARKING SETBACK

~FRONT 10’ N/A ¥207.5" YES

~SIDE 4 N/A 26.9’ YES

~REAR 4 N/A 609.6' YES

~BUILDING 5 N/A 5 YES
K) LANDSCAPE AREA 10% N/A 10% YES
L) TREES 1 PER 10 SPACES (3) N/A 3 YES
M) LOCATION WITHIN LOT N/A WITHIN LOT YES
N) BICYCLE RACKS NONE REQUIRED N/A NONE REQUIRED YES

* TO LOADING AREA

REQUIRED PARKING TO BE DETERMINED BY BUILDING INSPECTOR
PARKING PROVIDED SPACES INCLUDING 2 HANDICAP SPACES

LANDSCAPE AREA REQUIREMENT IS 10% OF REQUIRED SET BACK AREA. SET BACK AREA IS 3,939 SF.

10% OF 5,939 IS 394 S.F. OF MAINTAINED LANDSCAPE AREA REQUIRED 25% OF THAT OR 98 S.F. TO
BE LOCATED WITHIN THE INTERIOR OF THE PARKING AREA. 860 S.F. PROVIDED WITHIN PARKING AREA

N, DATE REVISION
1 4-13-21 REV. BUILDING LOCATION
2 6-2-21 REV. BUILDING LOCATION
3 7-28-21 REV., ACCESS DRIVE
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