NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD
Friday February 25, 2022

12:00 p.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

Decision: 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).

Minutes.

Report from Planning Director and Board members.

Correspondence.

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


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

DECISION
February 1, 2022

MAJOR PROJECT SITE PLAN REVIEW DECISION
Needham Enterprises, LLC
1688 Central Avenue, Needham, MA
Application No. 2021-02

(Filed during the Municipal Relief Legislation, Chapter 53 of the Acts of 2020)

DECISION of the Planning Board (hereinafter referred to as the “Board”) on the application of
Needham Enterprises, LLC, 105 Chestnut Street, Suite 28, Needham, MA, (to be referred to
hereinafter as the “Petitioner”) for property located at 1688 Central Avenue, Needham,
Massachusetts (hereinafter referred to as the “property”). The property is shown on Needham
Assessor’s Plan No. 199 as Parcel 213 containing a total of 3.352 acres and is located in the
Single Residence A District.

This decision is in response to an application submitted to the Board on May 20, 2021, by the
Petitioner for: (1) Major Project Site Plan Review under Section 7.4 of the Needham Zoning By-
Law (hereinafter the By-Law).

The requested Major Project Site Plan Review relates to, and allows the Planning Board to
impose restrictions upon, the Petitioner building a new child-care facility that will house an
existing Needham child-care business, Needham Children’s Center, Inc., a Massachusetts
Corporation (hereinafter “NCC”). The property is presently improved by a two-story residential
building (single-family dwelling comprising 1,663 square feet), two smaller out-buildings (garage
comprising 400 square feet and second garage comprising 600 square feet) and a barn comprising
4,800 square feet. The proposed project is to demolish the single-family dwelling and the two
garages at the property. A new one-story building of 10,034 square feet will be constructed, to
house the child-care facility. Pursuant to the proposed project, the existing 4,800 square foot barn
at the property would be retained and used for accessory storage by the child-care facility. A new
parking area that includes 30 off-street surface parking spaces will also be constructed.

After causing notice of the time and place of the public hearing and of the subject matter thereof
to be published, posted, and mailed to the Petitioner, abutters, and other parties in interest, as
required by law, the hearing was called to order by the Chairman, Paul S. Alpert, on Monday,
June 14, 2021, at 7:20 p.m. via remote meeting using Zoom ID 826-5899-3198. No testimony
was taken at the June 14, 2021, public hearing and the public hearing was continued to Tuesday,
July 20, 2021, meeting held via remote meeting using Zoom ID 826-5899-3198. The public
hearing was continued to Tuesday, August 17, 2021, via remote meeting using Zoom ID 826-
5899-3198. The public hearing was continued to Wednesday September 8, 2021, via remote
meeting using Zoom ID 826-5899-3198. The public hearing was continued to Tuesday, October
5, 2021, via remote meeting using Zoom ID 826-5899-3198. The public hearing was continued to
Tuesday, October 19, 2021, via remote meeting using Zoom ID 826-5899-3198. The public
hearing was continued to Tuesday, November 2, 2021, via remote meeting using Zoom ID 826-
5899-3198. The public hearing was continued to Tuesday, November 16, 2021, via remote



meeting using Zoom ID 826-5899-3198. The public hearing was continued to Wednesday
December 8, 2021, via remote meeting using Zoom ID 826-5899-3198. Mr. Paul Alpert chaired
the public hearings from June 14, 2021 through October 19, 2021. Mr. Adam Block chaired the
public hearings from November 1, 2021 to the hearings close on December 8, 2021. Board
members Paul S. Alpert, Adam Block, Jeanne S. McKnight, and Martin Jacobs were present
throughout the proceedings. No testimony was taken at the June 14, 2021, public hearing, August
17, 2021, public hearing and October 19, 2021, public hearing. Board member Natasha Espada
recused herself from the deliberations. The record of the proceedings and submissions upon
which this approval is based may be referred to in the office of the Board.

Submitted for the Board’s deliberations prior to the close of the public hearing were the following
exhibits:

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

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

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

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

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

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

Exhibit 6 - Architectural plans entitled “Needham Enterprises, Daycare Center, 1688 central

Avenue,” prepared by Mark Gluesing Architect, 48 Mackintosh Avenue,
Needham, MA, consisting of 4 sheets: Sheet 1, Sheet A1-0, entitled “1% Floor
Plan, dated Mach 8, 2021; Sheet 2, Sheet Al-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.

Exhibit 7 - Plans entitled “Site Development Plans, Daycare, 1688 Central Avenue,
Needham, MA,” consisting of 10 sheets, prepared by Glossa Engineering, Inc.,
46 East Street, East Walpole, MA, 02032, Sheet 1, Cover Sheet, dated June 22,
2020; Sheet 2, entitled “Existing Conditions Plan of Land in Needham, MA,”
dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 3, entitled “Site Plan,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 4,
entitled “Grading and Utilities Plan of Land,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 5,
entitled “Landscaping Plan,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 6, entitled “Construction
Details,” dated June 22, 2020; Sheet 7, entitled “Construction Details,” dated
June 22, 2020; Sheet 8, entitled “Sewer Extension Plan and Profile,” dated
November 19, 2020; Sheet 9, entitled “Construction Period Plan,” dated June 22,
2020; Sheet 10, entitled “Appendix, Photometric and Site Lighting,” dated June
22,2021, all plans stamped January 26, 2021.
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Exhibit 8 - Traffic Impact Assessment, prepared by Gillon Associates, Traffic and Parking
Specialists, dated March 2021.

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

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

Exhibit 11 - Memo prepared by John T. Gillon, Gillon Associates, Traffic and Parking
Specialists, dated April 5, 2021.

Exhibit 12-  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; 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.

Exhibit 13-  Architectural plans entitled “Needham Enterprises, Daycare Center, 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.

Exhibit 14 - Letter from Attorney Evans Huber, dated April 16, 2021.
Exhibit 15 - Letter from Attorney Evans Huber, dated April 21, 2021.
Exhibit 16 -  Memorandum from Attorney Evans Huber, dated May 5, 2021.
Exhibit 17 - Letter from Attorney Evans Huber, dated May 14, 2021.

Exhibit 18 - 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,
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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.

Exhibit 19 -  Architectural plans entitled “Needham Enterprises, Daycare Center, 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.

Exhibit20-  Traffic Impact Assessment, prepared by Gillon Associates, Traffic and Parking
Specialists, revised June 2021.

Exhibit 21 - Letter from Attorney Evans Huber, dated June 14, 2021.
Exhibit 22 - Presentation shown at the July 20, 2021 public hearing.

Exhibit 23 - Materials presented by NCC at the July 20, 2021 public hearing comprising two
sheets entitled “Proposed Pick Up and Drop Off Operations Needham Children’s
Center, Inc.”, undated and “Projected Arrivals and Departures Based on 95
Children”, undated.

Exhibit 24 - Memorandum from Attorney Evans Huber, dated August 4, 2021.

Exhibit 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 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.

Exhibit 26 - Traffic Impact Assessment, prepared by Gillon Associates, Traffic and Parking
Specialists, dated August 11, 2021.
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Exhibit 27 - Memo prepared by John T. Gillon, Gillon Associates, Traffic and Parking
Specialists, dated August 21, 2021, transmitting Response to Greenman-
Pedersen, Inc. peer review.

Exhibit 28 -  Technical Memorandum, from John Gillon, prepared by Gillon Associates,
Traffic and Parking Specialists, dated September 2, 2021.

Exhibit 29 - Letter from Attorney Evans Huber, dated September 30, 2021.

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

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

Exhibit 32 - Memorandum from Attorney Evans Huber, dated October 13, 2021.

Exhibit 33 - Email from Evans Huber, dated October 14, 2021 with two attachments: Vehicle
Count for September 2019 and Vehicle Count for February 2020.

Exhibit 34 - Memorandum from Attorney Evans Huber, dated October 28, 2021.

Exhibit 35 - 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, September 28, 2021
and October 28, 2021; Sheet 2, entitled “Existing Conditions Plan of Land in
Needham, MA,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July
28, , September 28, 2021 and October 28, 2021; Sheet 3, entitled “Site Plan,”
dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021,
September 28, 2021 and October 28, 2021; Sheet 4, entitled “Grading and
Utilities Plan of Land,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2,

Needham Planning Board Decision — 1688 Central Avenue, February 1, 2022 5



2021, July 28, 2021, September 28, 2021 and October 28, 2021; Sheet 5, entitled
“Construction Details,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2,
2021, July 28, 2021 , September 28, 2021 and October 28, 2021; Sheet 6, entitled
“Construction Details,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2,
2021, July 28, 2021, September 28, 2021 and October 28, 2021; Sheet 7, entitled
“Sewer Extension Plan and Profile,” dated November 19, 2020, revised April 15,
2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021, September 28, 2021 and October 28, 2021;
Sheet 8, entitled “Construction Period Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April
15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021, September 28, 2021 and October 28, 2021;
Sheet 9, entitled “Landscaping Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15,
2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021, September 28, 2021 and October 28, 2021, all
plans stamped October 28, 2021.

Exhibit 36 - Plan entitled “Appendix, Photometric and Site Lighting Plan, 1688 Central Ave
in Needham,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28,
2021, September 28, 2021, and October 28, 2021.

Exhibit 37 -  Technical Memorandum, from John Gillon, prepared by Gillon Associates,
Traffic and Parking Specialists, dated October 27, 2021.

Exhibit38 -  Email from Evans Huber, dated November 8, 2021, regarding “1688 Central Ave
request for additional peer review fees.”

Exhibit 39 - Memorandum from Attorney Evans Huber, dated November 10, 2021.

Exhibit 40 - 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, September 28, 2021,
October 28, 2021 and November 8, 2021; Sheet 2, entitled “Existing Conditions
Plan of Land in Needham, MA,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021,
June 2, 2021, July 28, , September 28, 2021, October 28, 2021 and November 8,
2021; Sheet 3, entitled “Site Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021,
June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021, September 28, 2021, October 28, 2021 and
November 8, 2021; Sheet 4, entitled “Grading and Utilities Plan of Land,” dated
June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021, September
28, 2021, October 28, 2021 and November 8, 2021; Sheet 5, entitled
“Landscaping Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021,
July 28, 2021, September 28, 2021, October 28, 2021 and November 8, 2021;
Sheet 6, entitled “Construction Details,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15,
2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021 , September 28, 2021, October 28, 2021 and
November 8, 2021; Sheet 7, entitled “Construction Details,” dated June 22, 2020,
revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021, September 28, 2021,
October 28, 2021 and November 8, 2021; Sheet 8, entitled “Sewer Extension
Plan and Profile,” dated November 19, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2,
2021, July 28, 2021, September 28, 2021, October 28, 2021 and November 8,
2021; Sheet 9, entitled “Construction Period Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised
April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021, September 28, 2021, October 28,
2021 and November 8, 2021; Sheet 10, entitled “Appendix, Photometric and Site
Lighting Plan, 1688 Central Ave in Needham,” dated June 22, 2020, revised
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April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021, September 28, 2021, October 28,
2021 and November 8, 2021, all plans stamped November 8, 2021.

Exhibit 41 - Plan entitled “1688 Central Turning Radius,” consisting of 3 sheets, prepared by
Glossa Engineering, Inc., 46 East Street, East Walpole, MA, 02032: sheet 1,
showing “20” Delivery Van,” dated October 6, 2021; Sheet 2, showing “30’
Trash Truck,” dated October 6, 2021; sheet 3, showing “30” Trash Truck,” dated
October 6, 2021.

Exhibit 42 - Email from Evans Huber, dated November 11, 2021, regarding “Traffic Peer
Review: 1688 Central Avenue.”

Exhibit 43 -  Letter from Attorney Evans Huber, dated December 2, 2021, with attached
minutes from Canton Zoning Board of Appeals from March 25, 2021.

Exhibit 44 - Memorandum from Attorney Evans Huber, dated December 2, 2021.

Exhibit 45 - 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, September 28, 2021,
October 28, 2021, November 8, 2021 and November 22, 2021; Sheet 2, entitled
“Existing Conditions Plan of Land in Needham, MA,” dated June 22, 2020,
revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, September 28, 2021, October 28,
2021, November 8, 2021 and November 22, 2021; Sheet 3, entitled “Site Plan,”
dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021,
September 28, 2021, October 28, 2021, November 8, 2021 and November 22,
2021; Sheet 4, entitled “Grading and Utilities Plan of Land,” dated June 22,
2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021, September 28, 2021,
October 28, 2021, November 8, 2021 and November 22, 2021; Sheet 5, entitled
“Landscaping Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021,
July 28, 2021, September 28, 2021, October 28, 2021, November 8, 2021 and
November 22, 2021; Sheet 6, entitled “Construction Details,” dated June 22,
2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021 , September 28, 2021,
October 28, 2021, November 8, 2021 and November 22, 2021; Sheet 7, entitled
“Construction Details,” dated June 22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2,
2021, July 28, 2021, September 28, 2021, October 28, 2021, November 8, 2021
and November 22, 2021; Sheet 8, entitled “Sewer Extension Plan and Profile,”
dated November 19, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021,
September 28, 2021, October 28, 2021, November 8, 2021 and November 22,
2021; Sheet 9, entitled “Construction Period Plan,” dated June 22, 2020, revised
April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021, September 28, 2021, October 28,
2021, November 8, 2021 and November 22, 2021; Sheet 10, entitled “Appendix,
Photometric and Site Lighting Plan, 1688 Central Ave in Needham,” dated June
22, 2020, revised April 15, 2021, June 2, 2021, July 28, 2021, September 28,
2021, October 28, 2021, November 8, 2021 and November 22, 2021, all plans
stamped November 22, 2021.

Exhibit 46 - Letter from Attorney Evans Huber, dated December 16, 2021, with two
attachments: (1) Letter from Attorney Evans Huber dated September 30, 2021;
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and (2) estimated cost to relocate daycare provided by Glossa Engineering, dated
December 15, 2021.

Peer Review on Traffic

Exhibit 47 - Letter from John W. Diaz, Greenman-Pedersen, Inc., dated July 15, 2021,
regarding traffic impact peer review.

Exhibit48 -  Letter from John W. Diaz, Greenman-Pedersen, Inc., dated August 26, 2021,
regarding traffic impact peer review.

Exhibit 49 - Letter from John W. Diaz, Greenman-Pedersen, Inc., dated October 18, 2021,
regarding traffic impact peer review.

Exhibit 50 - Email thread between John Glossa and John Diaz, most recent email dated
October 28, 2021.

Exhibit 51 - Letter from John W. Diaz, Greenman-Pedersen, Inc., dated November 1, 2021,
regarding traffic impact peer review, with accompanying marked up site plans
from October 28, 2021.

Exhibit 52 - Email from John Diaz, dated November 16, 2021.

Exhibit 53 - Letter from John W. Diaz, Greenman-Pedersen, Inc., dated November 16, 2021,
regarding traffic impact peer review.

Exhibit54 -  Letter from John W. Diaz, Greenman-Pedersen, Inc., dated December 17, 2021,
regarding traffic impact peer review.

Staff/Board Comments

Exhibit 55 - Memorandum from the Design Review Board, dated March 22, 2021.
Exhibit 56 - Memorandum from the Design Review Board, dated May 14, 2021.
Exhibit 57 - Memorandum from the Design Review Board, dated August 13, 2021.

Exhibit58 - Interdepartmental Communication (“IDC”) to the Board from Tara Gurge, Health
Department, dated March 24, 2021, April 27, 2021, August 9, 2021, August 16,
2021 (with attachment — “Environmental Risk Management Review,” prepared
by PVC Services, LLC dated March 17, 2021), November 18, 2021 (with
attachment of Board of Health 11/16/21 agenda), November 18, 2021 and
December 16, 2021 (with attached Board of Health 12/14/21 agenda).

Exhibit 59 - IDC to the Board from David Roche, Building Commissioner, dated March 22,
2021, and December 7, 2021.

Exhibit 60 - IDC to the Board from Chief Dennis Condon, Fire Department, dated March 29,
2021, April 27, 2021, and August 9, 2021
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Exhibit 61 - IDC to the Board from Chief John J. Schlittler, Police Department, dated May 6,
2021.

Exhibit 62 - IDC to the Board from Thomas Ryder, Assistant Town Engineer, dated March
31, 2021, May 12, 2021, August 12, 2021, September 2, 2021, November 16,
2021, December 6, 2021, and January 3, 2022.

Abutter Comments

Exhibit 63 - 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.

Exhibit 64 - Email from Robert J. Onofrey, 49 Pine Street, Needham, MA, dated March 26,
2021.

Exhibit 65 - Email from Norman MacLeod, Pine Street, dated March 31, 2021.

Exhibit 66 - 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.

Exhibit 67 - Email from Meredith Fried, dated Sunday April 4, 2021.

Exhibit 68 -  Letter from Michaela A. Fanning, 853 Great Plain Avenue, Needham, MA, dated
April 5, 2021.

Exhibit 69 - Email from Maggie Abruzese, dated April 5, 2021.

Exhibit 70 - Letter from Sharon Cohen Gold and Evan Gold, dated April 5, 2021.

Exhibit 71 - Email from Matthew Heidman, dated May 10, 2021.

Exhibit 72 - 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.

Exhibit 73 - Email from Rob DiMase, sated May 12, 2021.

Exhibit 74 - Email from Eileen Sullivan, dated May 12, 2021.

Exhibit 75-  Two emails from Eric Sockol, dated May 11 and May 12.

Exhibit 76 - Email from Rob DiMase, sated May 13, 2021.

Exhibit 77 - Email from Sally McKechnie, dated May 13, 2021.

Exhibit 78 - 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.
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Exhibit 79 - 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.

Exhibit 80 -  Letter directed to Kate Fitzpatrick, Town Manager, from Joseph and Margaret
Abruzese, dated April 5, 2021.

Exhibit 81 - 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.

Exhibit 82 - Email from Meredith Fried, dated May 18, 2021.

Exhibit 83 - Email from Lori Shaer, Bridle Trail Road, dated May 18, 2021.

Exhibit 84 - Email from Sandra Jordan, 219 Stratford Road, dated May 18, 2021.

Exhibit 85 - Email from Khristy J. Thompson, 50 Windsor Road, dated May 18, 2021.

Exhibit 86 -  Email from Henry Ragin, dated May 18, 2021.

Exhibit 87 - Email from David G. Lazarus, 115 Oxbow Road, dated May 18, 2021.

Exhibit 88 - Email from John McCusker, 248 Charles River Street, dated May 18, 2021.

Exhibit 89 - Email from Laurie and Steve Spitz, dated May 18, 2021.

Exhibit 90 - Email from Randy Hammer, dated May 18, 2021.

Exhibit91-  Letter from Holly Clarke, dated May 24, 2021, transmitting comments
concerning the Planning Board meeting of May 18, 2021.

Exhibit92 -  Email from Robert Onofrey, 49 Pine Street, dated May 25, 2021, with attachment
(and follow up email May 26, 2021).

Exhibit 93 - 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.

Exhibit 94 - Email from Barbara Turk, 312 Country Way, dated April 3, 2021, forwarded
from Holly Clarke on June 14, 2021.

Exhibit 95 - Email from Patricia Falcao, 19 Pine Street, dated April 4, 2021, forwarded from
Holly Clarke on June 14, 2021.
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Exhibit 96 - Email from Leon Shaigorodsky, Bridle Trail Road, dated April 4, 2021,
forwarded from Holly Clarke on June 14, 2021.

Exhibit 97 - Letter from Peter F. Durning, Mackie, Shae, Durning, Counselors at Law, dated
June 11, 2021.

Exhibit 98 -  Revised list of signatories to earlier submitted petition, received on June 11,
2021.

Exhibit 99 - Email from Maggie and Joe Abruzese, 30 Bridle Trail Road, dated June 11,
2021.

Exhibit 100 -  Email from Karen and Alan Langsner, Windsor Road, dated June 13, 2021.

Exhibit 101 - Email from Stanley Keller, 325 Country Way, dated June 13, 2021.Email from
Sean and Marina Morris, 48 Scott Road, dated June 14, 2021.

Exhibit 102 -  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.”

Exhibit 103 -  Email from Pete Lyons, 1689 Central Avenue, dated June 14, 2021.

Exhibit 104 - Email from Maggie and Joe Abruzese, 30 Bridle Trail Road, dated June 14,
2021.

Exhibit 105 - Email from lan Michelow, Charles River Street, dated June 13, 2021.

Exhibit 106 -  Email from Nikki and Greg Cavanagh, dated June 14, 2021.

Exhibit 107 -  Email from Patricia Falcao, 19 Pine Street, dated June 14, 2021.

Exhibit 108 -  Email from Maggie and Joe Abruzese, 30 Bridle Trail Road, dated July 6, 2021.
Exhibit 109 -  Email from David Lazarus, Oxbow Road, dated July 12, 2021.

Exhibit 110 -  Email from Maggie Abruzese, dated July 12, 2021.

Exhibit 111 -  Letter directed to Marianne Cooley, Select Board, and Attorney Christopher
Heep, from Maggie and Joe Abruzese, 30 Bridle Trail Road, dated July 12, 2021.

Exhibit 112 -  Email from Barbara and Peter Hauschka, 105 Walker Lane, dated July 13, 2021.

Exhibit 113 -  Email from Rob DiMase, dated July 14, 2021.

Exhibit 114 -  Email from Lee Newman, Director of Planning and Community Development,
dated July 14, 2021, replying to email from Maggie Abruzese, dated July 14,
2021.

Exhibit 115 -  Email from Leon Shaigorodsky, dated July 17, 2021.
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Exhibit 116 -

Exhibit 117 -

Exhibit 118 -

Exhibit 119 -

Exhibit 120 -

Exhibit 121 -

Exhibit 122 -

Exhibit 123 -

Exhibit 124 -

Exhibit 125 -

Exhibit 126 -

Exhibit 127 -

Exhibit 128 -

Exhibit 129 -

Exhibit 130 -

Exhibit 131 -

Exhibit 132 -

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.

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

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

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

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

Email from Stephen Caruso, 120 Lexington Avenue, dated September 28, 2021.
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Exhibit 133 -

Exhibit 134 -

Exhibit 135 -

Exhibit 136 -

Exhibit 137 -

Exhibit 138 -

Exhibit 139 -

Exhibit 140 -

Exhibit 141 -

Exhibit 142 -

Exhibit 143 -

Exhibit 144 -

Exhibit 145 -

Exhibit 146 -

Exhibit 147 -

Exhibit 148 -

Exhibit 149 -

Exhibit 150 -

Exhibit 151 -

Exhibit 152 -

Exhibit 153 -

Exhibit 154 -

Exhibit 155 -

Email from Emily Pugach, 42 Gayland Road, dated September 29, 2021.
Email from Robin L. Sherwood, dated September 29, 2021.

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

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

Email from Leah Caruso, dated September 29, 2021.

Email from Jennifer Woodman, dated September 29, 2021.

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

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

Email from Dr. Jennifer Lucarelli, 58 Avalon Rd, dated September 29, 2021.
Email from Maija Tiplady, dated September 30, 2021.

Email from Ashley Schell, dated September 30, 2021.

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

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

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

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.
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Exhibit 156 -

Exhibit 157 -

Exhibit 158 -

Exhibit 159 -

Exhibit 160 -

Exhibit 161 -

Exhibit 162 -

Exhibit 163 -

Exhibit 164 -

Exhibit 165 -

Exhibit 166 -

Exhibit 167 -

Exhibit 168 -

Exhibit 169 -

Exhibit 170 -

Exhibit 171 -

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 David Lazarus, Oxbow Road, dated October 19, 2021.

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

Email directed to the Planning Board from Maggie and Joe Abruzese, 30 Bridle
Trail Road, dated November 1, 2021, transmitting “The Applicant Cannot Keep
both the Barn and the New Building.”

Letter to the Planning Board from Denise Linden, undated, received November 4,
2021.

Email to the Planning Board from Khristy J. Thompson, Ph.D., dated November
10, 2021, with the following attachments discussing the impact of lead and other
metals on the neurodevelopment of young children.

Letter from Holly Clarke, dated November 13, 2021, transmitting “The
Proponent’s October 27, 2021 Report Again Changes the Data Used to Assess
the Impact of the Project on Central Avenue.”

Letter from Holly Clarke, dated November 14, 2021, transmitting “Photographs
and Video of Traffic on Central Avenue.”

Letter from Holly Clarke, dated November 14, 2021, transmitting “Commercial
Child Care Facilities Do Not Customarily Have Accessory Buildings.”

Email from Joseph and Margaret Abruzese dated November 15, 2021,
accompanying the following attachment:

Town of Canton, Massachusetts, Zoning Board of Appeals Decision, dated
August 13, 2020, with Exhibits A, B, C and D.

Letter from Sharon Cohen Gold and Evan Gold, dated November 16, 2021.

Letter to the Planning Board from Elizabeth Bourguignon, 287 Warren St., dated,
November 16, 2021.

Letter to the Planning Board from Carolyn Day Reulbach, 12 Longfellow Road,
dated, December 2, 2021.

Email directed to the Planning Board from Maggie and Joe Abruzese, 30 Bridle
Trail Road, dated December 6, 2021.
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Exhibit 172 -

Exhibit 173 -

Exhibit 174 -

Exhibit 175 -

Exhibit 176 -

Exhibit 177 -

Exhibit 178 -

Exhibit 179 -

Miscellaneous

Exhibit 180 -

Exhibit 181 -

Exhibit 182 -

Exhibit 183 -

Exhibit 184 -

Exhibit 185 -

Exhibit 186 -

Exhibit 187 -

Exhibit 188 -

Exhibit 189 -

Email directed to the Planning Board from Maggie and Joe Abruzese, 30 Bridle
Trail Road, dated December 6, 2021, transmitting “Parking Requirements of
Needham Zoning Bylaw.”

Letter from Pat Falcao, 19 Pine Street, received December 7, 2021.

Email from Rick Hardy, 1347 South Street, dated December 8, 2021.

Email from Laurie and Steve Spitz, dated December 7, 2021, transmitting video
of traffic on Central Avenue.

Letter from Joe Abruzese, dated December 12, 2021, regarding his presentation
from December 8, 2021 public hearing.

Email from Maggie Abruzese, dated December 12, 2021, transmitting the
following as discussed at the December 8, 2021 public hearing:

a. “Lighting at 1688 Central Avenue” with Exhibits

b. Talking Points from December 8, 2021 hearing.

Letter from M. Patrick Moore Jr., and Johanna W. Schneider, Hemenway &
Barnes, LLP, dated December 20, 2021.

Letter from Holly Clarke, dated December 18, 2021, transmitting comments from
neighbors.

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.
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Exhibit 190 -  Letter from Brian R. Falk, Mirick O’Connell, Attorneys at Law, dated October
27, 2021.

Exhibit 191 -  Letter from Attorney Christopher H. Heep, dated November 2, 2021.

Exhibit 192 -  Letter directed to Evans Huber from Lee Newman, Director, Planning and
Community Development, dated November 10, 2021.

Legal Memorandum submitted after the close of the public hearing:

Exhibit 193 -  Table prepared by Attorney Christopher H. Heep of Dover Amendment Cases
regarding Child-care Facilities, undated.

Exhibit 194 -  Email from Attorney Evans Huber, dated January 4, 2022.

Exhibit 195 -  Letter from M. Patrick Moore Jr., and Johanna W. Schneider, Hemenway &
Barnes, LLP, dated January 4, 2022.

Exhibit 196 -  Sketch plan showing the barn demolished and proposed building relocated to a
front yard setback of 135 with parking reconfigured to its rear. Drawing
presented at the January 6, 2022 Planning Board meeting.

Exhibits 1, 2, 8, 9, 10, 11, 19, 20, 23, 26, 27, 28, 37, 41, and 45 are referred to hereinafter as the
Plan.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Based upon its review of the Exhibits and the record of the proceedings, the Board found and
concluded that:

1.1 The subject property is located in the Single Residence A District at 1688 Central
Avenue, Needham, Massachusetts, and is shown on Needham Assessor’s Plan No. 199 as
Parcel 213 containing 3.352 acres.

1.2 The subject property is presently improved by a single-family dwelling comprising 1,663
square feet, two smaller out-buildings, garage comprising 400 square feet and second
garage comprising 600 square feet, and a barn comprising 4,800 square feet. The
proposed project has evolved through a long series of changes to have the following key
elements: demolish the single-family dwelling and the two garages at the property,
construct a new one-story building of 10,034 square feet to house a child-care facility and
retain the existing two-story 4,800 square foot barn to be used for accessory storage by
the child-care facility, with a new parking area that includes the construction of 30 off-
street surface parking spaces.

1.3 The proposed project provides access to the child-care facility at 1688 Central Avenue by
using a 200-plus foot-long, 30-foot-wide access drive to Central Avenue, consisting of
three lanes, an 8-foot-wide queueing lane that can accommodate ten waiting vehicles and
which provides access to a 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.
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1.6

1.7

1.8

The proposed project provides that the child-care facility will house an existing Needham
child-care business, namely the NCC._No written lease, memorandum of understanding,
or _any other type of written agreement between the Petitioner and NCC has been
provided to the Board.

The NCC preschool/daycare program will operate Monday through Friday, between the
hours of 7:30 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., with a maximum of 115 children on the property at any
one time.

The maximum number of NCC staff on site at any one time will be 18 broken down as
follows. The projected total staff on peak days (Tuesdays-Thursday) will be 18 (16 staff
and 2 administrators). The projected total staff on Monday will be 17 (15 staff and 2
administrators). The projected total staff on Friday will be 15 (13 staff and 2
administrators). At all times the child-care business will maintain compliance with any
staffing standards or requirements determined by the relevant Commonwealth agency
regulating such uses.

The By-Law does not contain a specific parking requirement for a child-care use. In
cases where the By-Law does not provide a specific requirement, the required number of
parking spaces shall be derived from the “closest similar use as shall be determined by
the Building Commissioner,” Section 5.1.2(20). In the event that the Building
Commissioner is unable to determine that a proposed use relates to any use within
Section 5.1.2, the Board shall recommend a reasonable number of spaces to be provided
based on the expected parking needs of occupants, users, guests, or employees of the
proposed business, with said recommendation based on the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) Parking Generation Manual, 2" Edition, or an alternative technical
source determined by the Planning Board to be equally or more applicable. The Petitioner
assessed the number of parking spaces needed to support the use of the site based upon
the anticipated number of children and staff members at the site by utilizing the formula
which the Town uses for this type of use, which is 8 spaces, plus 1 space for each 40
children, plus one space per staff member. (See ITE Journal of July 1994 entitled
“Parking and Trip Generation Characteristics for Day-Care Facilities”, by John W. Van
Winkle and Colin Kinton). Applying this formula leads to a calculated parking
requirement of 29 spaces. The Petitioner is proposing 30 on-site parking spaces which
more than satisfies the requirements of the By-Law.

The Petitioner has submitted a traffic analysis which evaluates the anticipated traffic
impacts resulting from the proposed development of a child-care facility at 1688 Central
Avenue (See Exhibits 8, 10, 11, 20, 26, 27, 28, and 37). The initial traffic report was
issued March 2021 (Exhibit 8) and has been subsequently updated and revised on April 5,
21 (Exhibit 11), June 2021 (Exhibit 20), August 11, 2021 (Exhibit 26), August 21, 2021
(Exhibit 27), September 2, 2021 (Exhibit 28) and October 27, 2021 (Exhibit 37). (The
submitted traffic analysis was peer reviewed by the Town’s traffic consultant, John W.
Diaz of Greenman-Pedersen, Inc., GPI as detailed in Exhibits 47 through 54. Sections
1.8,1.9,1.10,1.11, 1.13, 1.14, and 1.15 of this Decision summarize the traffic report as
submitted by the Petitioner to the Board.

Specifically, the traffic report provided by the Petitioner assesses traffic operational
characteristics at the unsignalized Central Avenue intersection at the site driveway and at
the signalized Central Avenue/Charles River Street intersection. Due to the Covid-19
pandemic, traffic levels from 2020 and 2021 have generally decreased and while slowly
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increasing are still below pre-2020, pre-pandemic levels. Massachusetts Department of
Transportation (MassDOT) has developed guidelines for determining traffic volumes in
the absence of current traffic data, the standard practice of which has been to use pre-
2020 traffic data where possible and factor to current conditions based on historic growth
rates. The Petitioner has followed this approach. With regard to the site driveway
intersection, the Petitioner has utilized 2016 data provided by the Town along Central
Avenue in the vicinity of the site and has factored growth volumes of 1% per year to
2021 for the existing condition and to 2028 for the Baseline or No-Build condition. With
regard to the Central Avenue/Charles River Street intersection, the afternoon turning
movement counts of 2016 were also expanded proportionately for the same analysis
period. The morning counts here were not available at the Central Avenue/Charles River
Street intersection but the evening peak hour period was more critical due to the
predominate southbound movement and queuing implications during this period. Finally,
rather than relying on operational data from the child-care operator to determine site
traffic, the more conservative ITE land use calculations based on the square footage of
the building were applied to the project to estimate site traffic.

The proposed project is expected to generate approximately 110 new morning peak hour
trips with 58 in bound and 52 outbound. The project is also expected to generate
approximately 112 new evening peak hour trips with 53 inbound and 59 outbound. The
directional distribution of trips reflects the existing Central Avenue directional split of the
Gan Aliyah Pre-School next door to the site at Temple Aliyah. The entering project
traffic is distributed for 80% of the traffic to enter from the north (left turn in) and 20% of
traffic to enter from the south (right turn in).

The level of service analysis conducted at the Central Avenue intersection at the site
driveway shows a calculated “A” level of service for all north bound movements in the
morning and evening peak periods and a calculated “B” level of service for all south
bound movements in the morning and evening peak periods, both of which are acceptable
for this type of facility. The site driveway itself will have an acceptable “E” level of
service with average delay during the morning peak period and a “C” level during the
evening peak period. 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 five
seconds.

The Petitioner further reviewed the Central Avenue/Charles River Street intersection for
the morning peak hour (7:15 a.m. to 8:15 a.m.) and for the evening peak hour (5:00 p.m.
to 6:00 p.m.) to see if adjustments to signal timing at this location would lead to an
improved level of service. For this analysis, supplemental counts were collected by the
Petitioner on Wednesday, October 13, 2021, with those counts increased by 30.4% as
evidenced by MassDOT Station ID #6161 to identify 2021 roadway network volumes at
the intersection assuming Covid-19 had not occurred. These adjusted volumes were
further inflated by one percent per year over seven years to account for normal growth
between 2021 and 2028.

The following overall levels of service for the existing, base and build conditions for the
studied signal optimization timing adjustments at the Central Avenue/Charles River
Street intersection are detailed below. These conclusions assume the roadway network
volumes have been adjusted upwards as described in 1.11 above. For the existing Covid-
19-affected 2021 signal timing optimization condition, the Central Avenue/Charles River
Street intersection operates at overall levels of service of “E” during the morning peak
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1.14

hour (7:15 a.m. to 8:15 a.m.) and “D” during the evening peak hour (5:00 p.m. to 6:00
p.m.). For the base 2028 signal optimization condition (2028 with no development at
1688 Central Avenue), the Central Avenue/Charles River Street intersection operates at
overall levels of service of “F” during the morning peak hour (7:15 a.m. to 8:15 a.m.) and
“E” during the evening peak hour (5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.). These values show the
overall levels of service will worsen somewhat compared to current conditions assuming
there is no development at 1688 Central Avenue. For the build condition where signal
timing optimization is not implemented, the Central Avenue/Charles River Street
intersection operates at overall levels of service of “F” during the morning peak hour
(7:15 a.m. to 8:15 a.m.) and “F” during the evening peak hour (5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.).
These values show that development of 1688 Central will have essentially no impact on
Central Avenue levels of service during peak hours and will have only a modest impact
on Central Avenue southbound during those hours. The only significant impact is
projected to be from Central Avenue southbound during the evening peak hour. Lastly,
for the build condition where signal timing is optimized, the Central Avenue/Charles
River Street intersection operates at overall levels of service “E” during the morning peak
hour (7:15 a.m. to 8:15 a.m.) and “C” during the evening peak hour (5:00 p.m. to 6:00
p.m.). These values show that under the signal timing optimization condition studied, the
overall levels of service (and delays) on Central Avenue during peak hours will become
significantly better, while the delays and levels of service on Charles River Street would
become worse. That said, the analysis demonstrates that meaningful mitigation on
Central Avenue is attainable during the peak period with less significant timing changes
implemented in the alternative and without causing a substantial impact on Charles River
Street.

The Petitioner further reviewed queuing at the Central Avenue/Charles River Street
intersection for the studied signal timing optimization conditions described in Section
1.12 above. This analysis shows that the 95" percentile queue on Central Avenue
southbound during the evening will increase from 830 feet today (with non-Covid traffic
volumes) to 907 feet in 2028 without the proposed development at 1688 Central Avenue
and to 950 feet with the proposed development. Thus, comparing the 2028 “build” to “no
build” conditions anticipates an increase in the length of the queue during the evening
peak hour of about 43 feet (approximately 2-3 vehicles) if this project is developed as
proposed. The roadway length between the site driveway and Charles River Street is 885
feet. The length of the queue in 2028 is projected to extend past the site driveway under
either the “build” condition (950 feet) or “no build” condition (907 feet) further
supporting a change in the timing of the signals. Implementation of the optimized signal
timing adjustments at the Central Avenue/Charles River Street intersection as described
in Section 1.12 above shortens the southbound queue from 830 feet today to only 670
feet, which is more than 200 feet south of the site driveway. Furthermore, a less
substantial change to the signal timing can provide significant mitigation of the queueing
from the intersection back to the site driveway.

The NCC and the Petitioner’s traffic consultant have provided information detailing the
number of children and cars anticipated to arrive at and leave the site, as well as proposed
operating measures. The maximum total of 115 children arriving in the morning is broken
down as follows: 55 infants, toddlers and preschoolers arriving in the morning peak drop-
off period of 7:30 a.m. to 8:50 a.m.; 30 children who will not arrive until shortly before
9:00 a.m. or later; and 30 after-school children who will arrive in the afternoon. The
maximum total of 115 children leaving in the afternoon is broken down as follows: 20
children from the nursery school at noon or 2:30 p.m.; 10 preschool children at 3:00 p.m.;
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and 85 children from 3:30 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. spaced evenly across a two-and-a-half-hour
window. NCC staff will be on-site before the critical arrival and departure hours to assist
children between vehicles and the building. Children being dropped off and picked up
will be escorted into the building, and from the building into the parents’ cars, by NCC
staff, to assure their safety.

Drop-off and pick-up times for all children will be staggered, to reduce queueing on the
site and to assure that queued vehicles do not negatively impact Central Avenue
operations. To assure that queued vehicles could be accommodated on the site without
negative impact to Central Avenue, an analysis based on the Poisson distribution model
of random arrivals was conducted. Two scenarios were considered.

The first scenario considered was based on actual data from the anticipated 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 a.m.
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 confirms
that of the 55 children being dropped off during the peak 80-minute drop-off period,
approximately 30 will be siblings, meaning 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 lane,
and thus do not need to be considered in the queuing analysis.

The analysis included the following assumptions: (a) random arrivals during the peak
drop-off period; (b) a drop-off period of 80 minutes; (c) 40 parent vehicles arriving
during the 80-minute period; and (d) 60-second drop-off window. The evaluation
concluded based on 40 peak hour arrivals that there would be no more than 7 vehicles in
the drop-off lane. With the proposed driveway plan showing a dedicated queue/drop of
lane, there is storage for approximately 10 vehicles before queues would impact Central
Avenue. Furthermore, the queue lane has been separated from the travel lane, allowing
vehicles to bypass the queue in the event it approaches Central Avenue.

In addition to the above scenario, a second more conservative analysis was run using the
Poisson distribution methodology for a maximum of 58 vehicle arrivals during the peak
period. This analysis found that the maximum queue 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.

1.16 The Traffic Impact Assessment submitted by the Petitioner has identified existing traffic

operating parameters on Central Avenue and at the Central Avenue/Charles River Street
intersection, estimated the anticipated traffic volume increase as a result of the proposed
project, analyzed the project’s traffic-related impacts, evaluated access and egress
requirements, and recommended site access and intersection improvement measures to
improve traffic operations and safety conditions in the area. —The Town’s traffic
consultant, John W. Diaz of Greenman-Pedersen, Inc., GPI has reviewed the individual
traffic reports submitted and has advised the Board that the traffic reports submitted by
the Petitioner and as subsequently revised during the traffic peer review process
demonstrate a project that will minimize traffic delays in the area and will provide
adequate access and egress operational conditions at the site driveway.
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1.161.17 To minimize traffic delays in the area, the following study recommendations
have been recommended by the Town’s traffic consultant, John W. Diaz of Greenman-
Pedersen, Inc., GPI and have been incorporated into the Plan and will be implemented by
the Petitioner: (a) A police detail shall be provided at the site driveway during the peak
morning and afternoon hours of arrivals and dismissals. The detail will remain in place
for a minimum of 60 days, commencing on or after the opening of the child-care facility.
The detail may be discontinued thereafter upon request of the Petitioner and a finding by
the Board (following such notice and hearing, if any, as the Board, in its sole and
exclusive discretion, shall deem due and sufficient) that the site is operating without
significantly impacting operations along Central Avenue. (b) Prior to building permit
issuance, the Petitioner shall provide detailed traffic signal timing plans for optimized
operations at the Central Avenue/Charles River Street intersection for the morning and
evening peak hours. The Petitioner shall further coordinate with the Town Engineer on
how to implement the revised signal times. The Petitioner shall be responsible for
implementing any approved signal timing adjustments approved by the Town Engineer
prior to building occupancy. (c) The Petitioner shall complete a follow-up traffic study
after the site is open and operational to at least 80% of student capacity. The Petitioner
shall further fund a peer review of this post occupancy traffic study. The Board finds that
the foregoing elements of the Plan minimize traffic delays in the area and provide
adequate access and egress operational conditions at the site driveway.

1471.18 The Petitioner’s proposal includes a new one-story building of 10,034 square feet
that will house a child-care facility and an existing two-story 4,800 square foot barn that
will be retained and used for accessory storage by the child-care facility. This proposal is
not in compliance with the requirements of Section 1.2 and Section 3.2.1 of the By-Law
as detailed below.

a. The By-Law prohibits having more than one non-residential building or use on a lot in
the Single Residence A zoning district. The By-Law at Section 3.1 provides as follows:
“No building or structure shall be erected, altered or used and no premises shall be used
for any purpose or in any manner other than as regulated by Section 3.1.2 as permitted
and set forth in Section 3.2”. Section 3.2.1 of the By-Law sets forth a schedule of uses for
the Single Residence A zoning district. In that schedule, it marks as “No” in the Single
Residence A District the following use: “more than one non-residential building or use on
a lot where such buildings or uses are not detrimental to each other and are in compliance
with all other requirements of this By-Law”. Under the By-Law in the Single Residence
A zoning district there cannot be more than one non-residential building on a lot. The
Petitioner’s Plan does not conform with this aspect of the By-Law because it
impermissibly contains more than one non-residential building on a lot in the Single
Residence A zoning district. With the construction of a 10,034 square foot child-care
building on this lot, the barn would be a second non-residential building on the lot.

b. The project’s proposal for the barn further does not meet the By-Law’s definition of an
accessory building and the building cannot be permitted as such. The By-Law at Section
3.1 provides as follows: “No building or structure shall be erected, altered or used and no
premises shall be used for any purpose or in any manner other than as regulated by
Section 3.1.2 as permitted and set forth in Section 3.2”. Section 3.2.1 of the By-Law sets
forth a schedule of uses for the Single Residence A zoning district. In that schedule, it
marks as “yes” in the Single Residence A District the following use: “other customary
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and proper accessory uses, such as, but not limited to, garages, tool sheds, greenhouses
and cabanas”. The barn does not meet the definition of an accessory building under the
By-Law. The By-Law at Section 1.3 defines “accessory building” as: “a building
devoted exclusively to a use subordinate and customarily incidental to the principal use”.
In this case, the primary use of the proposed main building is that of a 10,034 square foot
stand-alone child-care facility. The two-story barn has a footprint of approximately 2,600
square feet and overall square footage of approximately 4,800 square feet. To qualify the
barn as an accessory building, the Petitioner must establish that it is “customary” (more
than unique or rare) for a child-care facility to have an accessory building the size of the
barn for storage. In the subject case, the barn contains almost half the square footage of
the child-care facility itself. The Petitioner has not provided evidence of any other child-
care center in Needham or elsewhere that has a similar, separate, large building for
storage; nor has the Petitioner made any other factual showing that would warrant a
finding that barns of this size are subordinate to and customarily incidental to child-care
facilities. In fact, a review of twenty child-care facilities in Needham and nearby towns
makes clear that it is not customary for these facilities to have accessory buildings. The
twenty programs considered include the five Needham programs comparably sized to that
of the NCC, even if not situated in stand-alone commercial space, and fifteen child-care
programs located in nearby towns. Each of these facilities was located through online
mapping services to determine building arrangements. All these programs operate in a
single building. None have accessory buildings much less one two stories high with a
total of 4,800 square feet. Finally, the Massachusetts building requirements for child-care
facilities do not call for such accessory buildings (See: 606 CMR 7.07).

1181.19 As indicated in the Zoning Table shown on the Plan, the lot conforms to zoning

requirements as to area and frontage of the Single Residence A District. As indicated in
the Zoning Table shown on the Plan, the proposed building will comply with all
applicable dimensional and density requirements of the Single Residence A District for
an institutional use, namely, front, side and rear setback, maximum building height,
maximum number of stories, maximum lot coverage, and maximum floor area ratio.

4191.20 In addition to the above-noted minimum dimensional and density requirements of

1.210

the Single Residence A District for an institutional use as detailed in Section 1.18, the
project must also meet the site plan review criteria of the By-Law set forth in Section
7.4.6. The project before the Board shows deficiencies in two review categories namely
Section 7.46(a) and Section 7.4.6(e) of the By-Law which provides that in conducting site
plan review the Planning Board shall consider the following matters as follows:

“7.4.6(a) Protection of adjoining premises against seriously detrimental uses by provision
of surface water drainage, sound and sight buffers and preservation of views light and air;
and

7.46(e) Relationship of structures and open spaces to the natural landscape, existing
buildings and other community assets in the area and compliance with other requirements
of the By-Law.”

The Petitioner seeks approval to place a large institutional building of 10,034 square feet
64 feet from Central Avenue and to raise the property’s grade by six feet. The Board
finds placement of a large institutional building closer to the street than other buildings in
the neighborhood is out of character with the surrounding neighborhood and conflicts
with the Town’s interest in preserving the relationship of structures and open spaces to
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the natural landscape, existing buildings and other community assets in the area and
compliance with other requirements of this By-Law.

appearance-of-its-residentially-zoned-neighborhoods.

The proposed building is significantly larger than surrounding homes; it is closer to the
street than any other building on this section of Central Avenue, and its grade is higher.
In this residential area, no residential building is set back less than 65 feet from Central
Avenue, and the clear pattern is for structures to be set back much further. A comparison
of 11 abutting residential properties along Central Avenue shows a 65-foot front yard
setback for one residential property with the remainder ten properties presenting with
front yard setbacks in the range of 103 feet to 117 feet —(See Exhibit 176). For the one
institutional use in the neighborhood, namely, Temple Aliyah, which abuts the subject
property, a front yard setback of 213 feet is provided. Further, the Design Review
Board’s comments on the project call for the building to be re-sited farther back from
Central Avenue consistent with the neighborhood context, either by reconfiguring it or by
removing the barn.

The current front yard setbacks along Central Avenue create more visual space along the
street edge and contribute to the established residential appearance of the neighborhood.
Siting the project in accordance with the established neighborhood pattern would be in
harmony with the existing configuration and would protect the character of the
neighborhood per Section 7.46(e) of the By-Law. A larger setback would help to create a
buffer from the proposed use, increasing both visual screen and protection from noise,
activities and traffic for abutters and neighbors. Lengthening the driveway would make
vehicle overflows onto Central Avenue less likely by moving on-site traffic further onto
the lot and would create a longer driveway to help avoid any vehicle queuing from
spilling over to Central Avenue.

The municipal interests served by increasing the project’s front yard setback are
extremely important. The lot has plenty of space to accommodate these legitimate
concerns by adjusting the front yard setback for the proposed building deeper onto the
lot. Massachusetts General Laws Chapter 40A, Section 3 permits regulation of a child-
care facility relating to both setback and bulk, among other criteria.

121:1.22 Under Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 40A, Section 3 (Dover«——— Formatted: Indent: Left: 0", Hanging: 0.5", Outline
Amendment) the use of the property for a child-care facility is protected. Massachusetts ”U_fggereilf Level:_ZL‘ff NUlebefindg St}"gf‘ L |2:d3’ -t S(t)a; )
General Laws, Chapter 40A, Section 3 provides that: “No zoning ordinance or bylaw in at: 22 + Alignment: Left + Aligned at: 0" + Indent at: 0.

any ...town shall prohibit, or require a special permit for, the use of land or structures, or
the expansion of existing structures, for the primary ...purpose of operating a child-care
facility; provided, however, that such land or structures may be subject to reasonable
regulations concerning the bulk and height of structures and determining yard sizes, lot
area, setback, open space, parking and building coverage requirements.

Where the Petitioner proposing a child-care facility seeks exceptions from otherwise
applicable zoning requirements, that Petitioner bears the burden of proving that the local
requirements are unreasonable as applied to its proposed project. This burden may be met
by demonstrating that compliance would substantially diminish or detract from the
usefulness of the proposed structure, or significantly impede the use without appreciably
advancing the municipality’s legitimate concerns. The Petitioner has not met this burden.
Specifically, as relates the barn on the property, the Petitioner initially indicated that the
barn would not be used in connection with the child-care facility; indeed, the Petitioner
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planned to exclude the barn from the lease entirely. Now, however, the Board is told that
the child-care facility requires the barn - a structure that is more than twice the size of the
average residence in Needham - to be available for storage. Further, the Petitioner’s more
recent submission of December 16, 2021 (Exhibit 46) claims that unless the barn is
allowed to remain on the site, the Board will have “de facto denied” a permit. The
Petitioner has stated on the record that it is their desire to keep the barn that is now
causing them to say that it will only be used for child-care storage. While NCC now
professes a need for storage, the Petitioner has not shown any reason for the child-care
facility to have storage in this particular configuration. There is no reason that the
Petitioner could not incorporate adequate storage into a single building with the child-
care facility. There is no need for storage to be separate and apart from the child-care
facility. The Board finds that applying the By-Law (specifically Section 3.2.1)
prohibiting two non-residential structures on this residential property does not
unreasonably impede the operation of the child-care facility, particularly when the child-
care facility, as initially proposed would not have used the barn at all. The Dover
Amendment is not intended to allow the Petitioner to: (i) propose a 10,034 square foot
new building; (ii) irrespective of the By-Law provisions that preclude the new structure
and barn on the same parcel; and (iii) then claim that the cost of removing the barn and
redesigning the Plan is an unreasonable impediment, when that cost derives from the
Petitioner’s own initial planning choices.

to impose the following conditions on the project: numbered + Level: 2 + Numbering Style: 1, 2, 3, ... + Start

122.1.23 The Board of Health reviewed the subject application and has noted its intent<—‘ Formatted: Indent: Left: 0", Hanging: 0.5", Outline
at: 22 + Alignment: Left + Aligned at: 0" + Indent at: 0.27"

a. Prior to demolition, submittal by Petitioner of an online Demolition permit form along
with required supplemental demolition reports, including septic system abandonment
form and final pump report.

b. Engagement by the Petitioner of a licensed pest control service company to conduct
routine site visits to the site, first initially to bait the interior/exterior of each structure to
be raised prior to demolition, and to continue to make routine site visits (to re-bait/set
traps) throughout the duration of the construction project. Pest reports to be submitted to
the Health Division on an on-going basis for review.

c. If the project triggers the addition of any food to be served or prepped on site at the
facility, a food establishment permit is required to include a review of proposed kitchen
layout plans, with equipment and hand sinks noted, along with any proposed seating
layout plans where applicable.

d. Petitioner to ensure that sufficient exterior space is provided to accommodate an easily
accessible Trash Dumpster and a separate Recycling Dumpster, per Needham Board of
Health Waste Hauler regulation requirements. These covered waste containers must be
kept clean and maintained and shall be placed on a sufficient service schedule to contain
all waste produced on site. These containers may not cause any potential public health
and safety concerns with attraction of pest activity due to improper cleaning and
maintenance.

e. As noted in the proposal, the Petitioner is required to connect to the municipal sewer
line, once it is brought up to the property, prior to building occupancy. A copy of the
completed signed/dated Sewer Connection application, which shows that the sewer
connection fee was paid, shall be forwarded to the Public Health Division.

f. No public health nuisance issues (i.e., odors, noise, light migration, standing
water/improper on-site drainage, etc.), to neighboring properties, shall develop on site
during or after construction.

Needham Planning Board Decision — 1688 Central Avenue, February 1, 2022 24



g. The lighting on site shall not cause a public health nuisance, with lighthting trespassing
on to other abutting properties. If complaints are received, lighting shall be adjusted so it
will not cause a public health nuisance.

h. The Petitioner shall meet current interior/exterior COVID-19 federal, state and local
requirements for spacing of seating, HVAC/ventilation, face covering requirements,
sanitation requirements and occupancy limit requirements, etc.

i. The Petitioner shall ensure that the property is safe, which includes conducting proper
soil testing of the site prior to construction, and also follow through with any necessary
mitigation measures as found to be necessary, as part of this project approval.

1.243 The Board of Health will engage an independent third party, licensed site professional
to conduct an independent environmental evaluation of the property. The licensed site
professional will oversee the project and shall confirm that the soil testing work, along
with the proposed capping work to be conducted, meets all local, state and federal
requirements. The licensed site professional will conduct a complete site assessment,
provide their recommendations on whether soil testing is required and what types of
testing needs to be conducted due to the history of this site. This licensed site
professional will also: (a) determine whether and what type of barrier or capping
measures may be necessary on this site; (b) offer guidance on what mitigations are
necessary in the event the soil is found to be contaminated; (c) offer guidance on what
mitigations to the new building will be required to ensure the building air quality is
adequate and safe; and (d) offer their guidance on what will be required going forward to
ensure the site is deemed safe for the children at this new child-care facility.

1.254 The Design Review Board reviewed the project and issued review memoranda dated
March 22, 2021, May 14, 2021, and August 13, 2021.

1.265 The proposed project, as modified by this Decision, has been designed to protect
adjoining premises from detrimental impacts by provision for surface water drainage,
sound and sight buffers, and preservation of views, light, and air. The Board, in Sections
2.0 and 2.1 of this Decision, has requested modification of the Plan to address the zoning
deficiencies detailed in Sections 1.17, 1.19, 1.20 and 1.21 above. As noted in the
stormwater management report prepared by Glossa Engineering, the drainage plan
will capture all the runoff from the building rooftops and most of the runoff from the
paved areas and will direct the runoff into an underground infiltration basin. The
design and analysis of the system is based on Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection (Mass DEP) stormwater management regulations. A
landscape plan has been developed for screening and enhancing the existing site. The
lighting system for the project parking areas has been designed to comply with the
Town of Needham lighting requirements. The parking area is on the side of the
property adjacent to Temple Aliyah and is not close to the residential properties
abutting the southernboundary of the property. No light "spillage" onto neighboring
residential properties is permitted other than from headlights of departing vehicles
during dusk/dawn hours in the Winter months.

1.261.27 The proposed project will ensure the convenience and safety of vehicular and«——— Formatted: Indent: Left: 0", Hanging: 0.5", Outline
pedestrian movement within the site and on adjacent streets. As shown on the Plan, the ”r'gt;ereilf Leve'ti ZL‘fﬂNU”;Fe””(? Sttylgi 1 |2’d3’ - ‘t' S(t)a;
. . . . : : + : + 0"+ :0.27"

project has been designed to ensure that there will be safe vehicular and pedestrian s fonment: Rt + Algnec & ncenta

circulation on site. The access to and egress from the property will be via the existing
driveway openingonto Central Avenue, where there are adequate sight lines up and
down Central Avenue. Access to the child-care facility will use a 200-plus foot-long,
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30-foot-wide access drive to Central Avenue, consisting of three lanes: an 8-foot-wide
queueing lane that can accommodate ten waiting vehicles and which provides access to a
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. The parking area hasbeen designed
with an "island" that vehicles can circulate around so that vehicles dropping off and
picking up children can continuously move forward upon entry, following drop-off
and pickup, and when exiting the site. Drop-off and pick-up times for all children will
be staggered, to reduce queueing on the site and to assure that queued vehicles do not
negatively impact Central Avenue operations. To this end, the operator will regularly
review its drop-off and pick-up schedule and will enforce such schedule among its

customers.
1.271.28 Adequacy of the arrangement of parking and loading spaces in relation to the Formatted: Indent: Left: 0", Hanging: 0.5", Outline
proposeduses of the premises has been achieved. The proposed parking area complies numbered + Level: 2 + Numbering Style: 1, 2, 3, ... + Start
at: 27 + Alignment: Left + Aligned at: 0" + Indent at: 0.27"

with the Town of Needham By-Law requirements for number of spaces, illumination,

loading, parking space size, location, design and number of handicap spaces, width of
maneuvering aisles, setbacks,and landscaping. The parking area includes 30 spaces,
which is the required number of spaces for the proposed use and the anticipated
number of children and staff members. The required parkingcalculation is based on a
formula the Town uses for this type of use, which is 8 spaces, plus 1space for each
40 children, plus one space per staff member. Applying this formula leads to a
calculated parking requirement of 29 spaces.

1.281.29 Adequate methods for disposal of refuse and waste will be provided. The project«——— Formatted: Indent: Left: 0", Hanging: 0.5", Outline
is not a major generator of refuse or other wastes. The project’s waste system is m{mberedlf Level:_ZJrfNumlberinc? Style: 1, 2,d3, -+ Start
connected to the municipal sewerage system. The site has been designed such that at: 27 + Alignment: Left + Aligned at: 0 + Indentat: 0.27

adequate methods of disposal of refuse resulting from the proposed use has been assured.
A dumpster will be located at the far (eastern) end of the parking area and will be
enclosed with fencing. Refuse will be regularly removed from the site by a licensed

hauler.
14.291.30 The relationship of structures and open spaces to the natural landscape, existing«—— Formatted: Indent: Left: 0", Hanging: 0.5", Outline
buildings and other community assets in the area follow the requirements of the By-Law. numbered + Level: 2 + Numbering Style: 1, 2, 3, ... + Start

The Board in Sections 2.0 and 2.1 of this Decision has requested modification of the Plan at: 27+ Alignment: Left + Aligned at: 0" + Indent at: 0.27"

to address the zoning deficiencies detailed in Sections 1.17, 1.19, 1.20 and 1.21 above.
The matters to be considered by this Board in connection with relationship of structures
and open spaces to the natural landscape, existing buildings, and other community assets
in the area, have been addressed with the Plan modifications detailed in Sections 2.0 and
2.1, and the project complies with all other requirements of the Town By-Law. The
gross floor area of the building is 10,034 square feet on one floor and is smaller than
what would be allowed by the applicable maximum lot coverage (15%) and the
applicable FAR (.30) for the Single Residence A District. In addition, this building is
considerably smaller than the abutting Temple Aliyah. Further, the parking will be in the
rear of the building.

1301.31 The proposed project will not have any adverse impact on the Town’s resources,«—— Formatted: Indent: Left: 0", Hanging: 0.5", Outline
including the effect on the Town’s water supply and distribution system, sewer collection ”rngk;ereilf Levelti ZL?tNun/glbermc? Sttylg: 1 |2,d3, " «tLS(t)agt7
- : : H 127+ : + 0"+ :0.27"

and treatment, fire protection and streets. The proposed use will not result in an a lgnment: Left + Algned & ndent

increased demand or adverse impact on the Town’s resources. The Petitioner will
connect to the Town's sewer system by running, at the Petitioner’s expense, a sewer
main from its current closest point on Country Way, up Central Avenue to the site.
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Neighboring properties will have the option of connecting, at their expense, to this
sewer line. The project will connect to the Town's water supply system which has
adequate capacity to service the development. The Petitioner has engaged a traffic
engineer to study this site and will implement the traffic mitigations measures
detailed in Section 1.16.

1311.32 The Board finds the Plan, as modified by this Decision, the Traffic and Parking«—— Formatted: Indent: Left: 0", Hanging: 0.5", Outline
Report, and the other documents submitted in connection with the application, supports numbered -+ Level: 2 + Numbering Style: 1, 2, 3, ... + Start
Major Project Site Plan approval under By-Law Section 7.4. at: 27 + Alignment: Left + Aligned at: 0" + Indent at: 0.27

14.321.33 Under Section 7.4 of the By-Law, a Major Project Site Plan Decision may be+——— Formatted: Indent: Left: 0", Hanging: 0.5", Outline
granted within the Single Residence A District provided the Board finds that the numbered + Level: 2 + Numbering Style: 1, 2, 3, ... + Start

proposed use of the property by the Petitioner meets the standards and criteria set forth in at: 27+ Alignment: Left + Aligned at: 0" + Indent at: 0.27"

the provisions of the By-Law. Based on the above findings and conclusions the Board
finds the proposed Plan, as modified, conditioned and limited herein, for the site plan
review, to be in harmony with the purposes and intent of the By-Law and Town Master
plans, to comply with all applicable By-Law requirements, to have minimized adverse
impact, and to have promoted a development which is harmonious with the surrounding
area.

THEREFORE, the Board voted 4-0 to GRANT the requested Major Project Site Plan Review
Decision under Section 7.4 of the Needham By-Law subject to and with the benefit of the
following Plan modifications, conditions and limitations.

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. The Building Commissioner shall not issue any building permit, nor shall he permit
any construction activity on the site to begin on the site until and unless he finds that the Plan is
revised to include the following additional, corrected, or modified information. Except where
otherwise provided, all such information shall be subject to the approval of the Building
Commissioner. Where approvals are required from persons other than the Building Commissioner,
the Petitioner shall be responsible for providing a written copy of such approvals to the Building
Commissioner before the Commissioner shall issue any building permit or permit for any
construction on the site. The Petitioner shall submit seven copies of the final Plans as approved for
construction by the Building Commissioner to the Board prior to the issuance of a Building Permit.

2.0 The Plan shall be modified to include the requirements and recommendations of the
Department of Public Works as set forth below. The modified plans shall be submitted to
the Department of Public Works for review and comment, and to the Board for approval
and endorsement. All requirements and recommendations of the Department of Public
Works, set forth below, shall be met by the Petitioner.

a. The plan shall be revised to show an ADA-compliant sidewalk along the entire
frontage of the property.

b. All snow shall be removed or plowed such that the total number and size of parking
spaces are not reduced below the 30-space minimum parking space requirement. A
snow storage plan shall be submitted which shows compliance with this condition
and which prevents melted snow piles infiltrating abutting properties.
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2.1 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. All requirements and recommendations of the Board, set
forth below, shall be met by the Petitioner.

a. The Plan shall be revised to show a wooden fence at the south side of the building
rather than the proposed white vinyl fence.

b. The exterior lighting plan shall be revised at the north side of the driveway to show
four pole lights rather than the proposed three pole lights with the height of the poles
reduced from 24 feet to 20 feet.

c. The exterior lighting plan shall be further revised, and an updated photometric plan
submitted, to demonstrate that the exterior lighting complies with building code and
zoning requirements and does not show light trespass onto abutting properties.

d. The Plan shall be revised to demolish or remove from the property the barn and to
relocate the proposed building and associated fencing another 71 feet back from
Central Avenue to a minimum front yard setback of 135 feet in accordance with the
sketch plan shown as Exhibit 196. The drop-off area, five parking spaces, loading
area and turnaround immediately beside the rear of the building are to retain their
current design and placement beside the rear of the relocated building. The remainder
25 parking spaces may be reconfigured behind the relocated building. Parking on the
property shall respect a 3550-foot minimum setback distance along the southern
property line. Parking on the property shall not be located less than 280 feet from the
property’s front yard lot line on Central Avenue. All parking shall be located behind
the building. The Petitioner shall have the discretion to increase the parking spaces
available on the property from 30 spaces up to a maximum of 41 spaces by increasing
the 25-space parking area to 36 spaces as shown on Exhibit 196. The drainage plan
and storm water report shall be updated to reflect the above-noted modifications.

CONDITIONS

The following conditions of this approval shall be strictly adhered to. Failure to adhere to these
conditions or to comply with all applicable laws and permit conditions shall give the Board the
rights and remedies set forth in Section 3.434 hereof.

3.1 The Board approves the Plan, as modified by this Decision, submitted by the Petitioner
and authorizes the use of the property for one child-care facility at the premises with a
maximum number of children of 115.

3.2 The operation of the proposed child-care facility at 1688 Central Avenue, Needham,
Massachusetts, shall be as described in Sections 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.6, 1.7, 1.8, 1.9, 1.10,
1.11,1.12,1.13,1.14, 1.15, 1.16 and 1.176 of this decision and as further described under
the support materials provided under Exhibits 1, 2, 8, 9, 10, 11, 19, 20, 23, 26, 27, 28, 37,
41, and 45 of this decision. Any changes of such above-described use shall be permitted
only by amendment of this approval by the Board.

3.3 The hours of operation of the child-care facility shall be limited to 7:00 am to 6:00 pm

Monday through Friday. No child-care operations shall be allowed on Saturday or
Sunday.
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3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

The maximum number of children present at the child-care facility at any given time
shall not exceed 115. The maximum number of child-care employees or staff inclusive of
teachers, instructors and administrators present at any given time shall not exceed 18.

The Petitioner shall obtain and maintain compliance with all licenses required for its
operation of the child-care facility.

The building, parking areas, driveways, walkways, landscape areas, and other site and
off-site features shall be constructed in accordance with the Plan, as modified by this
Decision. Any changes, revisions or modifications to the Plan, as modified by this
Decision, shall require approval by the Board.

The proposed building and support services shall contain the dimensions and shall be
located on that portion of the locus exactly as shown on the Plan, as modified by this
Decision, and in accordance with the applicable dimensional requirements of the By-
Law. The building shall be used exclusively as a child-care facility. The floor plans may
be modified without further review by the Board, provided that the building footprint and
the square footage of the building is not increased, the maximum number of children
participating in classes at any given time is no greater than 115 and the maximum number
of child-care staff present at any given time is no greater than 18. All other changes,
revisions or modifications to the Plan, as modified by this decision, shall require approval
by the Board.

3.10%

311

Sufficient parking shall be provided on the locus at all times in accordance with the Plan,
as modified by this Decision, and there shall be no parking of motor vehicles off the
locus at any time. No on-site events shall cause an overflow of parking off-site onto
neighboring streets.

A total of a minimum of 30 parking spaces and a maximum of 41 parking spaces shall be
provided on the site at all times in accordance with the Plan, as modified by this
Decision. All off-street parking shall comply with the requirements of Section 5.1.3 of
the By-Law, except as otherwise waived by this Decision.

All required handicapped parking spaces shall be provided including above-grade signs at
each space that include the international symbol of accessibility on a blue background
with the words “Handicapped Parking Special Plate Required Unauthorized Vehicles
May Be Removed at Owners Expense”. The quantity & design of spaces, as well as the
required signage shall comply with the M.S.B.C. 521 CMR Architectural Access Board
Regulation and the Town of Needham General By-Laws, both as may be amended from
time to time.

The Petitioner shall manage parking and traffic flow as presented with the application,
and shown on the Plan, so that there is no back up of cars on Central Avenue waiting to
enter the parking lots or drop-off area used by the Petitioner. If back up is a problem, the
Petitioner shall take measures to eliminate any backup, such as to assign employees or
staff to monitor traffic flow, student drop off or pick up or adjustment of the periods of
drop off/pick up including maintaining a police detail, among other options.
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3.12

3.13

3.14

3.15

3.16

3.17

If the Petitioner is notified by the Planning Board, based on reliable observations reported
to the Planning Board, of frequent or chronic backup of vehicles onto Central Avenue
from the child-care facility, it shall promptly propose, in writing to the Planning Board, a
plan to remedy the situation and following Board approval shall execute the approved
plan without delay.

As detailed in Section 1.176 of this Decision, the Petitioner shall implement the
following traffic mitigation measures: (a) The Petitioner shall be responsible for securing
and paying for a police detail for traffic control at the site driveway during the morning
hours of 7:30 a.m. to 9:30 a.m. and the afternoon hours of 3:30 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. The
detail shall remain in place for a minimum of 60 days. The detail may be discontinued
thereafter upon request of the Petitioner and a finding by the Board (following such
notice and hearing, if any, as the Board, in its sole and exclusive discretion, shall deem
due and sufficient) that the site is operating without significantly impacting operations
along Central Avenue. (b) Prior to building permit issuance, the Petitioner shall provide
detailed traffic signal timing plans to the Department of Public Works (DPW) for
optimized operations at the Central Avenue/Charles River Street intersection for the
morning and evening peak hours. The Petitioner shall further coordinate with the Town
Engineer on how to implement the revised signal timings. The Petitioner shall be
responsible for implementing and paying for any approved signal timing adjustments
approved by the Town Engineer prior to building occupancy. (c) The Petitioner shall
complete a follow-up traffic study after the site is open and operational to at least 80% of
student capacity. The Petitioner shall further pay the reasonable fees of any
consultants/peer reviews required for review or implementation of the above noted items.

The Petitioner shall not exceed the Maximum Trip Count as follows: The total Maximum
Trip Count for the child-care facility is 110 trips during the weekday morning peak hour
and 112 trips during the weekday evening peak hour. The Petitioner shall prepare, submit
and implement a Transportation Demand Management Work Plan (the " TDM Work
Plan"), that includes strategies and measures necessary to comply with the Maximum
Trip Count. The TDM Work Plan shall be submitted to the Board for review and
approval prior to the issuance of the building permit.

The Petitioner shall be responsible for verifying compliance with the Maximum Trip
Count, if so requested by the Board. Such trip counts shall be conducted by a qualified
professional in accordance with standard engineering methodology. The Petitioner shall
be responsible for the cost of all trip counts, surveys, and required analysis. If the
Maximum Trip Count is exceeded, the Petitioner shall submit a revised TDM Work Plan
to the Planning Board for review and approval that shall include a narrative of how the
changes to the TDM Work Plan will reduce the number of vehicular trips during peak
hours and a detailed proposal of how current operations will be adjusted to secure
compliance with the Maximum Trip Count standard. The Petitioner shall pay the
reasonable fees of any consultants/peer reviews as are necessary for the Board to review
and analyze any submitted TDM Work Plans or TDM Monitoring Reports.

In the event that traffic or parking problems caused by the use of the property develop
that are inconsistent with what was represented to the Board at the hearing and that
adversely affect the neighbors on Central Avenue, the Board may modify this Decision
by imposing additional conditions in accordance with the provisions of Section 4.2.

The Petitioner shall be responsible for implementing and complying with the
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3.18

3.19

3.20

3.21

3.22

3.23

3.24

3.25

3.26

3.27

3.28

requirements of the Board of Health as detailed in Section 1.232 and Section 1.243 of this
Decision.

The initial operator of the child-care facility at 1688 Central Avenue shall be the NCC.
The Petitioner shall provide a copy of the lease agreement between the Petitioner and the
NCC which confirms this operational arrangement. The operation of the child-care
facility at 1688 Central Avenue by the NCC, 858 Great Plain Avenue, Needham, MA,
may not be transferred, set over, or assigned by the Petitioner, to any other person or
entity without such person or entity certifying they have read and understood this
decision and agreeing to maintain compliance with all aspects of this decision, and
without the prior written approval of the Board following such notice and hearing, if any,
as the Board, in its sole and exclusive discretion, shall deem due and sufficient.
Notwithstanding the above, this permit may be transferred to an affiliated entity (under
common control with the NCC) without Board approval or action, provided the Board is
provided with a copy of the name and address of such entity.

All utilities, including telephone and electrical service, shall be installed underground
from the street line.

The Petitioner shall secure from the Needham Department of Public Works a Sewer
Connection Permit, with impact fee paid if applicable.

The Petitioner shall secure from the Needham Department of Public Works a Street
Opening Permit and any grants of location that are required from the utility companies. In
accordance with the recommendations of the Needham Department of Public Works
Central Avenue shall be repaved gutter to gutter in the area impacted by the sewer
installation after its installation has been completed.

The Petitioner shall secure from the Needham Department of Public Works a Water Main
and Water Service Connection Permit pursuant to Town requirements.

The Petitioner shall seal all abandoned drainage connections and other drainage
connections where the developer cannot identify the sources of the discharges. Sealing of
abandoned drainage facilities and abandonment of all utilities shall be carried out
pursuant to Town requirements.

The Petitioner shall connect the sanitary sewer line only to known sources. All known
sources that cannot be identified shall be disconnected and properly sealed.

The construction, operation and maintenance of any subsurface infiltration facility, on-
site catch basins and pavement areas, shall conform to the requirements outlined in the
EPA’s Memorandum of Understanding signed by the Needham Select Board.

The maintenance of site and parking lot landscaping shall be the responsibility of the
Petitioner and the site and parking lot landscaping shall be maintained in good condition.

The Storm Water Management Policy form shall be submitted to the Town of Needham
signed and stamped and shall include construction mitigation and an operation and
maintenance plan as described in the policy.

The Petitioner shall comply with the Public Outreach & Education and Public
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3.29

3.30

3.31

3.32

3.33

3.34

3.35

3.36

Participation & Involvement control measures required under NPDES. The Petitioner
shall submit a letter to the DPW identifying the measures selected and dates by which the
measures will be completed.

All solid waste shall be removed from the site by a private contractor. The Petitioner
shall obtain the necessary snow removal services to keep the parking lot, handicapped
space, driveway, and circular drive passable by vehicles and safe. All snow shall be
removed or plowed such that the total number and size of parking spaces are not reduced
and any on-site snow piles shall not infiltrate an abutting property as such snow piles
melt.

All deliveries and trash dumpster pick up shall occur only between the hours of 9:30 a.m.
and 4:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday, not at all on Sundays and holidays. The
dumpster shall be screened with a wooden fence, which shall be maintained in good
condition. The dumpster shall be emptied, cleaned and maintained to meet Board of
Health standards.

All lights shall be shielded and adjusted during the evening hours to prevent any
annoyance or trespass to the neighbors. The Petitioner shall adjust its driveway and
parking lot lights during the night and early morning. Between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and
9:00 p.m., the Petitioner shall shut off the driveway and parking lot lights using the lights
on the building to shine down and provide basic security. The building lights shall be set
at a low light level to prevent any annoyance to the neighbors.

An ADA- compliant sidewalk shall be installed along the entire frontage of the property
with the final design approved by the Town Engineer.

In constructing and operating the proposed building on the locus pursuant to this
Decision, due diligence shall be exercised, and reasonable efforts shall be made at all
times to avoid damage to the surrounding areas or adverse impact on the environment.

Excavation material and debris, other than rock used for walls and ornamental purposes
and fill suitable for placement elsewhere on the site, shall be removed from the site.

All construction staging shall be on-site. Construction parking shall be all on site or a
combination of on-site and off-site parking at locations in which the Petitioner can make
suitable arrangements.  Construction staging plans shall be included in the final
construction documents prior to the filing of a Building Permit and shall be subject to the
review and approval of the Building Commissioner. No construction parking shall be on
public streets.

The following interim safeguards shall be implemented during construction:

a. The hours of construction shall be 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday.

b. The Petitioner’s contractor shall provide temporary security chain-link or similar type
fencing around the portions of the project site that require excavation or otherwise

pose a danger to public safety.

c. The Petitioner’s contractor shall designate a person who shall be responsible for the
construction process. That person shall be identified to the Police Department, the
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Department of Public Works, the Building Commissioner and the abutters and shall
be contacted if problems arise during the construction process. The designee shall
also be responsible for assuring that truck traffic and the delivery of construction
material does not interfere with or endanger traffic flow on Central Avenue.

The Petitioner shall take appropriate steps to minimize, to the maximum extent
feasible, dust generated by the construction including, but not limited to, requiring
subcontractors to place covers over open trucks transporting construction debris and
keeping Central Avenue clean of dirt and debris and watering appropriate portions of
the construction site from time to time as may be required.

3.378 No building permit shall be issued in pursuance of this Decision and Site Plan Approval
until:

a.

The final plans shall be in conformity with those approved by the Board, and a
statement certifying such approval shall have been filed by this Board with the
Building Commissioner.

A construction management and staging plan shall have been submitted to the Police
Chief and Building Commissioner for their review and approval.

The Petitioner shall have submitted detailed traffic signal timing plans to the DPW
for the Central Avenue/Charles River Street intersection as outlined in Section 3.134
of this decision.

The Petitioner shall have submitted the Transportation Demand Management Work
Plan to the Board as outlined in Section 3.156 of this decision.

The Petitioner shall have submitted a letter to the DPW identifying the measures
selected and dates by which the NPDES requirements outlined in Section 3.289 of
this decision will be completed.

The Petitioner shall have recorded with the Norfolk County Registry of Deeds a
certified copy of this Decision granting this Site Plan Approval with the appropriate
reference to the book and page number of the recording of the Petitioner’s title deed
or notice endorsed thereon.

3.389 No building or structure, or portion thereof, subject to this Site Plan Approval shall be
occupied until:

a.

An as-built plan, supplied by the engineer of record certifying that the on-site and
off-site project improvements were built according to the approved documents, has
been submitted to the Board and Department of Public Works. The as-built plan
shall show the building, all finished grades and final construction details of the
driveways, parking areas, drainage systems, utility installations, and sidewalk and
curbing improvements on-site and off-site, in their true relationship to the lot lines.
In addition to the engineer of record, said plan shall be certified by a Massachusetts
Registered Land Surveyor.

There shall be filed with the Building Commissioner and Board a statement by the
Department of Public Works certifying that the finished grades and final construction
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details of the driveways, parking areas, drainage systems, utility installations, and
sidewalks and curbing improvements on-site and off-site, have been constructed to
the standards of the Town of Needham Department of Public Works and in
accordance with the approved Plan.

c. There shall be filed with the Board and Building Commissioner a Certificate of
Compliance signed by a registered architect upon completion of construction.

d. There shall be filed with the Board and Building Commissioner an as-built
Landscaping Plan showing the final location, number and type of plant material, final
landscape features, parking areas, and lighting installations. Said plan shall be
prepared by the landscape architect of record and shall include a certification that
such improvements were completed according to the approved documents.

e. There shall be filed with the Board a statement by the Engineering Division of DPW
that the Petitioner has implemented the Town approved signal timing adjustments at
the Central Avenue/Charles River Street intersection as detailed in Section 3.134.

f.  There shall be filed with the Building Commissioner a statement by the Board
approving the final off-site traffic improvements.

g. The Petitioner shall have submitted a copy of the lease agreement between the
Petitioner and the NCC which confirms the initial operator of the child-care facility at
1688 Central Avenue to be the NCC as outlined in Section 3.189 of this decision.

h. There shall be filed with the Board a statement by the Engineering Division of DPW
that the Petitioned has met the NPDES requirement as detailed in Section 3.289 of
this decision.

i. The ADA- compliant sidewalk shall have been installed along the entire frontage of
the property as detailed in Section 3.323 of this decision.

j.  Notwithstanding the provisions of Sections a, b, and d hereof, the Building
Commissioner may issue one or more certificates for temporary occupancy of all or
portions of the buildings prior to the installation of final landscaping and other site
features, provided that the Petitioner shall have first filed with the Board in an
amount not less than 135% of the value of the aforementioned remaining landscaping
or other work to secure installation of such landscaping and other site and
construction features.

3.3940 In addition to the provisions of this approval, the Petitioner must comply with all
requirements of all state, federal, and local boards, commissions or other agencies,
including, but not limited to, the Select Board, Building Commissioner, Fire Department,
Department of Public Works, Conservation Commission, Police Department, and Board
of Health, and the Massachusetts Department of Early Education and Care.

3.40% Any blasting conducted at the property shall require approval by the Needham Fire

Department in accordance with Massachusetts Comprehensive Fire Safety Code, 527
CMR 1.00.
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3.41

3.42

3.43

4.0

4.1

4.2

43

4.4

45

4.6

No building or structure authorized for construction by this Decision shall be occupied or
used, and no activity except the construction activity authorized by this Decision shall be
conducted within said area, until a Certificate of Occupancy and Use or a Certificate of
Temporary Occupancy and Use has been issued by the Building Commissioner.

The Petitioner, by accepting this Decision, warrants that the Petitioner has included all
relevant documentation, reports, and information available to the Petitioner in the
application submitted, that this information is true and valid to the best of the Petitioner’s
knowledge.

Violation of any of the conditions of this Decision shall be grounds for revocation of this
Decision, or of any building permit or certificate of occupancy granted hereunder. In the
case of violation of the continuing obligations of this decision, the Town will notify the
owner of such violation and give the owner reasonable time, not to exceed thirty (30)
days, to cure the violation. If, at the end of said thirty (30) day period, the Owner has not
cured the violation, or in the case of violations requiring more than thirty (30) days to
cure, has not commenced the cure and prosecuted the cure continuously, the permit
granting authority may, after notice to the Owner, conduct a hearing in order to determine
whether the failure to abide by the conditions contained herein should result in revocation
of this Decision. As an alternative, the Town may enforce compliance with the
conditions of this decision by an action for injunctive relief before any court of competent
jurisdiction. The Owner agrees to reimburse the Town for its reasonable costs in
connection with the enforcement of the conditions of this Decision.

LIMITATIONS
The authority granted to the Petitioner by this Decision is limited as follows:

This Decision applies only to the site and off-site improvements, which are the subject of
this petition. All construction to be conducted on-site and off-site shall be conducted in
accordance with the terms of this Decision and shall be limited to the improvements on
the Plan, as modified by this Decision.

There shall be no further development of this site without further site plan approval as
required under Section 7.4 of the By-Law. The Board, in accordance with M.G.L., Ch.
40A, S.9 and said Section 7.4, hereby retains jurisdiction to (after hearing) modify and/or
amend the conditions to, or otherwise modify, amend or supplement, this Decision and to
take other action necessary to determine and ensure compliance with the Decision.

This Decision applies only to the requested Decision and Site Plan Review. Other
permits or approvals required by the By-Law, other governmental boards, agencies or
bodies having jurisdiction shall not be assumed or implied by this Decision.

The conditions contained within this Decision are limited to this specific application and
are made without prejudice for any further modification or amendment.

No approval of any indicated signs or advertising devices is implied by this Decision.

The foregoing restrictions are stated for the purpose of emphasizing their importance but
are not intended to be all-inclusive or to negate the remainder of the By-Law.
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47 This Site Plan Review Decision shall lapse on February 1, 2024, if substantial use thereof
has not sooner commenced, except for good cause. Any requests for an extension of the
time limits set forth herein must be in writing to the Board at least 30 days prior to
February 1, 20242. The Board herein reserves its rights and powers to grant or deny such
extension without a public hearing. The Board, however, shall not grant an extension as
herein provided unless it finds that the use of the property in question or the construction
of the site has not begun except for good cause.

4.8 This Decision shall be recorded in the Norfolk District Registry of Deeds and shall not
become effective until the Petitioner has delivered a certified copy of the document to the
Board. In accordance with G.L. Chapter 40A, Section 11, this Major Site Plan Review
Decision shall not take effect until a copy of this decision bearing the certification of the
Town Clerk that twenty (20) days have elapsed after the decision has been filed in the
office of the Town Clerk and either that no appeal has been filed or the appeal has been
filed within such time is recorded in the Norfolk District Registry of Deeds and is
indexed in the grantor index under the name of the owner of record or is recorded and
noted on the owner’s certificate of title. The person exercising rights under a duly
appealed Decision does so at the risk that a court will reverse the Decision and that any
construction performed under the Decision may be ordered undone.

The provisions of this Decision shall be binding upon every owner or owner 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, as shown of the Plan, as modified by this
decision, in full force and effect for the benefit of and enforceable by the Town of Needham.

Any person aggrieved by this decision may appeal pursuant to General Laws, Chapter 40A,
Section 17, within twenty (20) days after filing of this decision with the Needham Town Clerk.
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Witness our hands this 1% day of February, 2022

NEEDHAM PLANNING BOARD

Paul S. Alpert, Chairman

Adam Block

Martin Jacobs

Jeanne S. McKnight

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

Norfolk, ss 2022
On this day of , 2022, 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:

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: This is to certify that the 20-day appeal period on the approval
of the Project proposed by Needham Enterprises, LLC, 105 Chestnut Street, Suite 28, Needham,
MA, 02492, for Property located at 1688 Central Avenue, Needham, Massachusetts, has passed,

and there have been no appeals filed in the Office of the Town Clerk or
there has been an appeal filed.

Date Theodora K. Eaton, Town Clerk
Copy sent to:

Petitioner-Certified Mail # Board of Selectmen Board of Health

Town Clerk Engineering Director, PWD
Building Commissioner Fire Department Design Review Board
Conservation Commission Police Department Evans Huber

Parties in Interest
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FRIEZE CRAMER ROSEN & HUBER ur

COUNSELLORS AT LAw

60 WALNUT STREET, WELLESLEY, MASSACHUSETTS 02481
781-943-4000 - FAX 781-943-4040

Evans HUBER

781-943-4043
EH@128LAW.COM

February 4, 2022

Via Electronic Mail _

Christopher Heep, Esq. FOR SETTLEMENT
Miyares & Harrington PURPOSES ONLY
40 Grove Street #190

Wellesley, MA 02482

Re: 1688 Central Avenue, Needham

Dear Mr. Heep:

On behalf of Needham Enterprises, I am writing to you in your capacity as counsel to the
Town of Needham, and, more particularly, as counsel to the Needham Planning Board. At the
hearing on February 1, Mr. Jacobs, one of the Board members, raised the question of whether it
would be possible to reach a compromise on the disputed issues in this matter. As he pointed out,
if this matter does end up on appeal to the Superior Court, one possible path this case may take is
that the Court seeks to resolve the case by encouraging/directing the parties to “work it out,” and
reach a negotiated settlement of the disputed issues.

In spirit of Mr. Jacobs’ comments, the Applicant is proposing the following compromise.
If agreed to, the Applicant would agree not to pursue an appeal.

In making this proposal, the Applicant wishes to make it clear that (1) if the draft
decision is finalized and signed substantially as it currently is written, Applicant will appeal; (2)
this proposal reflects the Applicant’s willingness to forego appealing significant appealable
conditions if a compromise is reached, including the demolition of the barn, a negotiated
additional setback for the building, and a cap on the number of children at the facility; and (3)
the Applicant is not making this proposal because it has any significant doubt that these
conditions will be voided if challenged in court. Instead, Needham Enterprises is making this
proposal in an effort to avoid the cost, delay, and Town disruption that litigation over this matter
will cause.

Please note that while this proposal is not being presented on a literal “take it or leave it”
basis, the Applicant believes it is making significant concessions in this proposal and accordingly
is not inclined to negotiate this proposal materially further.
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Applicant proposes to compromise its disputes with the Board by agreeing not to appeal
if the following conditions are removed or modified as described below.

2.1(d) The Plan shall be revised to demolish or remove from the property the barn and to relocate
the proposed building and associated fencing another 71 feet back from Central Avenue to a
minimum front yard setback of 135 feet in accordance with the sketch plan shown as Exhibit
196.

As noted, Applicant would agree not to appeal the portion of this condition that requires
demolition of the barn. However, even with the barn removed, the required setback of 135 feet
is too much, for two reasons. First, the sketch provided by the Board showing a setback of 135
feet would eliminate or severely curtail the applicant’s ability to have a fenced outdoor play area
behind and adjacent to the building as shown on the Applicant’s current plan, that is significantly
set back from the southern property boundary. Creating a level outdoor play area on the sketch
provided by the Board would require a substantial amount of additional fill on the southern side
of the property, would require removal of more mature trees, could change the drainage
characteristics of the property in that area, and would require moving the fence much closer to
the southern boundary. Second, every additional foot of setback generates additional cost for the
applicant, particularly if the setback were 135 feet, as at that point the presence of ledge at the
rear of the building will significantly increase construction costs.

As a compromise, the Applicant would agree to increase the setback to 80 feet, which
would include retaining the current pick-up and drop-off area design. Such a setback would also
require a modification of the portion of 2.1(d) which states that “Parking on the property shall
not be located less than 280 feet from the property’s front yard lot line on Central Avenue,” as
the parking in the pick-up and drop-off area adjacent to the main entrance would be somewhat
less than 280 feet from Central Ave.

3.8 all buildings and land must remain under single ownership, and the property cannot be
further subdivided.

This condition would have to be removed. Based on the February 1, hearing, it is our
understanding that the Board has agreed to this.

3.19 The operation of the child care facility may not be transferred or assigned to another
operator (after Needham Children’s Center) without prior written approval of the Board, in its
sole and exclusive discretion, after such notice and hearing as the Board may require.

It is our position that this condition is clearly beyond the Board’s authority in a Dover
Amendment case, and will be voided if appealed. Nor is it necessary to protect the Town’s
interests as reflected in the Decision. As with Needham Children’s Center (NCC), any new
operator would be licensed and regulated by the State, and the Board does not have the expertise
or a reasonable basis to substitute its judgment for that of the State in such maitters.
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The Applicant would agree to a condition that the operator/tenant will not be changed
without notification to the Board and a requirement that any new operator will certify, in writing
signed by the appropriate person, that the new operator has read and understood the Decision,
and agrees to operate the facility in accordance with its terms.

Conditions 1.16, 3.15,3.16, and 3.17:

We believe it is clear that, as a general proposition, the Board cannot condition this
decision on further approvals by this Board. However, as currently drafted these conditions do
in fact require further approval of this Board, and give the Board the ability to take such
unspecified actions in the future as it deems fit “in its sole discretion,” including imposing
additional unspecified conditions which may or may not be reasonable, presumably up to and
including effectively suspending or curtailing the applicant’s or tenant’s ability to operate at the
site. If this matter is appealed it will be the Applicant’s position that, in addition to the specific
issues identified below, these conditions are facially invalid, and will result in a de facro grant of
the application as submitted by the Applicant, by failure of the Board to take final action on this
application within 90 days of December 8, 2021, the date on which the public hearing was
closed.

As a compromise, the Applicant will agree to the following modifications to these
conditions:

1.16 (a) A Police detail will remain in place for a minimum of 60 days, commencing on or after
the opening of the child-care facility. The detail may be discontinued thereafter upon request of
the Petitioner and a finding by the Board (following such notice and hearing, if any, as the
Board. in its sole and exclusive discretion, shall deem due and sufficient)

The termination date of this requirement would need to be revised approximately as
follows: “This requirement shall end at any time after 30 days from the commencement of
operations that the Needham Police Department determines that it is no longer necessary to
materially improve traffic on Central Avenue during peak hours.” Note that this termination
mechanism is consistent with the proposal from the Town’s peer reviewer, Mr. Diaz.

1.16 (c) The Petitioner shall complete a follow-up traffic study after the site 1s open and
operational to at least 80% of student capacity. The Petitioner shall further fund a peer review of
this post occupancy traffic study.

This condition is unreasonably vague as written. What is the traffic study to include?
What is it supposed to show? What would be a satisfactory conclusion of the traffic study? The
purpose, scope and goal of the study must be defined. Further, the Applicant will not agree to
pay for a peer review of any such study.
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3.15 and 3.16; conditions relating to Maximum Trip Count.

These conditions would need to be re-drafted to specify what would constitute a material
variation from the anticipated trip count, and what the consequences would be if that were to
materialize. Further, the applicant will not agree to pay for peer review of the work done by its
own traffic engineer in complying with these conditions.

3.17 In the event that traffic or parking problems caused by the use of the property develop that
are inconsistent with what was represented to the Board at the hearing and that adversely affect
the neighbors on Central Avenue, the Board may modify this Decision by imposing additional
conditions in accordance with the provisions of Section 4.2.

This condition is so vague as to give the Board the ability to impose whatever conditions
it wishes in the future. What are “traffic or parking problems™? Given the lack of specificity, this
condition is virtually certain to be voided by the Court if appealed. Ata minimum, greater
definition must be provided as to what “traffic or parking problems” would trigger the Board’s
authority under this provision, and what “additional conditions” the Board could impose.

In addition, the decision would need to be modified to include the following:

(1) the Applicant will have the option of installing an on-site septic system. Based on Mr.
Alpert’s comments at the February 1 hearing, we assume this will not be a problem.

(2) The Applicant will have the option to install, in the future, a separate storage structure of
no more than 2,000 s.f. and no more than 15 feet in height (which is the allowable height
for accessory structures).

(3) Modifications of the conditions relating to hours of operation, the number of staff, and
the hours of trash removal, as requested by Pat Day of NCC, would be incorporated in the
decision. Based on the Board’s comments on these matters at the February 1 hearing, we
again presume this will not be problematic for the Board.

To be clear, if we can reach agreement as outlined above, Needham Enterprises would
agree not to appeal the decision, which would give the Board certainty that the provisions
relating to demolishing the barn, the maximum number of students; an agreed-upon setback well
in excess of what the Bylaw requires; and the ADA-compliant sidewalk, would not be voided by
the Court. Needham Enterprises sincerely hopes that the Board takes this proposal in the spirit in
which it is intended, namely, a good faith effort to reach a compromise on genuinely disputed
issues.
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As the deadline for the Board to take final action on this matter is March 8, there is still
sufficient time to incorporate these changes into the decision, if the Board is so inclined. If the
Board is interested in pursuing the compromise set forth in this letter, I would be happy to
discuss it with you, and/or with the Board at the meeting on February 11.

rely;

I Nt~

Evans Huber, Esq.




January 31, 2022

Lee Newman

Director of Planning and Community Development
Public Services Administration Building

500 Dedham Ave

Needham, MA 02492

Re: 1688 Central Avenue, Needham

Ms. Newman:

| am writing to provide the applicant’s comments on the draft decision you sent me at the end of the
day last Thursday. At this point, and given that time is short, | am not including relatively minor
comments on such things as incorrect numbers or statements of fact, typographical errors, and the
like. Instead, | am confining the applicant’s comments to some of the conditions in the draft decision. |
ask that you forward this letter to the members of the Board.

It is no secret that the applicant has vigorously opposed a number of the conditions that are currently
included in the draft decision, so it should be no surprise to the Board that if the decision stays as
currently drafted, the applicant will appeal. In a final effort to get to a decision that all sides can live
with, we are listing below two categories of conditions; the first are a group that the applicant cannot
agree to, and will appeal if they are included in the final decision. The second group includes conditions
that the applicant believes the Board does not have the authority to impose, either because they are
beyond the scope of the “reasonable regulations” allowed by the Dover Amendment, or, if within that
scope, are unreasonable as drafted.

With respect to this second group, the applicant will nevertheless agree not to appeal their inclusion in
the decision, in some cases with modifications described below, if the conditions in the first group are
eliminated. If the Board chooses to include conditions in the first group in the final decision, then the
applicant intends to appeal all such conditions in the first and second group.

In addition, it is the applicant’s position that, as we believe you have been advised by Town counsel, the
Board cannot condition this decision on further approvals by this Board. There are a number of
conditions in this draft decision that require further approval of this Board, or which give the Board the
ability to take such unspecified actions as it deems fit “in its sole discretion,” including presumably,
effectively suspending or curtailing the applicant’s or tenant’s ability to operate at the site. These
include conditions found in sections 1.16, 3.15, 3.16, and 3.17 of the draft decision. We believe that any
such conditions are facially invalid, and will result in a de facto grant of the special permit by failure of
the Board to take final action on this application within 90 days of December 8, 2021, the date on which
the public hearing was closed.

Lastly, please note that most if not all of the conditions discussed below appear in more than one
section of the draft decision. The section references below are not intended to be a complete list of
each place that a given condition appears in the draft decision.



Group |, conditions that the applicant intends to appeal if included:

2.1(d) the plan shall be revised to demolish the barn and relocate the proposed building to a 135-foot
setback, per plans to be submitted to the Board for approval and endorsement.

The Board makes two arguments for including the requirement that the barn be demolished. The first is
that Bylaw prohibits more than one non-residential structure on a lot. However, the Appeals Court
decision in Petrucci v. Bd. of Appeals of Westwood, 45 Mass. App. Ct. 818 (1998) compels the conclusion
that the Needham zoning bylaw that would otherwise preclude more than one non-residential structure
on a lot in this district is superseded by M.G.L. c. 40A, § 3: “Even were the board correct in its assertion
that the Westwood by-law does not permit multiple primary uses on a single lot, such a prohibition is
exactly what the statute [c.40A sec. 3] declares impermissible with respect to child care facilities.” Id.,
45 Mass. App. Ct. at 822.

The Board also asserts that the barn doesn’t qualify as an accessory structure because it is not
“customary” to have a building of this size as an accessory structure for a child care facility.

This argument is wrong for two reasons. First, if we are correct about the effect of Petrucci, supra, then
the question of whether the barn qualifies as an “accessory structure” is moot. If the applicant is
allowed (because of the Dover Amendment) to have more than one non-residential structure on a lot as
long as such structures are being used for the “primary, accessory, or incidental purpose of operating a
child care facility,” M.G.L. c. 40A, section 3, then the barn doesn’t have to qualify as an “accessory
structure” as defined in the Bylaw.

Second, the definition in section 1.3 of the Bylaw states that the “use” (in this case, storage) must be
customarily incidental to the principal use. That means that if the building us devoted exclusively to a
use (storage) that is customarily incidental to the principal use (child care facility), which is the case
here, then it qualifies as an accessory building. The term “customarily” does not refer in any way to the
size of the accessory building; only to whether the use (storage) is customarily incidental to the primary
use. There is no plausible argument that storage of materials, supplies, toys, equipment, outdoor
furniture and the like is not “customarily incidental” to the operation of a child care facility.

If the applicant is correct that the Board cannot require the demolition of the barn, then imposing a 135-
foot setback requirement is not feasible; and even if it was feasible, it is an unreasonable imposition of
additional cost on the applicant to achieve a modest additional municipal benefit. If the municipal
interest to be served is to reduce the visual impact of the building, a requirement of additional
vegetative screening would be a far more reasonable approach.

3.8 all buildings and land must remain under single ownership, and the property cannot be further
subdivided.

Not only has this condition never been discussed during the public hearing process, but it is patently
unreasonable. It imposes a potentially huge financial penalty on the applicant, and any municipal
interests that this condition seeks to promote are fully protected by the subdivision control law and
Town regulations governing that process.

3.19 The operation of the child care facility may not be transferred or assigned to another operator
(after Needham Children’s Center) without prior written approval of the Board, in its sole and exclusive
discretion, after such notice and hearing as the Board may require.
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This condition is clearly beyond the scope of the Board’s authority; it seems self-evident that if another
operator were before the Board with the identical proposal, and the Board were to impose identical
conditions, that the Board would not have the authority to deny the Special Permit to a different
operator simply because the Board did not like that operator. Further, it is unreasonable. While the
applicant fully expects the Needham Children’s Center to be a long-term tenant, there is no guarantee
of what will happen to any business or tenant in the future. If Needham Children’s Center can no longer
be the tenant, for whatever reason, the Board cannot choose to render the site unusable by refusing to
approve a new operator, who would be bound by the same conditions in the Special Permit.

Group I, conditions that the applicant believes the board does not have the authority to impose,
and/or are unreasonable, but will nevertheless agree not to appeal if (a) the conditions listed in Group
| are removed from the decision, and (b) in some instances, as specified below, the conditions are
modified:

1.16 (a) A Police detail will remain in place for a minimum of 60 days, commencing on or after the
opening of the child-care facility. The detail may be discontinued thereafter upon request of the
Petitioner and a finding by the Board (following such notice and hearing, if any, as the Board, in its sole
and exclusive discretion, shall deem due and sufficient)

Subject to the elimination of the items in Group |, the applicant would agree not to appeal this condition
if the termination of the police detail is determined by the Needham Police Department, as
recommended by the Town’s peer reviewer. The proposed hours of the detail are also excessive.

1.16 (c) (c) The Petitioner shall complete a follow-up traffic study after the site is open and operational
to at least 80% of student capacity. The Petitioner shall further fund a peer review of this post
occupancy traffic study.

This condition is unreasonably vague as written. What is the traffic study to include? What is it
supposed to show? What would be a satisfactory conclusion of the traffic study? Subject to the
elimination of the items in Group I, the applicant would agree not to appeal this condition if the
purpose, scope and goal of the study is defined.

3.15 and 3.16; conditions relating to Maximum Trip Count.

These conditions are entirely new; beyond the Board’s authority under the Dover Amendment, and
unreasonable. They are an invitation to continuing the contentious hearing process that has been going
on for over 9 months; impose additional unnecessary cost on the applicant, and unreasonably suggest
that the applicant’s (or tenant’s) ability to operate the facility can be jeopardized if a single event of
exceeding a “maximum trip count” happens to occur. Nevertheless, subject to the elimination of the
items in Group |, the applicant would agree not to appeal this condition if the applicant is not once again
required to pay for peer review of the work done by its own traffic engineer in complying with this
condition.

3.17 In the event that traffic or parking problems caused by the use of the property develop that are
inconsistent with what was represented to the Board at the hearing and that adversely affect the
neighbors on Central Avenue, the Board may modify this Decision by imposing additional conditions in
accordance with the provisions of Section 4.2.



This condition is so vague as to give the Board the ability to impose whatever conditions it wishes in the
future. What are “traffic or parking problems”? We have heard neighbors say that the addition of one
additional vehicle on Central Ave will cause a problem, so we know that some people who live in that area
will assert that this condition is triggered on the first day of operations. Nevertheless, subject to the
elimination of the items in Group I, the applicant would agree not to appeal this condition if it is given
greater definition as to what “traffic or parking problems” would trigger this condition, and what
“additional conditions” the Board could impose.

3.4 The maximum number of children present at the child-care facility at any given time shall not exceed
115. The maximum number of child-care employees or staff inclusive of teachers, instructors and
administrators present at any given time shall not exceed 18.

The applicant has previously stated that it will agree to a cap of 115 children (and the figure of 18 staff
derives from that number and NCC’s anticipated age mix of children). This was done in the spirit of
alleviating neighbor concerns about an excessive number of children and not because the Board has the
authority to impose such a limit. See Primrose Sch. Franchising Co. v. Town of Natick, No. 12 MISC
459243 AHS, 2015 WL 3477072, at *9 (Mass. Land Ct. May 29, 2015)(“ In view of the foregoing, G.L. c.
40A, § 3, 9 3 did not give the ZBA authority to limit the amount of students that the Facility may house
as a means of reducing vehicular traffic to and from Locus . As such, | find that Condition 4 is
unreasonable to the extent that it purports to condition approval of the Project upon a cap in the
maximum number of enrollees in the Facility.”). Nevertheless, if the items in Group | are eliminated, the
applicant would agree not to appeal this condition.

3.33 An ADA- compliant sidewalk shall be installed along the entire frontage of the property with the final
design approved by the Town Engineer.

The applicant has previously stated that it will agree to this condition, even though the applicant
considers it unreasonable in light of the condition of the “sidewalk” all along this portion of Central
avenue in both directions from the site. Nevertheless, if the items in Group | are eliminated, the
applicant would agree not to appeal this condition.

Based on the way these hearings have gone, Needham Enterprises is not optimistic that the Board will

agree to remove the conditions in Group |. For this reason, we have not gone into a lot of detail about
proposed modifications to some of the conditions in Group Il. If we are wrong about that, we would be
happy to engage in further discussion with the Board about the language of the conditions in Group I,

all of which Needham Enterprises will agree to in some form if the conditions in Group | are eliminated
from the decision.

Thank you for your consideration of the points raised in this letter. Astime is short and | am not
in the office, | am submitting this to you with my italicized name representing my actual signature.

Sincerely,
/s/ Evans Huber

Evans Huber, Esq.






From: Evans Huber

To: Lee Newman

Cc: Alexandra Clee

Subject: RE: Applicant"s Comments on 1688 Central Ave draft decision
Date: Tuesday, February 1, 2022 11:06:22 AM

Lee: Thanks for your confirmation of receipt.

As a follow up on the email and attached letter | sent you yesterday evening there is another issue
that the applicant would like to bring to the Board’s attention regarding the draft decision.

The Draft decision includes certain provisions regarding connection to, and use of, the Town’s sewer
system for the site. Indeed, the Applicant had proposed this aspect of the project. However, even if
we are able to avoid an appeal of the decision, it will no doubt include a number of conditions that
impose significant additional cost on the applicant, and which were not part of the applicant’s
planning and budgeting process. For this reason the applicant requests that the Board modify the
decision relating to the sewer connection so that the applicant has the option of using an on-site
septic system instead. If utilized, the design and construction of such a system would, of course,
have to be approved by the appropriate Town departments. The relevant portions of the decision as
currently drafted are:

1.30 (partial) The Petitioner will connect to the Town's sewer system by running, at the
Petitioner’s expense, a sewer main from its current closest point on Country Way, up Central
Avenue to the site. Neighboring properties will have the option of connecting, at their
expense, to this sewer line.

3.12 The Petitioner shall secure from the Needham Department of Public Works a Sewer
Connection Permit, with impact fee paid if applicable.

3.13 The Petitioner shall secure from the Needham Department of Public Works a Street
Opening Permit and any grants of location that are required from the utility companies.

Please bring this request to the Board’s attention. Thank you, Evans

Evans Huber

Frieze Cramer Rosen & Huber, LLP
60 Walnut Street

Wellesley, MA 02481
781-943-4000 (main)
781-943-4043 (direct)
781-799-9272 (cell)
eh@128law.com

www.128law.com

From: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>


mailto:eh@128law.com
mailto:LNewman@needhamma.gov
mailto:aclee@needhamma.gov
mailto:eh@128law.com
https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=http%3a%2f%2fwww.128law.com&c=E,1,84L75i4Xge47XYdFf4KtE6DOJQxsssshqANRASjVyiESwotn2hIRYTsBBl8cckFHH7f4XVzMVJXsAy5Iu0EHvvt0d9RO8XeD3U9MQJlLAm0,&typo=1

Sent: Monday, January 31, 2022 6:08 PM

To: Evans Huber <eh@128law.com>

Cc: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov>

Subject: RE: Applicant's Comments on 1688 Central Ave draft decision

Received. | have sent it on to the Board.

Lee

From: Evans Huber <eh@128law.com>

Sent: Monday, January 31, 2022 5:19 PM

To: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>

Cc: Alexandra Clee <aclee@needhamma.gov>

Subject: Applicant's Comments on 1688 Central Ave draft decision

Lee; please see attached letter. Give the limited time we have had to review the draft decision, and
logistical constraints imposed by the pandemic, | am not able to submit the attached letter on firm
letterhead, nor with my original signature. Nevertheless, the attached letter should be treated as

coming from my office, and containing my signature.

Thank you, Evans

Evans Huber

Frieze Cramer Rosen & Huber, LLP
60 Walnut Street

Wellesley, MA 02481
781-943-4000 (main)
781-943-4043 (direct)
781-799-9272 (cell)
eh@128law.com

www.128law.com
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From: Lee Newman

To: Alexandra Clee
Subject: Fwd: From Pat Day
Date: Tuesday, February 1, 2022 9:56:44 PM

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
Get Outlook for Android

From: Pat Day <patriciadayl@me.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 1, 2022, 4:45 PM
To: Lee Newman

Subject: From Pat Day

Hi Lee,

I know that you are busy, so | thought a short memo might be helpful.

I’m hoping that Town Counsel will be available to advise the Planning Board members if needed.
Concerning the Review Decision

I know thisisjust alot of work and brain power to draft after all thistime so | can limit my
comments

3.3
It may not be significant however

“No child-care operations....”

Administrators work on weekends especially during licensing and accreditation for brief periods.
EEC regulations concerning ratios and schedule make most trainings ; CPR and First Aid, Security,
Intruder Training, and short term specia events happen for afew hours infrequently from 5:30to 7
in the evening or on Saturday afternoons. Thisis probably just afew timesayear; so parents and
grandparents in a certain program can attend. It’'s not whole NCC families and certainly not
frequently. Super cleanings, regular cleaning happen on the weekends as does maintenance such as
painting and playground cleaning; painting,adding mulch, fence repair. It al has to happen while
children are not present.

Could it read “no regularly scheduled child care shall be allowed on Saturday or Sunday

34

Asthereis one extra space due to the Needham Parking By-Law formula, could the Planning Board
allow that one space to have flexible use such as an OT or Speech Therapist that might need to come
in on off-peak hours to work with achild? Could the language in 3.4 reflect that

331

For more than 30 years we have the same company pick up the trash between 7-7:30 once or twice a


mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=2918EF72EEB4469B933B859BCB20DEC4-LEE NEWMAN
mailto:aclee@needhamma.gov
https://aka.ms/AAb9ysg

week. Thisisasafety issue we established long ago. Asachild who grew up in Needham, | still
remember the tragedy at Stephen Palmer when | was very young.

Could it read “7-4:30"?
That's it

Best,
Pat



FrRIEZE CRAMER ROSEN & HUBER u»

COUNSELLORS AT Law

6o WALNUT STREET, WELLESLEY, MASSACHUSETTS 02481
781-943-4000 - FAX 781-943-4040

Evans HUBER

781-943-4043
EH@128LAW.COM

February 18, 2022

Members of the Needham Planning Board
And

Lee Newman

Director of Planning and Community Development
Public Services Administration Building

500 Dedham Ave

Needham, MA 02492

Re: 1688 Central Avenue, Needham

Dear Members of the Board and Ms. Newman:

As allowed by the acting Chair of the Board at the meeting on February 11, 2022, T am
submitting this letter on behalf of Needham Enterprises, to address some of the comments and
objections that have been raised recently by opponents of this project.

It has been suggested by one of the abutters that it is worth stepping back to consider
precisely what is happening here. We agree. The applicant is proposing to construct a child care
facility, a use that is allowed by right not only by the Dover Amendment, but also by the Town’s
own bylaws, in every zoning district in Town, including residential districts. The proposed
building exceeds by a wide margin every minimum dimensional requirement (such as setbacks)
and is less than (again, by a wide margin) every maximum allowable dimensional requirement
set forth in the Town’s Bylaws.

The design of the building has been arrived at collaboratively with the anticipated tenant
Needham Children’s Center (NCC), with extra space (and spaces) to enhance the children’s
experiences there, and to facilitate early childhood programs that are important to NCC, rather
than cramming the children into the minimum square footage required by state law. Assuming a
compromise is reached, there will be a limit on the number of children that is far below what the
building could “hold” under applicable state requirements. And while there may be
disagreements over the appearance of the building, it has not been designed, for example, in the
mold of facilities typically utilized by well-known national child care chains.
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Needham Planning Board
February 18, 2022
Page 2

It is also important for this Board to keep in mind that NCC has been a highly regarded
and responsible corporate citizen of Needham for over 40 years, and is accredited by the
National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC), consistently meeting or
exceeding the national standard of child care excellence set by that organization. And, there
seems to be recognition and acknowledgement, even by some of the opponents of this project,
that there is a great need for this kind of quality child care facility in Needham. We ask that the
Board keep these points in mind amid all the commentary this project has generated.

We also want to address, head on, the assertions (a) that the Applicant is threatening
litigation in order to obtain, in an improper and coercive way, the removal or revision of
conditions that the Applicant is not legally entitled to, and (b) that it is improper for this Board to
take into account the risks posed by litigation in crafting its final decision. Both of these
assertions are incorrect. The settlement proposal that I sent to Mr. Heep on February 8 identified
a number of conditions in the draft decision that the Applicant objects to because we believe, in
good faith, that these conditions exceed the Board’s authority in this matter and will be voided
by a reviewing Court. The Board can make its own judgment, based on advice of Town Counsel,
as to the merits of the Applicant’s position on those issues.

By the same token, and for the same reasons, it seems self-evident that under these
circumstances, compromise is a legitimate and indeed, wholly appropriate Board consideration,
not simply to yield to the threat of an unfounded appeal, but in order to preserve conditions that
the Board sees as providing a municipal benefit, and that may be lost in an M.G.L. ¢. 40A
appeal, including demolition of barn, an ADA compliant sidewalk, agreed-upon traffic
mitigation measures, agreed-upon additional setback, and limitations on the number of children
and staff at the facility at any one time, that are considerably more restrictive than required by
applicable state law and regulations.

With respect to specific issues in dispute, we ask that the Board consider the following
points:

1. Setback (condition 2.1(d).

Contrary to the suggestion that the setback of 135 feet has already been decided by the
Board, it is fair to point out that the setback of 135 feet in the current draft decision is still an
open item and, based on comments made at the February 1 hearing, does not represent the
unified view of the Board members. One member expressed the view that the current setback
proposed by the applicant is acceptable. Another member raised the question of whether some
compromise on setback is possible, between the applicant’s proposal of 64 feet and the 135 feet
in the draft decision. The Applicant has now proposed a compromise setback of 80 feet, and not
more, for two reasons discussed in my letter of February 8; the design and location of the
children’s outdoor play areas, and the significant additional cost of moving the building back to a
setback of 135 feet.
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Needham Planning Board
February 18, 2022
Page 3

The cost is driven by the fact that every foot of additional setback imposes additional cost
for site preparation and grading work, installation of utilities, and additional paving. It is
exacerbated by the presence of ledge in the area of the barn, which is where the back end of the
building would be if a setback of 135 feet is mandated.

In addition, it is not correct that the presence of ledge in that area was raised for the first
time in February of 2022. I direct the Board’s attention to the minutes of the meeting of July 20,
2021, which state, in part, ... Mr. Jacobs asked if the applicant has investigated the cost to
move the barn. Mr. Huber stated no. There is a lot of ledge where the barn is now. Not all parts
of the lot are the same for building.” [ would also direct the Board’s attention to my letter of
December 16, 2021, and Mr. Glossa’s December 15 estimate of additional costs if the applicant
were required to move the building back, including a $50,000 line item for “ledge removal.”

2. Another storage facility on the property.

Since the February 8 compromise proposal, if adopted, would accede to the requirement
that the barn be demolished, that proposal also includes a condition that the Applicant be given
the option to construct storage facility (with size and height limitations) elsewhere on the
property. We have not made a specific proposal as to its location, but given the site layout, shape
and topography of the site and intended use for the child care facility, there are a limited number
of locations for it; most likely adjacent to and at the back end of the parking area.

2

3. Future possible subdivision of the property (condition 3.8)

Based on comments of Board members at the February 1 hearing, Needham Enterprises
assumed that the removal of this condition was a non-issue that had been conceptually accepted
by the Board. Needham Enterprises subsequently became aware of communications to this
Board suggesting that the only reason it wanted to keep the barn was to facilitate future
subdivision of the property, and pointing to development of property in Medfield by Mr. Borrelli
as a reason why this Board should prohibit future subdivision of this property.

The development of the property in Medfield is not a “cautionary tale” about what might
happen here. In Medfield, after a child care facility was approved and built, the remaining vacant
land was enough to make an ANR lot for a single house. MTr. Glossa drew up a plan showing a
single house on the lot and the Medfield Town Planner asked if Mr. Borrelli’s company could
instead create affordable housing at that location with the support of the Selectmen. Mr. Borrelli
and the Town of Medfield then agreed on a 16-unit project. Obviously, that is not the case here.

We support and agree with Mr. Alpert’s comments at the February 1 hearing as to why
condition 3.8 is nether reasonable nor necessary to protect the Town’s interests, and should be
removed.




FriEZE CRAMER ROSEN & HUBER uir

Needham Planning Board
February 18, 2022
Page 4

4. Septic system versus sewer connection (section 1.22(e) and condition 3.18)

The proposal that the Applicant be given the option of installing a septic system was
included in my February 8 letter to Mr. Heep in light of the fact that other conditions that the
Applicant was proposing not to challenge will render the project significantly more expensive
than originally planned. There was no intent to circumvent the public hearing process and, as
was noted at the February 1 hearing, any such system will have to be designed in accordance
with applicable requirements and approved by the BOH.

Needham Enterprises is submitting under separate cover a letter from Mr. Glossa with
further information about the size, capacity, and location of a septic system to serve the property.

3: Board of Health (section 1.23 and condition 3.18)

The Applicant has no issue with these conditions as currently drafted. We bring this topic
up because of comments made by certain opponents of this project at the most recent BOH
meeting, on February 10. We anticipate that this Board may receive comments to the effect that
this project should be conditioned on requiring the Applicant to allow the BOH and its
professional(s) access to the site to conduct entirely independent testing and whatever other
assessment they deem necessary.

The Applicant wishes to make clear that it intends to work cooperatively with the
professional hired by the Board of Health, consistent with section 1.23 and Condition 3.18 of the
draft decision as currently worded, and consistent with the Scope of Work that was developed by
the BOH and was included in the BOH packet for its meeting on February 10. The Applicant
does not agree that there should be any further changes to section 1.23 and condition 3.18 as
currently drafted, (nor to the Scope of Work as considered by the BOH on February 1).

Needham Enterprises appreciates the Board’s flexibility in considering our February 8
compromise proposal, which we believe represents a fair resolution of the differing views on
these issues. Thank you for your attention to these matters.

Sincerely, |

Evans Huber, Esq.




GLOSSA ENGINEERING INC
46 EAST STREET

EAST WALPOLE,MA 02032
PHONE 508-668-4401
FAX 508-668-4406
EMAIL glossaeng@AOL.com

February 17, 2022

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
Septic system

Dear Ms Newman,

| have attached a sketch plan to this letter showing the location of a septic system which
would be installed at the proposed Daycare Facility at 1688 Central Avenue in lieu of a
connection to the public sewer. The public sewer is not readily available as the nearest
sewer pipe is on Country Way and is more than 600 feet from the proposed Daycare
Building.

The septic system is proposed to be located near the right front corner of the proposed
building. The soils at the location of the septic system are Hinckley sand and gravel
which is Hydrologic Group A soil. The leach field and septic tanks are designed on 10
gpd/person as required by Title 5. The septic system will meet all Title 5 requirements.
The septic system if maintained properly will last 40 years or more before replacement
is needed. The system is designed with a replacement area as required.

The proposed septic system will have no affect on the drainage at the site as the
finished grades shown on the proposed plan will not change due to the design and/or
construction of the septic system. A well maintained and functioning septic system is
actually better for the environment as septic systems recharge the ground water which
helps maintain ground water table levels. The MWRA sewer system discharges the

sewage to the ocean.

In my opinion, there is no reason why a septic system should not be installed at the
proposed Daycare location.

Very truly yours,
/f)v/w,{L Ko~

John F. Glossa P.E.
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To: The Needham Planning Board
From: Needham Children’s Center
Date: February 18, 2022

For four decades, the Needham Children’s Center has supported the families of
Needham, providing outstanding care to local children and striving to make a
positive contribution to the Town of Needham and its citizens. We are eager to
support a new generation of families who continue to need access to safe,
reliable, and close-to-home childcare. We believe the proposed project at 1688
Central Ave. does all that, in a way that is sensitive and responsive to the
concerns raised during the community process.

As the application to construct a state-of-the-art child care center at 1688 Central
Avenue nears its conclusion, the Needham Children’s Center would like to
summarize its position in regard to the vision, reality, and future of our occupying
the building proposed for the site.

Our vision has not wavered in 40 years and the proposed building is consistent
with that vision: we are an integral part of what makes Needham a unwaveringly
supportive town for families and children. As professionals of a well-established,
nationally accredited and fully licensed program, we have witnessed the positive
impact of quality early childhood education. Our first graduates are now in their
forties and active members of their communities — many choosing to reside here.
They still feel a deep connection to NCC and the Town of Needham that embraced
a full day child care center so many years ago.

Our vision for the Central Avenue location is to continue this mission with a state-
of-the-art building and an expansive outdoor space encompassed by nature and
created for learning and play. As we all learned during the pandemic, families
need access to quality child care. We are confident that our proposed project will
exceed expectations for what an outstanding child care center should provide its
members and the broader community.

We designed a building and its natural surroundings with children’s needs first.
The proposed project creates spaces that maximizes their ages and stages. It



exceeds the minimum required sq footage and will be an outstanding place to
play, grow, learn and build relationships with ample indoor and outdoor space- a
critical factor in child development now and as we plan for our changing climate.
To give it the best chance at success, we submitted extensive historical data
regarding our operations at 858 Great Plain Ave and 23 Dedham Ave. We
answered all questions posed by the Board and worked diligently to assist in
moving this process forward in a transparent, timely manner. We will continue to
do so.

We are so grateful for the many people who know our team, its integrity and its
commitment to this community who have voiced their support for this project.
Letters of support sent to you since the beginning of this process from our current
neighbors, community members and current and former families and our
professional teaching staff have outlined to you how important we are to the lives
of so many and how committed we are to working with and for the best interests
of the entire town of Needham.

It was this support and the conviction that we are providing a sorely needed
community service that kept us motivated in the face of a process that was not
only lengthy, but sometimes negatively impacted by inaccurate statements and
misinformation submitted to the Board in reference to this project.

The vision for the future is totally centered on the children, with our goal of
offering full-time early childhood education and care to the current and future
generations of Needham children at a location created just for that purpose. We
will continue to support the young families of Needham. We will continue to be
good neighbors as we are at our current locations. We are inspired every day to
continue this journey by the vision of joy and creativity that will abound in a space
created just for children, both inside the building and in the outside space.

As the Board reaches a vote on the proposal, we hope that our transparency,
responsiveness and fact-based approach will drive your decision making. We also
hope that you are as inspired as we are by the opportunity to provide a wonderful
learning environment for Needham’s youngest residents — and its future. We
urge you to support this project



From: Lee Newman

To: Alexandra Clee

Subject: FW: 1688 Central Avenue

Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 5:19:19 PM
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From: Timothy McDonald <tmcdonald@needhamma.gov>

Sent: Friday, February 11, 2022 4:54 PM

To: Lee Newman <LNewman@needhamma.gov>

Cc: Katie King <kking@needhamma.gov>; Timothy McDonald <tmcdonald@needhamma.gov>
Subject: 1688 Central Avenue

Hi Lee.

At the Board of Health meeting last night, the Board continued to discuss the 1688 Central Avenue
situation. Yesterday, the Public Health Division sent out an RFQ yesterday to 17 licensed site
professionals or environmental health consulting companies in an effort to engage a licensed
individual to review the property and assess the condition and the proposed remediation plans for
the site. The Board of Health asked me to convey, both to you and the Planning Board, their hope
that the Planning Board’s decision will include language which requires the developer to provide
access to the site to the independent expert that the Board of Health will retain. I’'m not sure what
the timeline is for the Planning Board’s decision, but | wanted to make sure | clearly conveyed the
Board of Health’s request to you.

| hope you have a nice weekend.

Thanks,
TMM

Timothy Muir McDonald
He/Him/His (What's this?)

Director, Needham Department of Health & Human Services

Rosemary Recreation Complex
178 Rosemary Street
Needham, MA 02494

Public Health Division Office: 781-455-7940
Public Health Division Fax: 781-455-7922
Email: tmcdonald@needhamma.gov
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y Follow Needham Public Health on Twitter!


https://twitter.com/Needham_Health
https://twitter.com/Needham_Health

February 7, 2022

Needham Planning Board
1471 Highland Ave
Needham, MA 02492

RE: Objection
1688 Central Avenue, Needham

Dear Planning Board,

I am writing to object to the Planning Board acceptance and consideration of Evan Huber’s
correspondence of January 31, 2022 and February 1, 2022 and Pat Day’s correspondence of February 1,
2022.

The public hearing in this matter closed on December 8, 2021. Prior to that time, the Petitioner had six
months to submit evidence in support of its application. Under Massachusetts law, the Board is confined
to using the evidence submitted to it in the public hearing to form the basis of its decision. Lovaco Inc. v.
Zoning Board of Appeals of Attleboro, 23 Mass. App. Ct. 239, 241 (1986).

The purpose of the public hearing procedures is to give the opportunity to fully vet all aspects of the
application. The town departments get the opportunity to review the project in full and provide
comment. The residents and concerned parties get notice of exactly what is being proposed, the
opportunity to review all aspects of the project and the opportunity to provide comment.

The Board and the Planning Department cannot go outside the universe of information gathered on the
record and subjected to the public hearing process to form the basis of their decision. Additionally, the
applicant cannot change testimony, agreements and plans submitted in the course of the public hearing
after the hearing is closed. The time for such things has long passed.

The Board deliberated. It decided issues of substance at its January 4, 2022 meeting. The Board created
and published a draft decision. If the Board considers new information received outside of the public
hearing to alter its draft decision, that will be legal error.

Attorney Huber’s letter of January 31, 2022 is improper. It is not simply legal argument but rather new
testimony. The testimony in the record is that the applicant agrees to limit enrollment at the center to
115 children. The applicant made that agreement and affirmed it on the record for the purpose of
shutting down inquiry about the fact that the proposed building is large enough to hold many more
children. He made that agreement to prevent the Board from taking other measures, such as shrinking
the building, that would guarantee enrollment would not climb and increase impact on the
neighborhood. The applicant cannot now withdraw the agreement at a time when the public hearing is
closed. To accept it would deprive the public of the right to present testimony about the effects of
higher enrollment and the need for the Board to shrink the building or put in other mitigation conditions
that plan for full building capacity.

The Board should not capitulate to the applicant’s demands. That he has attempted to withdraw his
agreements in order to try to strong arm the Board into removing conditions he does not like shows you



that the Board must rely not only on the agreements that the applicant has made but also on all
available legal means for regulating this project.

The Board should not accept or consider the applicant’s entirely improper request in Mr. Huber’s email
of February 1, 2022 to allow the site plans to include a theoretical septic system that has never been
discussed, defined or contemplated by any version of plans submitted to this Board. It is entirely too late
for the applicant to change the plans without subjecting new plans to the full measure of review by all
town departments and the public hearing process. The hearing closed on December 8, 2021. The Board
must rule based on the plans submitted by the applicant by that date and cannot consider new
alterations suggested by the applicant at this time without opening the hearing.

Similarly, the Board should not accept or consider Mrs. Day’s email of February 1, 2022. This email is an
attempt to enter new evidence not previously in the record about how her current business operates
with the hopes that the Board will use that information to change its decision regarding the staffing,
hours of operation and dumpster provisions of the decision. The hearing has closed. The Board cannot
accept new evidence or use it to change what is in the draft decision. Mrs. Day’s email should be
rejected by the Board.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and for the many hours of service that you have given it.

Sincerely,

Maggie Abruzese
30 Bridle Trail Rd
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February 4, 2022

Lee Newman

Director of Planning and Community Development
Public Services Administration Building

500 Dedham Avenue

Needham, MA 02492

Re: 1688 Central Avenue, Needham
Dear Ms. Newman:

As you may be aware, we represent Gregg Darish, owner of the property
located at 34 Country Way, which abuts the property at 1688 Central Avenue
(the “Site”). We write with both substantive and procedural concerns
regarding the Planning Board’s February 1, 2022 hearing to review the draft
decision on Needham Enterprises, LLC’s application to erect a child care
facility on the Site and request that you share this letter with the Board.

Mr. Darish and his neighbors participated for many months in the Board’s
review process and provided significant evidence of the numerous ways in
which the proposed project, if not properly conditioned, would be detrimental
to surrounding properties. Nonetheless, the Board’s initial draft decision
required only minimal project changes and mitigation commitments to
protect the neighborhood, including requiring a 135-foot setback of the
building and limiting the project to only one building on the lot. Based on the
Board’s discussion this week, it appears that, in response to posturing from
the proponent’s attorney, the Board is now considering backing away from
even the limited protections set forth in the initial draft. Most notably,
despite the Board’s detailed, well-reasoned draft findings on the necessity of
the 135-foot setback of the building and the clear requirement under Section
3.2.1 of the Bylaw that the barn be eliminated from the proposal, the Board
now seems to be reconsidering these conditions. Other conditions are also
important, including, but not limited to, the protection against further

2107951v4
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development of the Site through subdivision and buffer areas around the
Site’s boundaries.

It also appears that this stage of the Board’s process is rife with procedural
irregularities. Despite having closed the hearing on December 8, 2021, the
Board has continued to take substantive testimony on behalf of the
proponent. Under the guise of “comments” on the draft decision, counsel for
the Petitioner and the putative operator of the day care facility have proposed
material changes to the project, including a sudden request to install an
unspecified septic system and to expand hours and days of operation. In
more than 20 years of appearing before permitting authorities in the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, we have never witnessed a board allowing a
project to change in such significant ways after the hearing has closed and a
draft decision is being deliberated. This concern is particularly acute here,
where these last minute changes would decrease the draft decision’s
protections for the project’s abutters (most notably with respect to noise and
light impacts, as well as potential environmental and runoff impacts from the
installation of an unvetted septic system).

To the extent that the Board chooses to eliminate from the draft decision
conditions that properly and necessarily address considerations of public
health, safety and welfare and bring the proposed project in line with the
Bylaw, Mr. Darish is prepared to vindicate his rights through litigation. As set
forth in our prior correspondence to the Board and Town Counsel, the Board
has ample authority under Chapter 40A, Section 3 to impose reasonable
regulations on the new construction of a day care facility and we are confident
that if it fails to properly exercise such authority through its decision, a
reviewing court will require it to do so on remand after a trial.

While we are aware that the Petitioner has also raised the specter of legal
action against the Board, we would encourage the Board to stand firm against
such posturing and, instead, consider why the proponent has decided to
engage in it. Litigation is never a developer’s preferred approach, given the
considerable delay that arises from judicial involvement. There is even more
reason for the developer to avoid litigation in this case, where court
proceedings will expose the project proponent to discovery and judicial
inquiry related to the propriety of his actions in connection with this
application. We sense that these threats stem from the proponent’s
awareness that the Planning Board’s power to condition this project is at its
height under G.L. c. 40A, s. 3, paragraph 3, where new construction of the
facility is involved. If the Board relents on its power to impose conditions
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now, it will face far greater constraints on conditioning future use of the
property once the day care facility has been constructed there. This is the
plain implication of Primrose School Franchising Co. v. Town of Natick,
2013 WL 3057432 (Mass. Land Ct. Jun. 17, 2013), from which the Petitioner
hopes to distract the Board by his hollow posturing.

We are also compelled to note that Petitioner’s threat regarding a “de facto”
(i.e., constructive) grant blatantly misstates the law under Chapter 40A.
While it is the case that the Board is required to take final action on the
application within 9o days of the close of the hearing (December 8, 2021),
that does not mean that the Board must only include in its decision conditions
with which the Petitioner agrees.

In closing, we would urge the Board not to countenance these late stage
project changes and, further, to exercise its legal authority to condition the
project in a manner that protects both municipal interests and the interests of
Mr. Darish and his neighbors.

Sincerely,

Poul—0 U

Johanna W. Schneider M. Patrick Moore, Jr.



From: Robert Dimase

To: aclee@needhamma.gov <aclee@needhamma.gov=>
Subject: 1688 Central Avenue

Date: Monday, February 7, 2022 8:24:47 PM

Ms. Clee,

It has come to my attention that the proposed tenant of the proposed development at 1688 Central
Avenue is seeking to once again "move the goal posts" and modify the proposed use of the proposed
project to allow for non-regularly scheduled child care on evenings, Saturdays and Sundays along with 7
AM trash pickups and the like.

As an abutter | strongly object to the project in general and urge the board to reject these proposed
modifications. Please share my concern with the planning board. Thank you.

Rob DiMase
1681 Central Avenue
781-844-5729


mailto:rob.dimase@verizon.net

February 8, 2022

Paul Alpert
Chair of Needham Planning Board,

Members of the Needham Planning Board,

Lee Newman

Director of Planning and Community Development
500 Dedham Avenue

Public Services Administration Building

Suite 118

Needham, MA 02492

RE: Site Review of Proposed Project at 1688 Central Avenue
Dear Chair Alpert and All Planning Board Members,
Attached please find comments and legal arguments submitted on behalf of neighbors of
1688 Central Avenue in response to the Proponent’s Post Draft Decision submissions dated
January 31 and February 1, 2022.
We ask that you give careful consideration to these comments and enter them into the

formal record of the consideration of this project should there need to be further proceedings on
the matter. Thank you for your consideration.

Yours truly,

Holly Clarke



Neighbors’ Response to the Proponent’s January 31 and February 1 Submissions

1. The Board Should Reject the Proponent’s Attempts to Alter the Terms of the Site Plan
Approval After the Public Hearing Has Closed

The Zoning Act and the town bylaws require public hearings for a purpose: develop-
ments have real world consequences for the people who must live with them and their impacts.

A proponent’s statements in its application and throughout the hearing process provide
the town with the specifics of the project it seeks to build. These statements inform both town
agencies and citizens of the project’s true scope and allow them to evaluate the proposal’s full
impact. Here, Needham Enterprises, LLC presented a plan to place a large, commercial day
care facility in a residential neighborhood and it used the dimensions and characteristics of that
single lot, as well as the practices of the proposed tenant, to meet its burden before the Plan-
ning Board. The proponent repeatedly cited the lot's full frontage and size in arguing the appro-
priateness of its plan. He described preserving the existing dense trees on the rear and side of
the lot as part of the screening for the neighbors. He provided the days and hours of operation
of the day care facility. He suggested the use of a detail officer and a cap on the number of stu-
dents as means to address traffic concerns. He presented the assumptions about traffic, drop
off and pick up included in the traffic impact reports, as well as the willingness of the proponent
and proposed day care operator to adjust parking, and drop off and pick up procedures if later
found to be necessary.! The proponent also made agreements capping the maximum number of
children that would attend the center, as well as about other mitigation measures, including in-
stalling an ADA compliant sidewalk.2 The attempt by this proponent and the proposed operator

1 See: March 12,2001 attorney letter accompanying submission for minor site plan review refer-
ring to the proposal’s compliance with the zoning bylaws based on the entire lot’s size; July 20,
2021 Planning Board Meeting Presentation by the Proponent, including a chart which compared
the lot and proposed building measurements with the by-law requirement; the architect’s testi-
mony that trees east of the rear parking lot would be kept. (Asked about the landscaping at the
back of the lot, the architect answered, “...The rest of the trees back here are to be left in their
natural state.” When asked if that meant the trees would be left that “pretty much go right up to
the line (on the plan next to the rear parking lot) that I'm seeing?”, the architect confirmed that
was correct and elaborated that the lot was, “all forested now, it’s fairly heavy here (right next to
the lot), there gets to be a little open area through here and then it's heavily forested the rest of
the way.” (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=00XVPzqalx4&t=6909s,103:17 and 103:33); the
proposed hours of operation; and use of a detail officer. The proponent’s traffic impact assess-
ment reports contain the operations of the daycare for drop off, pick up and parking. The propo-
nent’s presented his willingness to accept conditions requiring monitoring and adjusting proce-
dures because of traffic issues at the July 20, 2021 Planning Board meeting. (See: https://
www.youtube.com/watch?v=00XVPzqalx4&{=6909s,172:50, 174:40.)

2 See: September 30, 2021 letter from Evans Huber, agreeing to 115 student cap. P 6; State-
ments made at the November 2, 2021 Planning Board meeting. https://www.youtube.com/
watch?v=pjmWOVRRcdY &t=3579s.



to now change these terms just as they are incorporated into the Planning Board’s decision
should be rejected by the Board.

The hearing closed on December 8, 2021. After two deliberation sessions, the Board is-
sued its draft decision on January 27, 2022. The proponent’s and operator’s submissions of
January 31 and February 1 go far beyond minor clarifications of the proposed decision’s lan-
guage. Instead, the proponent both renews its advocacy for positions rejected by the Board and
attempts to fundamentally change the proposal in critical ways without allowing an opportunity
for public comment on these changes. They now ask:

e For a septic system rather than sewer hook up. This would be a major change for any
proposal, with potential impacts on stormwater management and health.

e To expand the hours and days of operation. This is a critical consideration for the evalua-
tion of any building project, especially one placing a commercial building in a residential
neighborhood.The proposal to build a large commercial daycare facility, which brings an
intensity of use along with its massive size and bulk, heightens the importance of light-
ing, noise and traffic considerations. It potentially impacts the public’s safety, health and
welfare.

e Waste removal is requested to be permitted as early as 7:00 AM,, bringing a waste
hauler and its noise into a residential neighborhood at an early morning hour, potentially
impacting both noise and traffic.

These late and unvetted proposals significantly change the impact of this building on the
neighborhood. Slipping them in at the last minute, the applicant may seek to suggest to the
Board that the changes are minor and inconsequential, but the devil is in the details, and these
requests offer nothing to assure that this is true. The effect of including a septic system rather
than the proposed sewer connection requires analysis, especially given the site’s environmental
history. Similarly, the impact of the hours of operation on the neighborhood should be scruti-
nized. Throughout this process, the proponent repeatedly stated to the Planning Board, the De-
sign Review Board and the neighbors that the daycare would operate Monday through Friday,
with staff arrival beginning at 7:15 AM and most staff gone by 6:15 PM. When asked Mrs. Day
even stated that they understood large scale events would not take place on site because of
parking limitations, and commented that these events would have to “evolve” to off site loca-
tions.3 Now, after the hearing closes, the proponent asks for more: to extend the weekday
hours and expand some operations to Saturdays and Sundays. The proponent suggests the
Board’s decision to read only that “No regularly scheduled child care shall be allowed on Satur-
days or Sundays.” What is “regularly scheduled child care”? What is allowed? How many people
will be on site for evening events? How many people will be on site for Saturday or Sunday
events? How long do these events run? How often may they be held? Inside or out? How would
the building now impact the families next door and in the neighborhood? How will this change

3 July 20, 2021 Planning Board Meeting, https://www.youtube.com/watch?
v=00XVPzqalx4&t=6909s at 171:44.



impact the Temple? How do Temple events impact this proposal? On Saturdays, the Temple has
significant activities, and more people walk, run and bicycle in the area on weekends. The new
proposals make light glare and trespass, not only on site but also from headlights, an even larg-
er issue. Regarding waste removal, the plans show the dumpster on the furthest corner of the
parking lot surrounded by a fence, far from the building and children. The proponent’s experts
certify that the proposal’s plan is safe. Why then are the times proposed for waste removal -
Monday through Saturday 9:30 am to 4:00 pm- not appropriate? Especially when no children
would be present on Saturday? The families and neighbors that will bear the brunt of this project
and these changes should have been given this information with accurate and specific detail,
and afforded the opportunity to address it at the public hearing.

2. The Board Should Reject the Proponent’s Attempts to Leverage Agreements Made Dur-
ing the Course of the Proceedings

The proponent goes further in attempting to leverage agreements he made during the
course of the hearing process, including installing an ADA compliant sidewalk and capping the
number of children at the site. The proponent now attempts to walk away from these agree-
ments in another effort to advocate for its position. This should be rejected by the Board. Having
applied for a site for 100 children, the Board and applicant agreed to a cap of 115 children,
which seemed to balance the proponent’s desire for space with the Board’s need to protect the
municipal interests. The Board relied on that agreement while proceeding in the hearings. When
asked about the potential for increased enroliment, both the proponent and the Board publicly

assured residents that the program could be no larger than 115 children. In answer to a resi-
dent’s concern and question about the possible increase in enroliment, Mr. Huber stated at the
November 2, 2021 hearing, "We're asking for a permit that is going to be conditioned to a
maximum of 115,” (185:49), “There's no potential to increase it.” (186:13).

Mr. Block emphasized,”...If our special permit is conditioned to not exceed 115 people for the
duration of Mrs. Day's operation of the daycare, it can never exceed that and furthermore

if there was ever an assignment or a transfer of the lease to another operator, that other opera-
tor would be obligated to the same terms” (186:23-45). The Board should not abandon this con-
dition, at least not without taking additional measures to protect the town’s interests, such as
shrinking the building. To do so would undermine the Board’s decision in this case and its ability
to negotiate and resolve issues in permitting, which require good faith negotiation on both
sides. 4

Simply put, if the proposal considered during the hearing had contained the new re-
quests without the agreed upon mitigations, the analysis of the project would have been differ-

4 To be clear, it is beyond question that the Board has the authority to address traffic issues as
part of its zoning powers. The proponents assertions that M.G.L. Ch 40a s.3 eliminates this au-
thority is incorrect. The Board may control the size of a proposed building in order to address
the municipal interest in safety created by traffic concerns. See: Rogers v. Norfolk, 432 Mass
374 (2000), Campbell v. City Council of Lynn, 415 Mass. 772 (1993), and the Neighbor’s
August 13, 2021 filing. The proponent’s reliance on Primrose School Franchising v. Natick, No
12-459423 (Land Ct, May 29, 2015) is misplaced.



ent. The neighbors' submissions, questions and comments would have changed. The town de-
partments and the traffic engineers would have considered different information and data. The
Board may have pressed for additional information and reached different conclusions. The
changes in the intensity of the use of the building might have caused the Board to impose other
modifications to the plan and different conditions in order to protect the town’s well recognized
interests. The Board might have reduced the size of the building, set the building even further
back to mitigate its impact on the surrounding neighbors, and/or required more screening, or
addressed parking differently, all powers firmly grounded in the Board’s authority under M.G.L.
ch 40a s.3 and the town bylaws.

Allowing the proponent to substantively change the proposal after the hearing closes
shuts the neighbors and other town departments out of the decision making process. It denies
the Board the benefit of hearing neighborhood concerns and taking advantage of the knowledge
of the people who actually live in the neighborhood in order to make the best decision possible.
It also lessens public confidence in the ultimate decision.

Further, for months, the proponent deflected questions about his intentions for the site
beyond the child care facility.> One need only look at his January 31 submission to understand
that that the developer intends this project as the first step in even more development at this
site. The four things he most objects to make clear his intentions to further develop the lot. He
objects to the setback, which the Board properly concluded is necessary for consistency with
the character of the neighborhood. He objects to the removal of the barn which the Board prop-
erly recognized as required by ZBL 3.2.1, necessary to protect the character of the neighbor-
hood, and as having no impact on the ability of a child care facility to operate on the site. He
also objects to the inclusion of a “No Subdivision” condition, a condition the Planning Director
makes clear is a standard inclusion when the Board conducts site review where the current full
dimensions and particular characteristics of the current single lot are the basis for the applica-
tion. He also objects to a condition that the property remain under single ownership. These
complaints make plain his plan to even more densely develop this lot beyond building the pro-
posed very large child care facility. The inclusion of the no subdivision condition is a reasonable
and necessary protection of this residential neighborhood, particularly in light of this now clear
intention to further develop the lot. It is important to remember that the applicant is not entitled to
use the Dover Amendment to protect his profit. Restricting the ability to subdivide the property
does not impact, in any way, the child care operator or the establishment of a child care facility.

5 See: The proponent’s failure to produce a lease or other documents connected to the agree-
ment with proposed tenant; his the lack of clarity when asked about the terms of the agreement
between Needham LLC and the proposed tenant over control of the driveway, parking lot or any
other part of the lot other than the proposed new building, (July 20, 2020 Planning Board meet-
ing, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=00XVPzqalx4&t=6909s); and the proponent’s changes
in representations about the intended use of the barn throughout the hearing and before the
Design Review Board.



If the applicant has a subdivision plan that he feels would not change the analysis under-
taken by the Board in allowing this child care center in a residential neighborhood, let him seek
to amend the Board’s decision and remove the subdivision restriction at a time when he is will-
ing and able to present a clear, detailed plan. Maybe he means only to sell to neighbors to ex-
pand their backyards as the Board surmised. If that is the case, it would be a quick process to
respond to that specific subdivision. However, the Board should not assume to know a develop-
er’s intentions, especially given the history in this case. The Board should not limit its authority
to protect the neighborhood and town from any inappropriate developments to other facets of
zoning law. There is every reason to include the “No Subdivision” restriction in the decision and
no reason to remove it. When a proponent is not forthright on his intentions, he should not be
heard to complain when the Board acts on his actual presentation, still allows the project, and
fashions conditions to protect the town and neighborhood. This current Planning Board should
do so.

3. The Board Has the Authority to Review the Proponent’s Compliance with Imposed
Conditions

Finally, the Board’s power to impose conditions on a project brings with it the authority to
conduct its own reviews in order to ensure compliance with those conditions. In fact, the Board
must be sure not to improperly delegate its reviewing power to other actors. See: Kiss v. Board
of Appeals of Longmeadow, 371 Mass. 147, 158 (1976) (approving the issuance of permits
conditioned on the later submission of plans to be reviewed by multiple agencies, as long as the
permit granting authority also reviewed the plans). The Board may also require the proponent to
return to the Board for periodic review of the conditions in actual practice to insure protection of
the town’s interests. See: Hopengarten v. Board of Appeals of Lincoln, 17 Mass. App. Ct. 106
(1984) (requiring three year reviews of the safety of a permitted radio tower). Finally, the Board
has the power to make substantive alterations to its decision upon proper notice and hearing.
See: Huntington v. Zoning Board of Appeals of Hadley, 12 Mass. App. Ct. 710, n.4 (1981). The
Planning Board members are elected to be the town’s representatives and entrusted to make
these decisions with input from all parties- including residents. The Board should reject any calls
for it to relinquish its authority.

Thank you for your consideration.



Joe Abruzese

30 Bridle Trail Road
Needham, MA 02492
jabruzese@yahoo.com

February 8, 2022

To: Needham Planning Board, planning@needhamma.gov

Re: Needham Planning Board’s Decision Process for 1688 Central Avenue

Members of the Needham Planning Board:

The proposal to build and operate a daycare center at the 1688 Central Avenue has been a highly
controversial plan for the past 9 months. The idea of relocating an existing daycare operation from a
commercial area in the center of town to a single lane residential road on the Needham border has
raised significant concerns for residents and the Town.

As a refresher, concerns raised in more than 1000 of pages of documents and hours of public hearings
include:

e The disharmony of a 10,000+ square foot commercial daycare building in a single-family
residential area

e Concerns about the insufficient building setback on the 3.35-acre property

e Concerns about the adverse impact to traffic on Central Avenue

e Concerns about public safety and lack of shoulders and sidewalks

e Unresolved questions about soil contamination based on previous abuse of the property

e The existing barn and the law that prohibits two non-residential buildings or two non-residential
uses on a single residential lot

e Concerns about light trespass and no documented design to mitigate it

e Concerns about water drainage and runoff management on a property that whose elevation will
be increased by 6 feet

e Concerns about the legally allowable capacity of the building (219)
e Concerns about daycare operating hours
e Concerns about drop-offs and parking

e Concerns of a pending investigation by the Massachusetts State Ethics Commission of the
developer, Matthew Borrelli, Chair of the Needham Select Board

e Concerns of a pending investigation by the Massachusetts State Ethics Commission of the
architect, Mark Gluesing, Chair of the Needham Design Review Board
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Per the Town’s site plan review process, the developer/applicant spent over 6 months presenting his
plan to the Board. The Board held hearings to review the plan, listened to concerns, discussed options,
and obtained modifications and commitments from the developer to alleviate some concerns.

On December 8, the Board voted unanimously to close the hearing. In addition to closing the hearing,
the Board also announced that that no new facts would be accepted now that the hearing was closed.
The Board proceeded to deliberate and drafted a decision on February 1.

| attended the Planning Board meeting on February 1. A review the draft decision regarding 1688
Central Avenue was on the agenda.

What | witnessed in the meeting was alarming. Shockingly, the Planning Board disregarded the site plan
review process and instead:

1. The Board accepted new testimony from the developer after the public hearing ended and did
not allow the public to review or comment on it. Why does the Board accept additional facts
submitted by the developer after the hearing closed? Why does the Board accept additional
requests from Ms. Day, which were not made available to the public at the time of the February
1 meeting? This is in direct contradiction to the policy stated by the Board on December 8. Why
are these allowed, yet the Board will not accept any public input??

2. The Board allowed the developer to rescind on commitments that were intended to alleviate
public and municipal concerns. These commitments were explicitly agreed to by the applicant
verbally and in writing during the public hearing. These include:

e A commitment to police detail

e A commitment to a maximum of 115 children and 18 staff at any given time. It is critical
to recognize that the developer’s entire traffic study is based on these maximums

e A commitment to install an ADA-compliant sidewalk along the entire frontage of the
property

The developer reversed his position on these commitments on January 31, 2022, after
previously assuring residents and the Board in the formal hearing and public forums.

3. The Board renegotiated (with itself) on its own compromise on the setback. Board members
initially suggested the building be set back 213 feet consistent with Temple Aliyah and voted on
a compromise at 135 feet. At the February 1 meeting, the Board disregarded their vote and
discussed a shorter setback. What then, is the purpose of voting?

4. The Board discussed allowing the daycare center to expand operations beyond what was
explicitly committed to during the public hearing.

First, the developer repeatedly and publicly committed to operate Monday-Friday 8am — 6pm,
which would limit the times of increased traffic. In addition, the developer assured that the

1 The Planning Board refused to accept a copy of residents’ submission of facts that were presented to the Board
of Health on December 13.
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outdoor lights would be turned off by 7pm in the evening. On February 1 well after the hearing
was closed, the developer added the ability to run some programs as late as 7pm and on
Saturday and Sunday. These are not the facts that were presented during the hearing. If the
developer needs to change hours, this must be discussed in a public hearing, and the impacts
must be assessed.

Second, the proposed daycare operator Ms. Day, disclosed for the first time that additional
professionals are needed onsite beyond the previously committed maximum.
Incomprehensibly, the Board decided to allow this increase, disregarding any potential impacts
and disregarding its own commitment to limit capacity as a condition. The Board clearly stated
to the public that the stated maximums would be enforced with conditions, yet the Board is
now taking the liberty to relax the conditions without discussion or public input.

Third, the Board drafted a condition to limit trash pickup before 9:30am to limit noise pollution
in this residential area. After the hearing was closed, the developer and daycare operator
requested trash be picked up at 7:00am, consistent with the service she has in her current
commercial location. This should not be entertained. 7:00am trash pickup is not a requirement
for a daycare center, especially in a residential location.

The Board disregarded its own unanimous agreement that the barn must be eliminated. The
Board agreed the law does not allow two non-residential uses or structures on a residential lot,
nor is the barn deemed to be customary to a daycare center. The Board agreed the barn had to
be removed. Yet at the February 1 meeting, the Board discussed an option to keep the barn and
move it to another spot on the property, with no further reference to the aforementioned law.
How can the law suddenly be disregarded?

The issue of the barn is a significant issue, raised by residents multiple times in writing and in
the hearing, contrary to Ms. McKnight’s February 1 recollection.

The Board discussed allowing the developer to disregard its fully designed sewer plan and
instead use a septic system without a design or impact analysis for this Board or the public to
review. For 9 months, the developer never suggested a septic system, let alone assess how it
would impact the surrounding area, drainage, and/or co-exist with potential toxins in the
existing soil. How can the Board accept such a significant change with no supporting design,
analysis, or documentation? How can this be accepted merely from an email request?

The Board discussed removing its own recommendation to limit the property from being
subdivided. The purpose of this condition is two-fold: First, the applicant’s plan is for a daycare
center on the existing 3.35-acre property and many of the design decisions are founded on this
basis. A 10,000 square foot facility on a smaller property would generate different design
considerations.

Second, the Board should be keenly aware of Mr. Borrelli’s previous analogous project. It has
been submitted to this Board that in Medfield, Mr. Borrelli used the special protections of the
Dover Amendment to build a commercial daycare in a residential neighborhood (Goddard
School) and then a few years later used the special privileges afforded to affordable housing
Local Initiative Projects to shoehorn an apartment building (Hillside Villages) into the same
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single family residential lot utilizing the parking and roadway access of the previously built child
care center.

This is likely why he vociferously wants to keep the barn and have the ability to split the lot.
The barn serves as a temporary barrier, forcing him to build the daycare building on the front
of the lot. Later, the barn can be torn down, the lot subdivided, and a second “by right”
project can be built, using an easement from his own daycare driveway. Limiting subdivision
and further development of this property is a required municipal protection for Needham.
permit.

The citizens of Needham elect Planning Board members to guide the physical growth of the town and
protect municipal interests. In doing this, the Board has a process to collect facts for site plan reviews
and to issue decisions. Citizens trust that the Board faithfully follow this process.

In this case, we ask that you utilize and adhere to the process. Disregarding the process, allowing
material changes after the hearing has been closed, and reversing commitments that were made in
public forums erodes credibility. Moreover, it erodes citizens’ confidence that any discussion, condition,
or decision in this matter will be binding.

Please use the process and authority of your position to uphold your commitments to the Town of
Needham.

Respectfully,

Joe Abruzese

cc: Lee Newman, Inewman@needhamma.gov
Alex Clee, aclee@needhamma.gov
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February 10, 2022

VIA EMAIL

Christopher Heep, Esq.
Miyares & Harrington

40 Grove Street, Suite 190
Wellesley, MA 02482

Re: 1688 Central Avenue, Needham

Dear Mr. Heep:

We write on behalf of Gregg Darish, an abutter to the 1688 Central Avenue site (the
“Property”), in response to Mr. Huber’s most extraordinary communication through
you to the Planning Board, dated February 4. Neither Mr. Darish nor any of his
neighbors were provided with this communication until it appeared in the Board'’s
packet published this afternoon. We ask that you provide this communication to the
Board immediately, such that it may be considered before tomorrow’s 8 AM
discussion regarding the proposal by Needham Enterprises (the “Developer”).

We will be direct. Rather than meeting its burden to establish that conditions that
otherwise would be imposed on a major project at the Property somehow render the
operation of a child care center infeasible, the Developer has threatened to sue the
Board. Rather than using the extensive hearing process to introduce evidence in
support of his proposal, the Developer has sought to introduce “evidence” by letter,
well after the close of the hearing and weeks into the Board’s deliberation. This is an
attempt to bully the Board; and to run roughshod over the process established by G.L
c. 40A and the Town’s Zoning Bylaw. It should be rejected plainly, clearly and
publicly.

Take, for example, the setback issue, which has been the focus of hearings for many
months before the Board, and which the Board has proposed to set at 135 feet. In
August 2021 — that is, six months ago — the Town’s Design Review Board indicated a
substantial setback was appropriate, and strongly suggested that the Developer
consider such a setback and, at the very minimum, present any evidence concerning
why a larger setback would be infeasible. The Developer did not follow that
suggestion. Instead, it waited until February 2022 to raise a purported and
unsubstantiated concern about ledge. Mr. Darish’s property immediately abuts
where the proposed child care facility will be built; he is aware of no such ledge. This
is the type of claim that must be substantiated through an evidentiary process, rather
than raised after that process has closed. Similarly, the Developer’s purported
concern with the location of an outside play area has not been documented and, at
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least by Mr. Huber’s explanation, appears to make little sense at all. Other Needham
daycares would be most surprised to learn that nearby trees render an outside play
area unworkable. These issues are being raised now — after the hearing has closed —
because they cannot be substantiated. And Mr. Darish and his neighbors have no
opportunity to evaluate or rebut them.

The Board must wonder why the Developer is so concerned about the setback — as
Mr. Darish and his neighbors certainly do. Surely, the larger setback makes for a
better setting for the daycare; and better appearance and livability for the
neighborhood. That's what the Design Review Board determined, and what the
Board was prepared to so find until the Developer decided to accomplish by threat of
lawsuit what he could not accomplish by fact. Were there actually material concerns
with siting the facility further back on the Property, they would be incredibly easy to
demonstrate and substantiate. But that is not what has happened here. Perhaps,
instead, the Developer is intent on preserving development opportunities for the rear
of the Property, which have nothing whatsoever to do with the Dover-protected
daycare use. These are matters the Board could and should probe through evidence;
it should not be distracted by the Developer’s bluster in lieu of evidence.

Ultimately, it is worth stepping back to consider precisely what is happening here. A
single-member LLC controlled by the Chair of the Needham Select Board is
threatening to sue the Town because, among other things, the Planning Board
believes a significant setback is appropriate, albeit one far less than the neighboring
Temple Aliyah. That threat is being made to Town counsel, who reports to and
serves at the pleasure of the Select Board. How is it that Mr. Darish and his
neighbors are supposed to walk away from this process believing that they have
received a fair shake, particularly in light of the Developer’s last minute
maneuvering? Why is it that the Board now appears to be backing away from
conditions it has long and openly discussed?

Of course, two can play at the game of threatening litigation, so let us be clear on
behalf of Mr. Darish: we stand ready to seek judicial review of any Board decision
that inadequately protects his interests; any such suit will force the Board to defend
its decision-making. We would prefer, instead, that the Board simply do its job
irrespective of the Developer’s huffing and puffing. But if we are left with no choice,
we will be most interested in subjecting the Developer’s actions in connection with
this proposal to the crucible of discovery and judicial scrutiny.

Sincerely,
/s/ M. Patrick Moore, Jr.

/s/ Johanna W. Schneider
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From: David G. Lazarus

To: Alexandra Clee; Lee Newman; Planning
Subject: Letter to the Planning Board re: 1688 Central Avenue
Date: Thursday, February 10, 2022 2:30:43 PM

Dear Planning Board:

Respectfully, the Board should reject the applicant's 11th hour attempt to force its
unreasonabl e conditions on the Town (dated February 4th and posted online by Town of
Needham on February 10th). There should be no negotiation with the proponent now --
particularly because the applicant has demonstrated alack of good faith throughout this
process beginning with its meeting with the neighbors and abutters via zoom, continuing
through its ever-changing statements about the purpose of the barn, and its outright (and
bizarre) refusal to provide alease with the purported tenant.

First, thereisno reason to think that the applicant is the only party that might appeal or
further litigate this Board's actions. The neighbors and abutters have been very involved in
this process and, according to the agenda packet page 53, at least one abultter is represented by
counsel. While Mr. Jacobs is no-doubt correct that during subsequent litigation a court may
encourage the parties to "work it out" the parties at that time would likely include intervenor(s)
such as neighbors and abutters. Any workout now would exclude those key players from the
table unfairly and prematurely.

Second, | question whether there is record evidence of this purported ledge occuring at a
certain point on the site as argued in the applicant's February settlement offer. It may be so,
but it isunfamiliar to me. | would encourage the Board to explore the hearing record (which
isof course closed) and determine if this claim has any support. | suspect it does not.

Third, thereis no reason to del egate the reasonabl e traffic-control conditions to the Needham
Police Department. While | have utmost respect for, and faith in, the Needham PD, it isthis
Board's continuing responsibility to ensure that the conditions this Board places upon this
parcel are appropriately followed in away that any negative impact on the community is
minimized. The neighbors and abutters have expressed grave concerns over safety conditions
in and around this site and it would be offensive to those concerns for this Board to further
delegate its authority. This Board has been elected and given a clear mandate. The Board
should maintain that mandate. What possible prejudice does the proponent face by leaving
this Board with slim authority asit relates to traffic safety at the site? So too, why cut the
traffic safety from 60 days to 30 days? This demand by the applicant demonstrates the
applicant's lack of good faith in ensuring a safe neighborhood much like its bargaining with a
sidewalk. To be clear, the applicant has threatened to withhold a necessary ADA compliant
sidewalk from the neighborhood unlessit getsitsway. Thisis shocking, particularly given the
applicant Needham Enterprises extensive ties to this community as a significant developer in
town and significant property owner.

Fourth, the applicant met with the neighbors and abutters late into the development process
but prior to the presentation of a proposal to this Board. The applicant chose to make zero
effort at that time, or thereafter, to work with or to appease the neighbors concern in any way.
It isinappropriate for the proponent to have ignored (and possibly even derided) the neighbors
and abutters and then, under threat of litigation, expect this Board to surrender its judgment at
the last minute.
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Fifth, the addition of a septic system instead of the previously requested sewer connection is
untimely, bizarre, and in violation of the public hearing requirement. The proponent raised
thisrequest at the 11th hour -- it has had many, many months to refine and present its
proposal. The proponent should not be permitted to continually refine the proposed project --
itisunfair and unprofessional. The proponent has the benefit of electing when to filea
proposal and what the contents of that proposal shall be. The proponent made its choices
when it submitted its proposal and should live with those decisions. Proponent isa
professional real estate development company represented by skilled and experienced counsel
-- proponent is not some amatuer homeowner trying to understand the process and
reguriements.

Sixth, the setback as proposed by the Board is adequate, appropropriate, and reasonable. This
Board has done aremarkable job of obtaining and synthesizing data, comment, argument, and
common sense in crafting its draft decision. The Board should stick with its well-reasoned
decision.

Seventh, the Board should rgect any recommendations or requests from the proposed tenant
until such time as the Board has obtained a properly executed |ease agreement. The Board
asked the proponent to adopt the proposed tenant's requests, but respectfully that is
insufficient. The proponent has played cat and mouse with the lease and the tenancy of the
property. It iswell past time for this Board to demand a copy of an executed lease before it
further considers any specifics with respect to a specific proposed tenant. The Board's
decision rests heavily on a specific tenant -- that is unreasonable absent areview by this Board
of the lease to at lease put record-evidence as to the identity of the tenant. If the tenant is not
100% going to be as proposed, the Board needsto know. An executed lease, with proper
consideration, is the only evidence that is sufficient to prove this.

Eighth, whether or not the applicant shall be permitted to install in the future another storage
structure seems unripe at this time and this Board should not prospectively grant an
unnecessary condition.

Ninth, according to the draft meeting minutes of the January 20, 2022 meeting of the Board of
Health, "Dr. Cosgrove suggested that the Planning Board be advised that a permit should be
denied until the testing is completed.” The serious environmental and significant health safety
issues relating to this parcel are far from resolved. While the Board closed the hearing and
started the clock on a necessary decision, | encourage the Board to keep teeth in the decision
to ensure the community is adequately protected by the Board of Health's ongoing review.

Finally, | thank this Board for itstireless and extensive effortsin evaluating this project. The
Town should be proud of its elected Planning Board and the care and thought you have put
into this project as well as the many other projects you worked on during the many meetings |
have sat through.

Best,

Dave Lazarus
Oxbow Road



From: Keller, Stanley

To: Planning; "PSA@westonpatrick.com"; "mj@jacobs-thomas.com"; "jeannemcknight@comcast.net";
"adamjblock@kw.com"”

Subject: 1688 Central Avenue Proposed Project

Date: Thursday, February 10, 2022 5:00:19 PM

| am writing as a long-time resident at 325 Country Way because | have just seen Mr. Huber’s so-
called settlement offer on behalf of the Developer. At least we now have the charade of the Barn
(what | referred to at a prior public hearing as the “Trojan Horse”) stripped away and what is
revealed is that for the Developer and possibly the Operator this is all about minimizing the setback
in order to preserve the ability for future development. As a fundamental matter, the Board should
be outraged by the lack of candor, especially by an important public official and reputable citizen of
the Town.

More importantly, the Board should not be deterred from proceeding with its well-reasoned and
wholly-justified decision because of threats of appeal by the Developer and its effort to negotiate
removal of lawful and necessary conditions that it already agreed to. The Board reached a decision
on the appropriate setback that was in the best interests of the Town and necessary for the
preservation of the character of the surrounding neighborhood. That setback was in fact already
reduced from what some members of the Board considered necessary in an effort at compromise.
The Board should not revisit its decision because of the threat of an appeal but instead should
continue to act in the best interests of the Town and the neighboring community. It is not the
Board’s role to preserve future development opportunities for the Developer and Operator but
rather to act on the petition for this project. For the Board to give in to a threat of appeal would
emasculate the Board’s authority and mean that the Board will cease to act in the public interest any
time there is a threat of an appeal. The possibility of an appeal from a decision of the Board is part of
the process established by law for a party who feels aggrieved, and it is just as likely that a decision
of the Board that reduced the setback it already determined was necessary and justified would be
appealed by the neighbors as it is that the Developer would choose to appeal the Board’s well-
reasoned decision, with the adverse consequences, including costs, delay and public exposure, that
would result from such an appeal.

| trust that the Board will continue to act in the best interests of the Town and the neighborhood as
it has shown its ability to do so far.

Stanley Keller
325 Country Way, Needham

Atlanta | Austin | Boston | Brussels | Chicago | Cincinnati | Dallas | Hartford | Houston | London | Los Angeles | Miami | New Orleans |
New York | Newark | Providence | San Francisco | Stamford | Washington DC | West Palm Beach

For more information visit www.lockelord.com
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This e-mail and any attached files from Locke Lord LLP may contain information that is privileged, confidential and/or exempt from
disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or
copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you received this e-mail by accident, please notify the sender immediately and
destroy this e-mail and all copies of it. We may scan and or monitor emails sent to and from our servers to ensure regulatory compliance
to protect our clients and business.
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From: Brian ONeill

To: Planning
Subject: 1688 Central Ave
Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 7:47:38 AM

Joe Abruzeslays out why allowing this devel oper to strong arm the town is aterrible precedent and diminishes the
voice of the neighborhood. | agree with everything he says. If the developer disagreeslet him sue. He will lose.

Brian ONeill
149 Charles River St.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Carla Kopikis

To: Planning

Cc: Alexis K.; Greg Miller; Talia Schechter
Subject: 1688 Central Ave Project

Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 7:50:28 AM

Dear Planning Board,

As Needham residents, we are writing to share our concerns about the proposed daycare at
1688 Central Ave. We sincerely hope you will follow the plan agreed upon during the hearing
process, and that the voice and concerns of the neighborhood are heard.

Sincerely,
Carla& Alexis Kopikis

All concerns are listed below:

e The hearing processis closed and allowing the devel oper to propose plansthisway is
wrong. Submitting written comments is not a substitute for an actual hearing on any
of the changes he proposes.

e The Planning Board wrote in its decision that it was acting to protect the “extremely
important” interests of the town. They should not abandon those interests just because
this developer threatens to sue. The town should fully defend its decision if he does.

« Negotiating with the developer in thisway cuts the neighbors out of the process.

o Every other developer will be tempted to follow this approach in order to change a
decision.

e The Planning Board already made compromisesin its decision.
o They allowed the project.
o They alowed the full-size building. A smaller building would lessen noise
and traffic, and would be more in character with the neighborhood.
o They alowed a setback of only 135 feet, rather a 212-foot setback to make it
in line with Temple Aliyah (as one member proposed).

o The hours of operation were always presented as Monday to Friday, ending at 6 PM.
An addition of evenings and weekends truly impacts the entire neighborhood, but
falls especially hard on families living close to the site. How big will these events be?
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How often? How late? It is more than simply a matter of parking, it is a matter of
respecting the families that live here. This should have been proposed and examined
during the hearing.

Why should trash pickup from the dumpster be permitted at 7 AM? Thisrisks
disturbing the families nearby.

The devel oper's objections demonstrate his plan is not to stop here, but to develop the
property even more. The Planning Board should act now to protect the town and
control this site. The "no subdivision clause" isaminor step in that direction. The
developer could aways ask for an amendment to the site plan, but at least then he
would have to share his intentions.

The Planning Board needs to require the developer follow the Board of Health's
requirements before he is permitted to build anything. The past uses of the property
require measures to make sure the property is safe for everyone, including residents
and children who may go to the daycare center.

Throughout this process, the developer has sought to avoid input from the neighbors.
The Planning Board' s decision should guarantee public concerns will be taken into
account.



From: msqillespie

To: Planning
Subject: Daycare at 1688 Central Ave.
Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 8:28:43 AM

Dear Members of the Planning Board,

| am writing to voice an objection to the decision to allow the daycare project to go
forward. | will start with the below:

Rather than accepting the Board's decision, the developer threatens to sue the town.
He objects to the setback, removal of the barn, and the restriction on subdividing the
property. He also now withdraws his previous agreements including capping the
number of children, the installation of an ADA compliant sidewalk, and the use of a
detail officer in the morning and evening rush hours for safety. Finally, he makes new
requests. He wants to expand the hours to include evening and weekends, allow
trash pickup at 7 AM, and use a septic system rather than the sewer hook up
included in the plan. He requests permission to build an additional 2000 sf building
(with no submitted plan at all).

| have many concerns - among them:

The safety of building anything on the property given the contaminant probability, but
especially the construction of a daycare.

The impact on many neighborhoods, or on anyone traveling on Central Avenue in
either direction.

The clear intent of the developer to not follow any of the plans that were discussed
with the board.

You are the people that can do the right thing and stop this from going forward. This
is not in the best interests of the town.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sharon Gillespie
Stratford Road
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From: Kevin Jay

To: Planning

Cc: Joe Abruzese; Sara Jay

Subject: 1688 Central Avenue

Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 9:00:45 AM

Dear Planning Board,

I’ ve been watching the Planning Board' s deliberations on this property with interest. It seemsto me you came up
with afair proposal to balance the needs of the devel oper with the needs of the neighborhood. The developer’s
decision to reject this compromise and threaten legal action strikes me as high-handed and unnecessary.

Please don’t back down and set a dangerous precedent. | fully support the town taking vigorous legal action to
defend it’ sinterests; that would be a good use of my taxes.

Kind Regards,

Kevin Jay
14 Heather Lane
Needham MA, 02492
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From: Rick Hardy

To: Planning
Subject: 1688 Central Avenue
Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 9:48:32 AM

Dear Planning Board

| am writing regards to the proposal for 1688 Central Ave. Given the legal limitations placed upon
the Planning Board, the proposed draft decision was fair, reasonable and took into consideration all
parties' concerns where practicable. | have to indicate my outrage that the developer ( a current
member of the BOS) is threatening to sue the town (if | read the demand letter correctly) and is
withdrawing all previous agreements AFTER the hearings have been concluded. There may not have
been an inherent conflict of interest previously but now a member of town government in his role as
a developer is threatening to sue the town incurring added expense for the town_for his own

monetary benefit.

Setbacks, future subdivision prohibition and parking restrictions and soil testing as recommended by
the BOH is absolutely necessary and should not be bargained away.

The Planning Board should “stay the course” and any new changes or proposals should be reviewed
in a public hearing. As the Planning Board wrote in its draft decision with its reasonable
requirements it was important to protect the “extremely important” interests of the town Not
allowing further sub development without further review and input from neighbors and abutters so
far as the Planning Board has jurisdiction helps protect town interests. This position should be
maintained even with the threat of a suit by the developer

In this matter the Planning Board has attempted to perform its function in an even-handed basis and
has tried to meet the developer halfway with reasonable restrictions. In observing the discussions
and hearings, in our view the developer appears to have “from out of the gate” objected to the
planning board’s reasonable suggestions and compromise draft decision. The planning board should
maintain its position and any changes be reviewed in a public hearing.

Rick Hardy / Deirdre
O’Hare
1347 South Street

Rick Hardy

1347 South Street
Needham, MA. 02492
781-718-8876 (C)

rick@hardyl.com
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From:
To:

Lois Merrill
Planning

Subject: Fwd: 1688 Central Ave.

Date:

Tuesday, February 15, 2022 9:52:04 AM

Begin forwarded message:

From: Lois Merrill <lbmerrill3@gmail.com>
Subject: 1688 Central Ave.
Date: February 14, 2022 at 6:55:41 PM EST

To: aclee@needhamma.gov
Cc: HOLLY CLARKE <jonasclarke@verizon.net>

Please provide this email to the Planning Board. Thank you.
Lois B Merrill

31 Bridle Trail Rd.

Needham resident since 1979

Dear Planning Board members:

| am extremely disturbed that Matthew Borelli is attempting to bully you into
giving him more than he even previously asked for. Ask aretired attorney who
once did municipal work, | know that he cannot now ask for what was not in the
original application. In addition, your thoughtful and well reason decision gave
him much of what he wants. But, that appears not to be enough. | strongly object
to any amendments to the original decision.

1. He claims he cannot move the approved building because thereisledge. Asa
seasoned builder, he had to know that this whole areaiisfilled with ledge. Many

of my neighbors have ledge outcroppings on their properties. 1f he were to move
the building further back, he could possibly avoid ledge. In any event, that is not
any one's problem but his own for faulty planning. As he purchased the property
for $1 million as opposed to the $2 million asking price, he saved plenty of money
for blasting. Additionally, the issue of setback was argued during the hearings.
Why does he get a second bite of the apple?

2. Allowing the builder to reassert the same claims and add new ones s not
legitimate. He never amended his application to ask for all the things he now
wants. Again, why a second bite of the apple?

3. The proposed approval will already impact the neighborhood with increased
traffic flow. Now, he wants to diminish that quality by having weekend and night
school events. He sought approval for aday care, not a night and weekend
function center. Massachusetts law permits the day care, not afunction center in
this area.

4. The Board has aready compromised enough by approving the day care. It
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should not fold. The Board has aready agreed to let him build in accord with the
Size he wants.

5. Mr. Borélli has not been forthcoming with his intentions. He has changed the
“use’ of the barn several times as noted in your proposed approval. His
representative has agreed to requirements about traffic control during the hearings
and is now doing an about-face. How can we be comfortable with all the extras he
isasking for?

6. By allowing Mr. Borelli to get what he wants by threatening litigation, future
builders will take them same route. Y our decision reached a compromise which
would allow him to build aday care center of the requested size. For some
reason, he thinks that he can get around that decision by threatening litigation. |
have lived in Needham for 43 years and would be happy to have my tax dollars
spent to maintain the integrity of the Planning Board’ s decision. | would rather
lose in court, which | do not believe would be the case because of your fair and
well reasoned decision than be held hostage by a bully. It isin your hands to
protect the important town interests as you noted in your decision.

Thank you for your hard work in upholding the values and quality of lifein
Needham. Lois B Merrill



From: Henry Ragin

To: Planning
Subject: 1688 Central Avenue
Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 10:00:45 AM

We are writing to oppose any changes to the conditional approval of the application for 1688
Central Avenue. While we would have preferred an outright rejection of the application, your
approval appears to be a reasonable compromise.

The response of the applicant is not reasonable and, in fact, offensive. The applicant is
presenting the town with a "take it or leave it" proposal. We urge the Board to reject the
proposal. We cannot allow developers to get their way by threatening lawsuits. If you felt your
approval was legitimate when you passed it, then it is worth the resources required to defend
it.

Please do not yield to the threats. Thank you.

Henry Ragin and Laura Rosen
25 Bennington St
hragin@hotmail.com
781-686-0927
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From: cynthia frost

To: Planning
Subject: The proposed plan for Central St preschool
Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 10:00:58 AM

Dear Planning Board Members,
There are many concerning issues of the developer’s most recent written submission.

The most egregiousis to subvert the proposal process itself. With understandings in place, they now want to set
these aside in many ways contrary to what was previously agreed upon & the town’s best interest.

Let the developer sue. Sue for damages - on what grounds? There' s a process to negotiate with the town. They
participated but now want to change their intentions. As soon as the developer doesn’t follow the negotiated
roadmap, Needham should be the one going to court.

I’m deliberately not addressing the many flawed positions the developer now wants to take because these concerns
needed to be negotiated earlier in the process - not after public debate was closed.

Respectfully submitted,

Cynthia Frost
543 Chestnut St

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Ronit Klein

To: Planning
Subject: Concerns regarding 1688 Central Avenue
Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 10:16:36 AM

Hello Needham Planning Board,
We are very concerned about the proposed project at 1688 Central Avenue. We hope you
can take these concerns seriously, and not let this developer bully our town.

Some issues that concern us are listed below:

e The hearing process is closed and allowing the developer to propose plans this way is
wrong. Submitting written comments is not a substitute for an actual hearing on any of
the changes he proposes.

e The Planning Board wrote in its decision that it was acting to protect the “extremely
important” interests of the town. They should not abandon those interests just because
this developer threatens to sue. The town should fully defend its decision if he does.

e Negotiating with the developer in this way cuts the neighbors out of the process.

e FEvery other developer will be tempted to follow this approach in order to change a
decision.

e The Planning Board already made compromises in its decision.
o They allowed the project.
o They allowed the full-size building. A smaller building would lessen noise and
traffic, and would be more in character with the neighborhood.
o They allowed a setback of only 135 feet, rather a 212-foot setback to make it in
line with Temple Aliyah (as one member proposed).

e The hours of operation were always presented as Monday to Friday, ending at 6 PM. An
addition of evenings and weekends truly impacts the entire neighborhood, but falls
especially hard on families living close to the site. How big will these events be? How
often? How late? It is more than simply a matter of parking, it is a matter of respecting
the families that live here. This should have been proposed and examined during the
hearing.

e Why should trash pickup from the dumpster be permitted at 7 AM? This risks disturbing
the families nearby.

e The developer's objections demonstrate his plan is not to stop here, but to develop the
property even more. The Planning Board should act now to protect the town and
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control this site. The "no subdivision clause" is a minor step in that direction. The
developer could always ask for an amendment to the site plan, but at least then he
would have to share his intentions.

e The Planning Board needs to require the developer follow the Board of Health's
requirements before he is permitted to build anything. The past uses of the property
require measures to make sure the property is safe for everyone, including residents
and children who may go to the daycare center.

e Throughout this process, the developer has sought to avoid input from the neighbors.
The Planning Board’s decision should guarantee public concerns will be taken into
account.

Sincerely,
Ronit & David Klein
335 Hunnewell Street, Needham



From: Jennifer Bannon

To: Planning

Subject: 1688 Central Avenue - CONCERNS - ATTENTION PLANNING BOARD
Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 10:55:35 AM

Dear Planning Board:

It is my understanding you are receiving emails from residents near the proposed
Central Ave project. | am a concerned Needham resident.

For the developer to propose plans AFTER the hearing process has been closed to
the public is unacceptable. This is concerning to move ahead without public
input/comment. Submitting written comments is not a substitute for an actual
hearing.

| live on Jarvis Circle: Central Ave has increased with so much traffic since moving
here in 2013. The impacts of traffic directly affect my neighborhood as many
speeding cars cut through here- by allowing a larger structure to be built and hours of
operation to be extended this will negatively impact traffic flow.

| expect in a town such as Needham that the "new" changes the developer has put
forth will be open to a public hearing.

Sincerely,
Jennifer Bannon

Jarvis Circle
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From: Leon Shaigorodsky

To: Planning
Subject: 1688 Central Avenue - major concern with decision draft!

Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 11:32:37 AM

| am aresident on Bridle trail Rd and very concerned about boards decision to allow property
to be build on 1688 Central Avenue

It feels that after almost ayear of debates and concerns regarding this property that does not fit
the neighbourhood board decided to go with person internal to the town government,
disregarding multiple concerns by neighbours

| am very much against this decision as it reduces quality of life and may have negative impact
on the neighbourhood and zoning definitions

Y ou essentially invalidating zoning rules and open windows for similar attempts in the future

| want to raise my BIG concern and disagreement with this decision, it isjust unfair to the
residents paying town taxes

If you have any question - | can be reached at 617.834.7782

Thank you
L eon Shaigorodsky

Leon Shaigorodsky
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From: Kenneth Bassett

To: Planning

Cc: Ken Bassett

Subject: Planning Board re: 1688 Central Avenue
Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 12:22:47 PM

| cannot believe you caretakers are all scared of Borrelli (sp) who has atotal disregard for
town bylaws, as well as the resedents wants and conditions. Who benefits from this? One
guess, not anyone on this list.

He's bullying all of you, setting precedent and attempting to walk all over you folks.
The neighbors would accept reasonabl e conditions however, no..
If this goes through he's the King of change in Needham, it's all over for Needham, we're toast.

With these proposed threats this commitee should take the entire project off the table.
Everyone should consider how this will reflect on your legacy and the future propsalls you
will be dealing with in Needham.

This group represent the residents within the town of Needham, why?

Asaresident for more than 50 years, I'm really amazed at the lack of courage you al have.
Ken Bassett

South Street
Needham, MA
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From: Robert Dimase

To: Planning
Subject: 1688 Central Avenue
Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 12:23:03 PM

Planning Board,

A year has passed since we first heard about Needham Enterprises plan to build a large day care facility
in the middle of our residential neighborhood. After a long and arduous public hearing process with a
tremendous amount of input from the neighborhood, the Board issued its decision on January 27. Despite
the very valid, long list of neighborhood concerns the Board decided to let a full-size building go forward
with only a 135 foot setback much less than the only other institutional building in the area. The Board
ordered the barn removed, as the developer never demonstrated that it was required for the intended use
of the project and its removal allowed a more reasonable but still inappropriate setback and indicated the
property could not be subdivided.

Additional reasonable conditions include requiring all parking to be behind the building, reassessing traffic
after the daycare opens and changing the traffic light timing at the Charles River Street and Central
Avenue intersection. The Board’s decision refers to making the property safe by conducting soil testing
prior to construction and refers to the Board of Health engaging a licensed site professional to conduct an
independent evaluation of the property.

Rather than accepting the Board's decision, the developer now threatens to sue the town. He objects to
the setback, removal of the barn and the restriction to subdividing the property. He also now withdraws
his previous agreements including capping the number of children, the installation of an ADA compliant
sidewalk and the use of a detail officer in the morning and evening rush hours for safety. Finally, he
makes new requests. Requesting to expand the hours to include evening and weekends, allow trash
pickup at 7 AM (including weekends) and use a septic system rather than the sewer hook-up included in
the plan. He requests permission to build an additional 2,000 sf building (with no submitted plan at all).

The Developers efforts all come after the hearing closed. The public hearing was the time to present
plans or changes and it was then that the Planning Board and public could ask questions, comment or
share our concerns.

As an abutter, the following issues are very concerning:

<!--[if IsupportLists]-->= <!--[endif]-->The hearing process is closed and allowing the developer to
propose plans at this stage is wrong. Submitting written comments is not a substitute for an
actual hearing on any of the significant changes proposed.

<!--[if IsupportLists]-->= <!--[endif]-->The Planning Board wrote in its decision that it was acting to
protect the “extremely important” interests of the town. The Board should not abandon these
interests just because this developer threatens to sue. The town should aggressively defend its
decision if he does.

<I--[if IsupportLists]-->= <!--[endif]-->Negotiating with the developer at this stage in the process cuts
the neighbors out of the process.

<!-[if IsupportLists]-->= <!--[endif]-->Every other developer in the future will be tempted to follow this
approach in order to change a decision.

<!--[if IsupportLists]-->= <!--[endif]-->The Planning Board already made compromises in its decision.

<!--[if IsupportLists]-->= <!--[endif]-->The Board has allowed the project despite valid neighborhood
objections and concerns.
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<!--[if IsupportLists]-->= <!--[endif]-->The Board has allowed a full-size building. A smaller building
would lessen noise and traffic and would be more in character with the neighborhood.

<!--[if IsupportLists]-->= <!--[endif]-->The Board allowed a setback of only 135 feet, rather than the
neighborhood requests of a 212-foot setback to make it in line with Temple Aliyah.

<!--[if IsupportLists]-->= <!--[endif]-->The hours of operation were always presented as Monday to
Friday, ending at 6 PM. An addition of evenings and weekends truly impacts the entire
neighborhood, but falls especially hard on families living close to the site. How big will these
events be? How often? How late? It is more than simply a matter of parking, it is a matter of
respecting the families that live here. This should have been proposed and examined during the
public hearing process.

<!--[if IsupportLists]-->= <!--[endif]-->Why should trash pickup from the dumpster be permitted at 7
AM, including weekends? This risks disturbing many families nearby.

The developer's objections demonstrate his plan is not to stop here, but to develop the property even
more. The Planning Board should act now to protect the town and control the development at this site.
The "no subdivision clause" is a minor step in that direction. The developer could always ask for an
amendment to the site plan, but at least then he would have to share his intentions. The Planning Board
needs to require the developer follow the Board of Health's requirements before he is permitted to build
anything. The past uses of the property require measures to make sure the property is safe for everyone,
including residents and children who may go to the daycare center.

Throughout this process, the developer has sought to avoid input from the neighbors. From the lack of
transparency on the original plan to build a large daycare center in our neighborhood, to the sham of a
traffic study conducted during a pandemic, to trying to sneak the project under a minor project review to
changing the proposed use of the barn, the developer has indicated at every turn that he has no plans to
be a respectful neighbor. One look at the condition and (lack of) maintenance of the property today, which
is a complete eyesore, haven for wildlife and tempting gathering spot for illegal activity, makes it obvious
the applicant has no intent or desire to be a good neighbor.

The Planning Board’s final decision should guarantee public concerns will be taken into account.
Rob DiMase

1681 Central Ave
781-844-5729



From: Mary Buffinger

To: Planning
Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 1:53:13 PM

Planning Board members -

Some issues that concern us about Matt Borrelli's plan/the way this situation has been handled:

e The hearing process is closed and allowing the developer to propose plans this way is wrong.
Submitting written comments is not a substitute for an actual hearing on any of the changes
he proposes.

e The Planning Board wrote in its decision that it was acting to protect the “extremely
important” interests of the town. They should not abandon those interests just because this
developer threatens to sue. The town should fully defend its decision if he does.

¢ Negotiating with the developer in this way cuts the neighbors out of the process.
e Every other developer will be tempted to follow this approach in order to change a decision.

e The Planning Board already made compromises in its decision.
o They allowed the project.
o They allowed the full-size building. A smaller building would lessen noise and traffic,
and would be more in character with the neighborhood.
o They allowed a setback of only 135 feet, rather a 212-foot setback to make it in line
with Temple Aliyah (as one member proposed).

e The hours of operation were always presented as Monday to Friday, ending at 6 PM. An
addition of evenings and weekends truly impacts the entire neighborhood, but falls especially
hard on families living close to the site. How big will these events be? How often? How late? It
is more than simply a matter of parking, it is a matter of respecting the families that live here.
This should have been proposed and examined during the hearing.

e Why should trash pickup from the dumpster be permitted at 7 AM? This risks disturbing the
families nearby.

e The developer's objections demonstrate his plan is not to stop here, but to develop the
property even more. The Planning Board should act now to protect the town and control this
site. The "no subdivision clause" is a minor step in that direction. The developer could always
ask for an amendment to the site plan, but at least then he would have to share his
intentions.

e The Planning Board needs to require the developer follow the Board of Health's requirements
before he is permitted to build anything. The past uses of the property require measures to
make sure the property is safe for everyone, including residents and children who may go to
the daycare center.

e Throughout this process, the developer has sought to avoid input from the neighbors. The
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Planning Board’s decision should guarantee public concerns will be taken into account.
Thanks. Mary Buffinger



From: MarySue Cotton

To: Planning
Subject: 1688 Central Ave
Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 2:22:14 PM

| am very concerned over the changes that have been made to this proposal after the hearing
was closed. There have been so many changes to this project and many times it seemsthat it
is behind closed doors. Isthere special treatment being given to a selectperson? Why isthe
Board of Health or Site professional not being contacted regarding the past uses of this
property. It isconcerning and alarming that things can get pushed through without thorough
inspections and gathering of information. If everyone threatens to sue the town will they also
get approved?

Please reconsider approval of an amended plan.

Thank you

MarySue Cotton

40 Sunset Road

Needham, MA
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From: Ricki NICKEL

To: Planning
Subject: 1688 Central Avenue
Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 2:47:12 PM

Dear Members of the Needham Planning Board,

My family and | live at 191 Stratford Rd in Needham and are concerned neighbors 1688
Central Avenue. Over the course of the last year we have participated in the town hall
meetings you have hosted and listened carefully to the information provided for and against
the proposed construction of the daycare center. | was heartened by the committee' s fair and
balanced decorum and the participating members professionalism. | was equally astounded by
the disingenuous behavior of Mr. Borelli’ s attorney, who often was combative and untruthful.

We have read through your full decision, which | appreciate, even if we do not completely
agree with the outcome. We now understand that the daycare center developer has threatened
to sue the town and plans to renege on many of the items he previously agreed to, so he could
obtain a favorable outcome from your group. Mr. Borelli has even gone further in
demonstrating bad faith as he makes further requests like expanding hours of operation to
include evenings and weekends, planning on trash pickups at 7AM and using the existing
septic system rather than what wasin his proposal, all plans that were presented outside the
public’s ability to express disapproval.

Mr Borelli is not interested in being a neighbor in our community. The concerns set out below
raise red-flags to us as neighbors and astonishingly come after the public hearing process was
closed. Should this behavior be rewarded? Mr. Borelli’s behavior is arrogant, self-serving,
and unworthy of being granted your approval to build. His current intentions should provide a
strong foundation for you to understand that once given your approval he may go ahead and
do just what he wants without concerns to your decisions. We implore you to question why he
should be permitted to become our neighbor.

The public hearing was the time to present plans or changes, and it was then that the Planning
Board and public could ask questions, comment or share our concerns.

Some issues that concern me:

e The hearing processis closed and allowing the developer to propose plansthisway is
wrong. Submitting written comments is not a substitute for an actual hearing on any of
the changes he proposes.

« The Planning Board wrote in its decision that it was acting to protect the “ extremely
important” interests of the town. They should not abandon those interests just because
this devel oper threatens to sue. The town should fully defend its decision if he does.

» Negotiating with the developer in thisway cuts the neighbors out of the process.

o Every other developer will be tempted to follow this approach in order to change a
decision.

« The hours of operation were always presented as Monday to Friday, ending at 6 PM. An
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addition of evenings and weekends truly impacts the entire neighborhood, but falls
especially hard on familiesliving close to the site. How big will these events be? How
often? How late? It is more than ssimply a matter of parking, it isamatter of respecting
the families that live here. This should have been proposed and examined during the
hearing.

« Why should trash pickup from the dumpster be permitted at 7 AM? This risks disturbing
the families nearby.

e The developer's objections demonstrate his plan is not to stop here, but to develop the
property even more. The Planning Board should act now to protect the town and control
thissite. The "no subdivision clause”" isaminor step in that direction. The developer
could always ask for an amendment to the site plan, but at least then he would have to
share hisintentions.

» The Planning Board needs to require the developer follow the Board of Health's
requirements before he is permitted to build anything. The past uses of the property
require measures to make sure the property is safe for everyone, including residents and
children who may go to the daycare center.

o Throughout this process, the devel oper has sought to avoid input from the neighbors.
The Planning Board’ s decision should guarantee public concerns will be taken into
account.

We are disheartened with the flagrant disregard to basic common courtesies as demonstrated
by Mr. Borelli and implore you, in the strongest terms possible, to reconsider your decision to
allow Mr. Borelli to go forward with his development of 1688 Central Ave.

Sincerely,

Ricki & Mark Nickel
191 Stratford Rd

ledric@mac.com
(415) 254-1113
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From: Patricia Falcao

To: Planning
Subject: About 1688 Central Ave threats to sue
Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 4:11:13 PM

Dear Needham Planning Board,

We beg you to continue to place the interests of our residential single acre zoning above those
of an entrepreneurial LLC, who clearly are NOT interested to conform to the character of this
established residential neighborhood in our preciously held suburban town.

Sincerely, Patricia Falcao, MD, MPH (38+ year town resident and prior elected Town
Official) 19 Pine St, Needham, MA 02492 (mobile: 781.444.5425)

Some issues that concern us:

« The hearing processis closed and alowing the devel oper to propose plans
this way iswrong. Submitting written comments is not a substitute for an
actual hearing on any of the changes he proposes.

« The Planning Board wrote in its decision that it was acting to protect the
“extremely important” interests of the town. They should not abandon those
interests just because this developer threatens to sue. The town should fully
defend its decision if he does.

» Negotiating with the developer in this way cuts the neighbors out of the
process.

» Every other developer will be tempted to follow this approach in order to
change adecision.

e The Planning Board aready made compromisesin its decision.

o They allowed the project.

o They allowed the full-size building. A smaller building would lessen
noise and traffic, and would be more in character with the
neighborhood.

o They allowed a setback of only 135 feet, rather a 212-foot setback to
make it in line with Temple Aliyah (as one member proposed).
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The hours of operation were always presented as Monday to Friday, ending
at 6 PM. An addition of evenings and weekends truly impacts the entire
neighborhood, but falls especially hard on familiesliving close to the site.
How big will these events be? How often? How late? It is more than ssmply
amatter of parking, it isamatter of respecting the families that live here.
This should have been proposed and examined during the hearing.

Why should trash pickup from the dumpster be permitted at 7 AM? This
risks disturbing the families nearby.

The devel oper's objections demonstrate his plan is not to stop here, but to
develop the property even more. The Planning Board should act now to
protect the town and control this site. The "no subdivision clause" isa
minor step in that direction. The developer could always ask for an
amendment to the site plan, but at least then he would have to share his
intentions.

The Planning Board needs to require the developer follow the Board of
Health's requirements before he is permitted to build anything. The past
uses of the property require measures to make sure the property is safe for
everyone, including residents and children who may go to the daycare
center.

Throughout this process, the developer has sought to avoid input from the
neighbors. The Planning Board' s decision should guarantee public concerns
will be taken into account.



From: Helene Cantor

To: Planning
Subject: daycare facility/Central Ave
Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 7:22:09 PM

Board members,
We reside off of Charles River on Locust Lane. We have grave concerns about the impact this type of

business would have on the neighborhood. It does not belong in this residential area. The traffic - noise -
people entering and exiting the building - the trucks and other vehicles needed to maintain the property -
just to list a few issues!! There seems to be a significant conflict of interest here as well. The individuals
who want to develop on this site present as very unreasonable and actually quite obnoxious.

We vehemently object to a daycare business being located in this residential area. People live in this part
of Needham to have distance from the center of town and the business district.

Please take our concerns seriously.

Helene and Paul Cantor
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From: Jonathan Bracken

To: Planning
Subject: Re: 1688 Central Avenue
Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 8:57:56 PM

Needham Planning Board,

I'm writing to express my concern about the development at 1688 Central Avenue as | think
there's a lot more at stake here than initially meets the eye (at least for me.) In addition to all
the concerns outlined below, | think the fact that a town selectman is at the source of the
project is a major conflict of interest.

The fact that he is not directly making any decisions about the project on behalf of the town
doesn't eliminate the fact that he has relationships with and even power that could be
wielded against those whose charge it is to act in the best interest of the town. That dynamic
is very troubling. And while there are a number of reasons | am concerned about this project
in particular (traffic etc.), | fear that letting a town Selectman bully his way into getting the
development HE wants at the expense of what the residents of the town want would be a
stain on the reputation of our town in general and the planning board in particular.

| appreciate the weight of the decision you must make, but | urge you to push back on "the
developer" and his plans to circumvent the hearing process and the will of the very residents
he purports to represent. Matt Borelli should resign as Selectman for his actions as they
demonstrate he is more interested in real estate development than in representing the best
interests of the town and its residents.

Thank you.

Jonathan Bracken, Resident
921 South Street
Needham, MA 02492

Some issues of concern:
e The hearing process is closed and allowing the developer to propose plans this way is wrong.
Submitting written comments is not a substitute for an actual hearing on any of the changes
he proposes.

e The Planning Board wrote in its decision that it was acting to protect the “extremely
important” interests of the town. They should not abandon those interests just because this

developer threatens to sue. The town should fully defend its decision if he does.

¢ Negotiating with the developer in this way cuts the neighbors out of the process.


mailto:jonathanbracken@hotmail.com
mailto:planning@needhamma.gov

Every other developer will be tempted to follow this approach in order to change a decision.

The Planning Board already made compromises in its decision.
o They allowed the project.
o They allowed the full-size building. A smaller building would lessen noise and traffic,
and would be more in character with the neighborhood.
o They allowed a setback of only 135 feet, rather a 212-foot setback to make it in line
with Temple Aliyah (as one member proposed).

The hours of operation were always presented as Monday to Friday, ending at 6 PM. An
addition of evenings and weekends truly impacts the entire neighborhood, but falls especially
hard on families living close to the site. How big will these events be? How often? How late? It
is more than simply a matter of parking, it is a matter of respecting the families that live here.
This should have been proposed and examined during the hearing.

Why should trash pickup from the dumpster be permitted at 7 AM? This risks disturbing the
families nearby.

The developer's objections demonstrate his plan is not to stop here, but to develop the
property even more. The Planning Board should act now to protect the town and control this
site. The "no subdivision clause" is a minor step in that direction. The developer could always
ask for an amendment to the site plan, but at least then he would have to share his
intentions.

The Planning Board needs to require the developer follow the Board of Health's requirements
before he is permitted to build anything. The past uses of the property require measures to
make sure the property is safe for everyone, including residents and children who may go to
the daycare center.

Throughout this process, the developer has sought to avoid input from the neighbors. The
Planning Board’s decision should guarantee public concerns will be taken into account.



From: Jon Shaer

To: Planning
Subject: Needham Enterprises Central St. project
Date: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 10:10:21 PM

My name is Jonathan Shaer and | live at 242 Bridle Trail Rd, Needham. | have
followed the proposed development of the 1688 Central St. property from a distance,
but upon reading Needham Enterprises's February 4th letter to Mr. Heep | now feel
the need to contact you most urgently. The timing and demands made in the letter are
deeply concerning and | feel it should be dismissed post haste.

The Town held hearings, the townspeople and developer were heard and a decision
was issued on January 27th. The matter is closed. Negotiating via a letter after the
public process is closed is unacceptable and unethical, if not illegal. | cannot imagine
a circumstance by which our Town boards and leaders would engage in a separate
negotiation with the developer outside the public realm. | certainly hope that is not
the case.

While hopefully immaterial since the process is closed and a decision was issued, the
demands made by the developer are unacceptable and would require an entirely new
process which, I am quite sure, would provoke the ire of all neighbors and many
transient Needhamites.

It is my sincere hope you will reject Needham Enterprises' February 4th letter in its
entirety.

Respectfully,
Jonathan Shaer


mailto:jonshaer@gmail.com
mailto:planning@needhamma.gov

From: macleod41@aol.com

To: Planning

Subject: 1688 Central Avenue

Date: Wednesday, February 16, 2022 9:07:07 AM

February 16, 2022

To: Needham Planning Board,
Re: 1688 Central Avenue

| urge the Planning Board to stand fast with the draft decision of 1/27/2022 regarding
the development of 1688 Central Avenue by Needham Enterprises.

The original proposed development of 1688, and now the redefined development
proposal of this property after open hearings are closed, is a mere power play
intended to make the Planning Board backdown for fear of legal action by Needham
Enterprise.

The proposed development of 1688 is already in direct conflict with the character of
the immediate and surrounding residential neighborhood of 1688 Central. Any further
concessions to Needham Enterprises would be a significant irresponsible mistake
further changing the character of this part of the Town forever.

Any costs incurred by the Town to defend the 1/27/2022 draft proposal as written
would be money well spent in both the short term and long interests of the
community.

Enough concessions have already been granted to Needham Enterprises changing
the character of this residential neighborhood with size of structure, setback, business
activity, days/hours of operation, number of children, traffic impact etc.

It is very concerning the developer, an elected Town official (Chair of Select Board), is
not showing better judgement and working in the best interests and character of the
total community, but rather proceeding with his own personal financial interests and
not those of the Town.

The reality is the project plan submitted by Needham Enterprises should have been
rejected from the beginning as developer did not define his plan well and repeatedly
changed his tune when challenged. His threat to appeal if further concessions and
compromises are not granted is yet another example of the developer trying to
“Game” the system to get a totally unsuitable project approved for 1688 Central
Avenue.

Stand fast on the 1/27/2022 draft decision. Too many concessions and compromises
have already been given to Needham Enterprises in the 1/27/22 draft proposal.

Norman MacLeod

41 Pine Street

Tel :781-444-7525

Email: macleod41@aol.com
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From: noreply@civicplus.com

To: Alexandra Clee; Lee Newman; Elisa Litchman
Subject: Online Form Submittal: Contact Planning Board
Date: Wednesday, February 16, 2022 10:16:15 AM

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

Full Name:: Robert Onofrey

Email Address:: robert.onofrey@gmail.com

Address:: 49 Pine Street

City/Town:: Needham

State:: MA

Zip Code:: 02492

Telephone Number:: 781-449-8895

Comments/ Questions: Re: 1688 Central Avenue

| appreciate this opportunity to lend my comments relative to this proposed project.

As|’ve stated before - | acknowledge the need for child care servicesin Needham - but this location on Central Avenue within aresidential community on
an overcrowded roadway - is not the right location for such afacility.

While the Planning Board has proposed a number of stipulations relative to the building setback and barn removal - none of thiswill mitigate the damage
that will be done to this residential community. “Lipstick on aPig” isasaying that comesto mind. This proposa will be a blight on this residential

community and the Town for allowing thisto proceed. The best use of this site - from atraffic and community preservation perspectiveis Residential
only.

I"'m truly disappointed that an elected official of the Town of Needham has put his own financial gain ahead of the good of the Town and this

neighborhood. The Town's bylaws and officials charged with upholding these bylaws should ook to protect the local community over individuals seeking
to monetize their power in office.

Additional Information:
Form submitted on: 2/16/2022 10:16:00 AM

Submitted from IP Address: 73.119.205.56

Referrer Page https//lmkprotect cudasvc. com/url’)a:httpso/OSa%Zf%waww needhammagov%2f1114%2fP|ann| ng-

Form Address: https:/linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url ?
a=http%3a%2f ¥%e2fwww.needhamma.gov%2f Forms.aspx%3f FI D%3d229& c=E. 1.6ul| 3RIbA mn5ghV M85cl ZegRV 5QelHGEST hrj ZU9aC9geD2QutuP-

yvkpy1RVIAF7m6Z 5] FusF-rRf DPAEPrEEKOGAbsxdZBY O8hgktAu30X gX qcc5QM & typo=1
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From: Nikki Cavanagh

To: Planning

Cc: Greg Cavanagh

Subject: 1688 Central Avenue -- Concerned Neighbors of Daycare
Date: Wednesday, February 16, 2022 12:08:37 PM

To the Planning Board Committee,

My husband, Gregory Cavanagh, and myself are very concerned about some of the delayed
demands Mr. Borelli and his team are making for the proposed daycare at 1688 Central
Avenue.

Welive at 17 Carleton Drive and are very much impacted by the traffic/next steps of this
project as we are the first house off of Central Avenue.

Below are some of the issues that concern us:

e The hearing processis closed and allowing the devel oper to propose plans thisway is
wrong. Submitting written comments is not a substitute for an actual hearing on any
of the changes he proposes.

e The Planning Board wrote in its decision that it was acting to protect the “extremely
important” interests of the town. They should not abandon those interests just because
this devel oper threatens to sue. The town should fully defend its decision if he does.

« Negotiating with the developer in thisway cuts the neighbors out of the process.

o Every other developer will betempted to follow thisapproach in order to change
adecision.

e The Planning Board already made compromisesin its decision.
o They allowed the project.
o They alowed the full-size building. A smaller building would lessen noise
and traffic, and would be more in character with the neighborhood.
o They alowed a setback of only 135 feet, rather a 212-foot setback to make it
in line with Temple Aliyah (as one member proposed).


mailto:nccavanagh@gmail.com
mailto:planning@needhamma.gov
mailto:grcavanagh@gmail.com

e The hours of operation were always presented as Monday to Friday, ending at 6 PM.
An addition of evenings and weekends truly impacts the entire neighborhood, but
falls especially hard on families living close to the site. How big will these events be?
How often? How late? It is more than simply a matter of parking, it is a matter of
respecting the families that live here. This should have been proposed and examined
during the hearing.

e Why should trash pickup from the dumpster be permitted at 7 AM? Thisrisks
disturbing the families nearby.

» The developer's objections demonstrate his plan is not to stop here, but to develop the
property even more. The Planning Board should act now to protect the town and
control this site. The "no subdivision clause" isaminor step in that direction. The
developer could aways ask for an amendment to the site plan, but at least then he
would have to share his intentions.

o The Planning Board needs to require the developer follow the Board of Health's
requirements before he is permitted to build anything. The past uses of the property
require measures to make sure the property is safe for everyone, including residents
and children who may go to the daycare center.

e Throughout this process, the developer has sought to avoid input from the
neighbors. The Planning Board’s decision should guar antee public concernswill
be taken into account.

Thank you for your consideration.

Nikki and Greg Cavanagh

Linkedln


http://www.linkedin.com/pub/nikki-markow/20/b04/2a2/

From: Linda Polach

To: Planning
Subject: Central Avenue project
Date: Wednesday, February 16, 2022 5:10:46 PM

Dear Planning Board,

Asaresident of Oxbow Road, i have been following the ongoing controversy over the planned
day care center proposed for Central Avenue. It isamost too much for the ordinary citizen to
process and that's why we have elected officials: to look out for the interests of all, not the
financial benefit of one.

| am concerned about the same issues as others: traffic on Central Avenue, which already
houses THREE elementary schools, the health and well being of children who may be put at
risk on contaminated ground, and the appearance of conflict with the developer and his town
held office.

| am put off by threats from the developers of the property to litigate thisissue.

| am not an authority on this development. Therefore, i trust you to make the right decision
based on the good work you have already done. Please continue to ook out for our best
interests as neighbors to this property and properly consider your rulings without pressure and
with your best legal advice.

thank you for the work you do,

Linda Polach

62 Oxbow Road
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From: Khristy Thompson

To: Planning
Subject: 1688 Central Avenue
Date: Wednesday, February 16, 2022 7:22:22 PM

Dear Planning Board Members,

[ am writing regarding 1688 Central Avenue. | have attended most of the
Planning Board meetings regarding the proposed project for the site. I have
watched you hear arguments from the proponent and the members of the
community. You deliberated, compromised extensively, and arrived at a
decision that considered the needs of the proponent and the neighbors.

Rather than accepting the Board's decision, the developer now has
threatened to sue the town. He objects to the setback, removal of the barn,
and the restriction on subdividing the property. He also now withdraws his
previous agreements including capping the number of children, the
installation of an ADA compliant sidewalk, and the use of a detail officer in
the morning and evening rush hours for safety. Finally, he makes new
requests. He wants to expand the hours to include evening and weekends,
allow trash pickup at 7 AM, and use a septic system rather than the sewer
hookup included in the plan. He requests permission to build an additional
2000 sf building (with no submitted plan at all). Submitting written
comments is not a substitute for an actual hearing on any of the changes he
proposes.

These efforts all come after the hearing closed. The public hearing was the
time to present plans or changes, and it was then that the Planning Board
and public could ask questions, comment, or share our concerns.

Throughout this process, the developer has sought to avoid input from the
neighbors and seems uninterested in their concerns while complaining he is
the victim in this process. The Planning Board’s decision should guarantee
public concerns will be considered.

I am asking the Planning Board to maintain their original decision and to not
make any further adjustments. If the developer wishes to make changes to
his plan, then these changes should be subject to an open hearing.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Khristy Thompson
50 Windsor Road, Needham
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From: Gregq J. Darish

To: Planning

Cc: Gregq Darish

Subject: 1688 Central Avenue

Date: Wednesday, February 16, 2022 9:45:50 PM

Dear Members of the Board,

| implore you to please require that the dumpster not be emptied prior to 9am on weekdays
and that there be no dumpster pick-ups on Saturdays.

We moved to Needham from the city when our first child was born SPECIFICALLY because
there was a dumpster next to our apartment that was emptied afew mornings per week. It was
the most horrible of experiences. Not only did the dumpster sounds wake us up, but it woke
us up with such athunderous crashing sound of smashing steel on stedl, that it would cause us
to jump out of bed in fear. It was something we just couldn't adjust to.

When considering Needham, we chose this neighborhood, far from the center of town, to
avoid city noises, having been specifically scarred from those dumpster pickups. The thought
that a morning dumpster pick-up would follow us to our quiet suburban neighborhood is
upsetting almost beyond comprehension.

| travel for work regularly which gets me home from the airport often very late at night. My
job also requires me to often work into the early morning hours. To get 6-7 hours of rest, |
regularly need to sleep until at least 9am, often later. A dumpster pick-up earlier than 9am
will mean that | will never, ever be able to sleep past 9am ever again. | can't even begin to
imagine how disrupting and upsetting that would be for me and the impact it will have on my
professional opportunities.

Further, and far more significant, will be the impact on my children on Saturday mornings.
My three children have to wake up early during the week for school. And our entire family
performs volunteer work very early, every Sunday morning. The only day my children are
ableto deep inison Saturday mornings. | have three children, my oldest is currently 14. He
is at a stage where he now likes to sleep late on Saturday mornings. My other two will soon
follow that typical teenage sleep pattern. All three have bedroomsin the back of our house,
directly overlooking the back of 1688 Central Avenue.

It would be so unfair to allow a Saturday morning dumpster pick-up that would result in my
children never, ever again having the opportunity to catch up on such needed sleep on
Saturday mornings. They will forever be woken up out of their deep sleep with the same
thunderous sound of crashing steel, every Saturday morning until they go off to college.
That'll be ten years from now for my youngest.

Further, that dumpster will be placed literally in my backyard. The proposed siteis only feet
from my children's playset and only feet from where we enjoy our peaceful, outdoor quiet
time on Saturdays. What is so urgent about the trash being emptied ANY TIME on Saturdays?

Why can't the dumpster be picked up Monday-Friday AFTER the children are dropped off and
cleared from the parking lot? This childcare center can't reasonably operate UNLESS the
dumpster is picked up BEFORE it opens up for the day? How isthat even possible?
Especially when you consider the extreme negative impact on life that an early morning pick-
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up will have on the surrounding neighbors!

And there is no imaginable reason why the dumpster needs to be emptied at al on the
weekend. The center isn't even operating over the weekend. Whatever is disposed of in the
dumpster on Thursday gets emptied on Friday, the next business day. So whatever gets
disposed of in the dumpster on Friday can AL SO be emptied on the next business day which is
Monday. Why does Friday's trash need to be dealt with any differently than the trash on
Monday through Thursday? And again, the negative consequences to the neighbors of a
Saturday pick-up are significant.

| literally beg of you to require dumpster pick-ups to occur after 9am Monday through Friday
and not permit dumpster pick-ups on weekends. And please think hard about how such a
policy unreasonably prevents a childcare center from being able to operate their business
under such reasonable constraints and how enforcing such a policy does so very much to help
maintain the character of the neighborhood.

Thank you,
Gregg Darish
34 Country Way

Gregg J. Darish
617-306-4011
gjdarish@gmail.com
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From: Meredith Fried

To: Planning
Subject: 1688 Central Proposed Project
Date: Thursday, February 17, 2022 1:16:19 AM

To our respected planning board members —

First, | want to thank you all for your service to our community. Before last year, | had only a very
cursory understanding of the role of the planning board in our town. As | have watched you all
participate in this process, night after night, meeting after meeting, and read through the
information you share, | continue to be impressed with the investment you make and the dedication
you demonstrate in your roles on this board. | don’t say this to try to get on your good side! My
respect and appreciation is genuine. Thank you for sharing your time and expertise with our
community.

Next, | thank you for educating us about the guidelines and processes along the way. Though | might
have wanted a different decision or outcome in one aspect or another of this project, | appreciate
understanding why and how decisions have been made. Watching the thoughtful discussions and
deliberations have helped me gain an appreciation for the myriad intricacies that need to be
considered in these projects. | am grateful that our process allows for input from all sides and was
glad that you provided an extended series of open meetings to allow for contributions from many in
our community.

With that in mind, | know we are approaching the final deadline for sharing feedback, so | am once
again writing to provide additional input. As|am sure you know, our neighborhood group has been
active in educating one another and this time was no different. | was dismayed to hear that the
developer came back with a “proposal” at this late date. The letter submitted on their behalf reads
more like a threat coupled with a series of demands, which in and of itself is unsettling. In addition,
the “conditions” they set forth sound wildly outside the context of the discussions that have been
taking place to date. Their attempt to re-trade this deal — especially when they know that the
planning board is very close to the deadline when they have to rule on this application —is
unconscionable. Unfortunately, however, it is consistent with what we have seen from the
developer all along. They have continued to change their story and their ask from the start. Their
disregard for the process, for the planning board, and for the public is quite unnerving. Had they
come to the table collaboratively at any point in time, | might feel differently. However this most
recently act solidifies for me my expectation that they were never going to do what they at one
point said they would, including things like using the barn only for storage, keeping the number of
children and the hours to what they originally committed, and generally working alongside the
neighbors instead of against them. | am disappointed that after all this time, and after all your hard
work, they are resorting to this tactic to try to subvert the thorough and time-intensive process you
have followed.

Along with my neighbors, | share the following specific concerns:

e The hearing process is closed and allowing the developer to propose plans this way is wrong.
Submitting written comments is not a substitute for an actual hearing on any of the changes
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he proposes.

e The Planning Board wrote in its decision that it was acting to protect the “extremely
important” interests of the town. They should not abandon those interests just because this
developer threatens to sue. The town should fully defend its decision if he does.

¢ Negotiating with the developer in this way cuts the neighbors out of the process.
e Every other developer will be tempted to follow this approach in order to change a decision.

e The Planning Board already made compromises in its decision.
o They allowed the project.
o They allowed the full-size building. A smaller building would lessen noise and traffic,
and would be more in character with the neighborhood.
o They allowed a setback of only 135 feet, rather a 212-foot setback to make it in line
with Temple Aliyah (as one member proposed).

e The hours of operation were always presented as Monday to Friday, ending at 6 PM. An
addition of evenings and weekends truly impacts the entire neighborhood, but falls especially
hard on families living close to the site. How big will these events be? How often? How late? It
is more than simply a matter of parking, it is a matter of respecting the families that live here.
This should have been proposed and examined during the hearing.

e Why should trash pickup from the dumpster be permitted at 7 AM? This risks disturbing the
families nearby.

e The developer's objections demonstrate his plan is not to stop here, but to develop the
property even more. The Planning Board should act now to protect the town and control this
site. The "no subdivision clause" is a minor step in that direction. The developer could always
ask for an amendment to the site plan, but at least then he would have to share his
intentions.

e The Planning Board needs to require the developer follow the Board of Health's requirements
before he is permitted to build anything. The past uses of the property require measures to
make sure the property is safe for everyone, including residents and children who may go to
the daycare center.

e Throughout this process, the developer has sought to avoid input from the neighbors. The
Planning Board’s decision should guarantee public concerns will be taken into account.

| appreciate you taking the time to review this letter and include my input as part of your
consideration of the 1688 Central application review. And again, | thank you for investing your time

in this important work for our community.

Respectfully,



Meredith Fried
136 Stratford Road



From:
To:

Karen Langsner
Planning

Subject: 1688 Central Proposed Project

Date:

Thursday, February 17, 2022 8:43:14 AM

To our respected planning board members —

First, | want to thank you al for your service to our community. Before last year,
| had only avery cursory understanding of the role of the planning board in our
town. As| have watched you all participate in this process, night after night,
meeting after meeting, and read through the information you share, | continue to
be impressed with the investment you make and the dedication you demonstrate
in your roles on thisboard. | don’t say thisto try to get on your good side! My
respect and appreciation is genuine. Thank you for sharing your time and
expertise with our community.

Next, | thank you for educating us about the guidelines and processes along the
way. Though | might have wanted a different decision or outcome in one aspect
or another of this project, | appreciate understanding why and how decisions have
been made. Watching the thoughtful discussions and deliberations have helped
me gain an appreciation for the myriad intricacies that need to be considered in
these projects. | am grateful that our process allows for input from all sides and
was glad that you provided an extended series of open meetingsto allow for
contributions from many in our community.

With that in mind, | know we are approaching the final deadline for sharing
feedback, so | am once again writing to provide additional input. Asl am sure
you know, our neighborhood group has been active in educating one another and
thistime was no different. | was dismayed to hear that the developer came back
with a“proposal” at this late date. The letter submitted on their behalf reads more
like athreat coupled with a series of demands, which in and of itself is unsettling.
In addition, the “conditions’ they set forth sound wildly outside the context of the
discussions that have been taking place to date. Their attempt to re-trade this deal
— especially when they know that the planning board is very close to the deadline
when they have to rule on this application —is unconscionable. Unfortunately,
however, it is consistent with what we have seen from the developer all along.
They have continued to change their story and their ask from the start. Their
disregard for the process, for the planning board, and for the public is quite
unnerving. Had they come to the table collaboratively at any point intime, |
might feel differently. However this most recently act solidifies for me my
expectation that they were never going to do what they at one point said they
would, including things like using the barn only for storage, keeping the number
of children and the hours to what they originally committed, and generally
working alongside the neighbors instead of against them. | am disappointed that
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after al thistime, and after all your hard work, they are resorting to thistactic to
try to subvert the thorough and time-intensive process you have followed.

Along with my neighbors, | share the following specific concerns:

e The hearing processis closed and alowing the devel oper to propose plans
this way iswrong. Submitting written commentsis not a substitute for an
actual hearing on any of the changes he proposes.

e The Planning Board wrote in its decision that it was acting to protect the
“extremely important” interests of the town. They should not abandon those
interests just because this devel oper threatens to sue. The town should fully
defend its decision if he does.

» Negotiating with the developer in thisway cuts the neighbors out of the
process.

» Every other developer will be tempted to follow this approach in order to
change adecision.

e The Planning Board aready made compromisesin its decision.

o They allowed the project.

o They allowed the full-size building. A smaller building would lessen
noise and traffic, and would be more in character with the
neighborhood.

o They allowed a setback of only 135 feet, rather a 212-foot setback to
make it in line with Temple Aliyah (as one member proposed).

e The hours of operation were always presented as Monday to Friday, ending
at 6 PM. An addition of evenings and weekends truly impacts the entire
neighborhood, but falls especially hard on familiesliving close to the site.
How big will these events be? How often? How late? It is more than ssmply
amatter of parking, it is amatter of respecting the families that live here.
This should have been proposed and examined during the hearing.

e Why should trash pickup from the dumpster be permitted at 7 AM? This



risks disturbing the families nearby.

» The developer's objections demonstrate his plan is not to stop here, but to
develop the property even more. The Planning Board should act now to
protect the town and control this site. The "no subdivision clause" isa
minor step in that direction. The developer could always ask for an
amendment to the site plan, but at least then he would have to share his
intentions.

» The Planning Board needs to require the developer follow the Board of
Health's requirements before he is permitted to build anything. The past
uses of the property require measures to make sure the property is safe for
everyone, including residents and children who may go to the daycare
center.

» Throughout this process, the developer has sought to avoid input from the
neighbors. The Planning Board' s decision should guarantee public concerns
will be taken into account.

| appreciate you taking the time to review this letter and include my input as part
of your consideration of the 1688 Central application review. And again, | thank
you for investing your time in thisimportant work for our community.

Respectfully,

Karen Langsner

30 Windsor Road



From: Eric Sockol
To: Planning

Cc: Holly Clarke; Keller, Stanley; Judy Sockol; Eric David Sockol
Subject: 1688 Central Ave proposed development
Date: Thursday, February 17, 2022 9:19:25 AM

To: Planning Board
Fm: Eric Sockol, Resident 324 Country Way, Needham

The Planning Board and the neighbors have each spent 1000s of collective hours, in good faith, to create
aplan which is both fair to the developer while still protecting the town and the neighbors. Though |
sincerely hopethat | am wrong, | believe if the current demands of the developer are allowed, the historic
damage to Needham will be significant in multiple ways. Because of the hours spent and the collective
knowledge of the parties, | don't believe it is necessary to list in detail al the dangers and harm associated
with this project. However due to the significance and historic importance of this development | do
believeit is critical to addressthe " elephant in the room " issues. The developer is a Needham resident
and an elected official holding the most powerful and high profile position in Needham, Head of
Selectmen. Needham is a nice town and it would be comforting to believe that al of its elected and
appointed people maintained amoral and ethical compass that steered them in the direction of always"
doing theright thing " for the benefit of the town. To be clear, | am not suggesting that an elected officia
can't be adeveloper and benefit financially from their investments and actions. In this situation, the
developer could have proposed 3 house lots, made a significant financial gain, had full support from the
neighbors and would have contributed a significant improvement to the existing condition. Thisisavery
serious matter and will adversely affect the daily lives of many people as well as the long term traffic
flow and safety of Needham. The existing Planning Board has along tenure and they know the prior
behavior of the developer. In my view, and | believe in the view of many, it is abundantly clear that the
priorities of the developer is not what is good for Needham but overly slanted to how much financial gain
can he achieve at the expense of what is appropriate for Needham. History isfilled with examples of
people who have taken advantage of situationsfor excessive personal gain. The developer now threatens
to sue, further insulting and staining the honorable position of Selectman.

Asataxpayer and a Needham resident for 55 years, | strongly believe, if the devel oper is granted his
current demands, the long term cost to the town and the residents, will unmeasurably exceed the
monetary cost of defending alawsuit or any other actions afforded to the Town of Needham.

I have tremendous respect for the planning board and gratitude for the hours committed. | am asking that
the Planning Board hold strong against any additional bullying or threats made by the developer. It may
be the more complicated and harder path but the right path iswhat is best for Needham and its residents
in the long run.

Thank you for considering this letter in your decisions,

Eric

Eric Sockol
617-470-4259
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From: Alan Langsner

To: Planning
Subject: Daycare on Central Ave
Date: Thursday, February 17, 2022 9:57:00 AM

Dear Planning Board,

| have attended severa of your public meetings in the recent past as | live near the proposed
daycare center on Central Ave. What troubles me most about the outcome is the egregious
behavior of one of your members, Matt B., the developer. Not only has he used his
position to skirt more thorough scrutiny (via the size of the center), but his more recent bait
and switch tactics prove he should be ousted from his position as he's clearly not
representing his constituents. Like my neighbors, | share the following concerns:

e The hearing process is closed and alowing the developer to propose plans this way is
wrong. Submitting written comments is not a substitute for an actual hearing on any
of the changes he proposes.

e The Planning Board wrote in its decision that it was acting to protect the “extremely
important” interests of the town. They should not abandon those interests just because
this developer threatens to sue. The town should fully defend its decision if he does.

» Negotiating with the developer in this way cuts the neighbors out of the process.

To me, this project highlights rampant corruption in our town. It threatens years of
progress and sets a horrible example for those who will follow you into leadership. 1’'m not
sure what your/our options are at this point but | hope you will make every effort to block
the construction of the proposed daycare center.

Thanks,
Alan Langsner
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From: Jeffrey Turk

To: Planning
Subject: RE: 1688 Central
Date: Thursday, February 17, 2022 2:33:36 PM

Dear Planning Board:

While | appreciate the hard work and legal constraints placed on the Board, and was
frankly disappointed with the Board’ s approval of this project, | am shocked and dismayed
that after all thistime and effort, the developer of this site now wants to change the entire
project and once again has demonstrated a lack of transparency and ulterior plansin relation to
this project. |1 would strongly object to now re-opening this petition, especially where the
developer demanded that this hearing be closed and that a decision be rendered. Having
already sat on zooms for many many hours, and heard the devel oper change its position over
and over, it isunfair to re-open this case again. Also, | raised serious concernsto the use of
zoom during this process, as the failure to allow citizens to see each other or who was on the
call was, at least, unfair, now allowing changes without an open forum is unfair and seemsto
suggest alack of transparency. | also believe that the Board worked to balance the needs of
the neighbors and it is clear now this developer has no interest in working with the Board or
neighbors or finding abalance. Itshisway or no way. | would also raise serious concerns
about expanding the hours and these other changes. Its clear now that all of the
representations the devel oper made were false and the use of the Needham Daycare owner to
justify this use, without any actual agreement for this business to be open at this site, was false
and this Board should not longer trust anything this developer says. | think its clear now that
the developer wants to make a subdivision and has no intent to have along term daycare. At
least you should require a signed |ease with Needham Daycare to show thisis the tenant that
will be there and not just another lie from this developer.

Please — stop the madness. DO not allow further changes and if the developer wants
to withdraw his application sobeit. Thank you.

Jeffrey C. Turk
312 Country Way
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From: Elyse Park

To: Planning
Subject: 1688 Central Avenue
Date: Thursday, February 17, 2022 8:22:42 PM

To the Needham Planning Board:

As residents in the surrounding neighborhood of the proposed daycare building at 1688 Central Avenue
in Needham, we have attended many of the public hearings and expressed our deep concerns about the
implications of the daycare building on the safety and navigability of the neighborhood. We sent an email
outlining these concerns and identifying limitations and flaws in the research (eg., traffic study) that the
building decision was based upon. Simply put, this building will ruin the quality of life of homes
surrounding the daycare.

The Planning Board provisionally approved the daycare building but made some provisions to protect the
town residents. It is our belief that, even with these provisions, the safety and quality of life of the
neighborhood will be irrevocably and significantly compromised.

We are now writing to express that we are deeply troubled by the developer’s written response (2/4/22) to
the Planning Board’s provisions regarding the daycare setback, barn, and parking. The community had
spoken, and these provisions were decided based on vociferous community concerns.

Specifically, the developer’s unconscionable proposed changes, including: 1) refusal to put in an ADA
sidewalk, 2) expansion of hours into the evening and weekend, 3) early morning dumpster activity, 4)
removing the limit of number of children, and 5) adding a new building are all in stark contrast with the
interests, safety, and sanctity of the neighborhood. These proposed changes, and threat of lawsuit, are
at best, a naked negotiation tactic and, at worst, pose a significant threat to the neighborhood.

We find the builder’s response incredibly disturbing.

We also oppose that changes are being proposed after lengthy and protracted public hearings. This sets
a dangerous precedent for commercial interests upending Needham neighborhoods. Even more
concerning is that decisions are being made while there are ongoing investigations on the ethics and
environmental implications of this building.

We implore you to 1) hold and open hearing and 2) protect and uphold the sanctity and security of
Needham neighborhoods. You have the power to do the right thing.

Sincerely,

Dr. Elyse Park and Mr. Mark Ettinger
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From: Raven Register

To: Planning
Subject: Neighbor Concern: 1688 Central Avenue
Date: Thursday, February 17, 2022 8:43:30 PM

Dear Planning Board Members,

| am writing to you as a neighbor of the 1688 Central Avenue project. | have lived at 89 Charles River Street for the
past 14 years with my husband and three children. We chose this part of Needham for the further setbacks, more
green space and less traffic. The character of this part of Needham holds huge appeal for us. What we did not know
when we moved in was the insanity of traffic on Central Avenue and speed at which cars can and do travel on
Charles River Street.

Like my neighbors, | have trusted in the Planning Board process for the development of 1688 Central Avenue and
have appreciated all of your tirelesswork. After reading the letter from Mr. Borelli’s lawyer to the Planning Board
dated February 4, 2022, | am left speechless. Thereisno way | can interpret this letter except as carefully worded
text strongly encouraging the Planning Board to make concessions to Mr. Borelli in order to avoid a costly lawsuit
for the town. Knowing that we are all ethical members of the community, | have no need to detail the appalling
nature of this behavior, however | do have two concernsto highlight.

e Why would the Board consider negotiating with Mr. Borelli outside of the regular Planning Board process?
| am assuming that if thisis considered then this would be the new process for all developers wanting to
build in Needham.

e Asamother of adisabled child, | am nauseated by the use of an ADA compliant access as any type of
bargaining chip. Inthisday and age, the fact that the ADA is‘used’ as an example in the letter makes me
question the integrity of the entire development. Arewereally here?

Thank you again for all of your work. | have gained a huge appreciation for all that you do during this process

Best regards,

Raven Anne Register
89 Charles River Street
ravenregister@me.com
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From: ELLIOT HERMAN

To: Planning

Cc: ELLIOT HERMAN

Subject: Concerned about trash pickup for the Day Care Center proposed on Central Ave
Date: Thursday, February 17, 2022 8:54:16 PM

Dear Sir/Madam

| am writing as a resident of Country Way who has followed the decision to allow a
day care center to be built on Central Ave. Much has been written and said about
the disruption that this center will cause the residents on my street and surrounding
areas. | understand that a decision has been made to allow this project to go through
and that is unfortunate.

| have recently learned that the center is planning to have early morning (pre-
opening) and weekend dumpster pickups that will be quite loud and disruptive. The
childcare center operating in the middle of town may not cause a problem with pick up
in the early morning. Unfortunately, early pick up in our neighborhood will disrupt the
character of the neighborhood and especially to me and my family as we reside
extremely close to the location of the proposed dumpsters.. Unless there is a
compelling reason that a later mid week pick up during the week and no pick up on
weekends would somehow materially hinder their ability to operate, | feel that they
should be denied this modus of operandi due to the significant negative impact it will
have on me and many in my neighborhood.

| trust that you will take into consideration the real concerns that | and many of my
neighbors have as we seek to limit the impact of this business on our residential
neighborhood that has enjoyed peace and tranquility for years.

Thank you very much for your consideration of my plea.

Sincerely,

Elliot Herman
56 Country Way
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From: Adrienne Donnelly

To: Planning
Subject: 1688 Central Avenue - Concerned Neighbor
Date: Thursday, February 17, 2022 9:58:26 PM

To Whom It May Concern,

Our names are John and Adrienne McCusker and we're residents of 248 Charles River Street
(our home is at the intersection of Charles River Street and Central Avenue). We are writing
to express our concerns regarding the project at 1688 Central Avenue. Over the past year, our
family has been following the dialogue around this project and its process with the planning
board.

We, along with many of our neighbors, expressed our initial concerns regarding this project.
Now that the project is moving forward, we are very alarmed at the recent actions of the
developer in an effort to strong arm the planning board and the community into meeting
unreasonable demands to the detriment of our neighborhood.

Primary concerns:

- Threatening to sue in an effort to upend current negotiations and rulings of the Planning
Board

- Submitting new requests after the presentation period for changes has since closed and the
nature of those requests, as well as rescinding safety measures previously agreed to.

Specifically:
1) Withdrawal of his previous agreement to capping the number of children,

2) Withdrawal of his previous agreement to installation of an ADA compliant sidewalk,

3) Withdrawal of his agreement to ensure the use of a detail officer in the morning and evening rush
hours for safety.

4) A new request to expand the hours to include evening and weekends

5) A new request to allow trash pickup at 7 AM

6) Requested permission to build an additional 2000 sf building (with no submitted plan at all).

7) Objections to the proposed setback from the road

What attracted us to this neighborhood in part was the safety and tranquility that this neighborhood
provides. The aforementioned items present serious threats to that safety and tranquility.

Items #1-3 above are critical to ensure the safety of children in this neighborhood due to the ridiculous
increase in traffic that this development will cause. We can tell you that we look out our kitchen window
every day and witness the astronomical amount of traffic at that light at all hours. The added congestion
needs to be appropriately managed through these restrictions. Appropriate setback from the road is also
critical to achieving this. Lastly, a detail officer and proper sidewalk is a hon-negotiable to allow us to be
able to walk safely in our neighborhood with our families.

Items #4-6 are absurd demands to a neighborhood that is already going to be negatively impacted by the
existence of this structure. It isn't enough to negatively impact congestion and traffic flow 5 days a week,
the thought of them running operations 7 days a week is preposterous. The trash timing is completely
unnecessary and solely intended to further aggravate the community. And lastly, the suggestion to build
an additional 2000 sf building is completely unneeded and will further ruin the neighborhood and put us at
risk for a lack of control of the site from further development in the future.

It is imperative that the planning board stands firm on the previously determined requirements and does
not accept the new demands and objections of this developer. We appreciate your consideration of our
concerns, and we hope that the planning board will remain steadfast in its previous rulings and future
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decisions to uphold the best interests of the town and of our neighborhood.
Thank you,
John and Adrienne McCusker

248 Charles River St.



From: Evan Rauch

To: Planning
Subject: Proposed Day Care Center at 1688 Central Avenue
Date: Friday, February 18, 2022 3:23:11 AM

To the Members of the Planning Board,

| write to urge you to maintain the main restrictions on this development that were included
in your decision on this matter.

Mr. Huber's February 4 letter makes some very technical arguments on minor issues that may
have merit. It may be necessary, for example, to specify more detailed criteria for future
traffic studies, when the police detail can be removed, and so on.

Mr. Huber's letter also, however, relies heavily on the Dover Amendment while making
demands that are completely inconsistent with that law. The Dover Amendment protects day
care centers, not other projects, from being zoned out of residential areas.

Any proposal that relies on the Dover Amendment, as opposed to the actual merits of a
project, must relate closely to the needs of a day care center. A day care center does not
need to:

1. Operate on nights and weekends. Needham Children's Center has never, to my
knowledge, operated on nights or weekends. No day care center in Needham offers
such services. | have read about night care centers in Tennessee but | am not aware of
any in this region.

2. Have a 10,000 square foot building with no storage. Almost any business that | can
imagine would include at least some storage in a building of that size.

3. Need to be close to a busy roadway.

4. Have early morning trash removal.

Mr. Huber argues that a building with a 135 foot setback could hit ledge. Many houses in this
neighborhood have been built with some level of uncertainty as to their costs because of
geological unknowns. It is unreasonable for the developer of a commercial project to insist
that he cannot take similar risks. If subsequent testing shows that the 135 foot setback truly
makes the project impossible, the developer could obviously come back to the Planning
Board.

As | stated in my oral testimony, a project of this size will take a toll on the neighbors, some of
whom | represent as a town meeting member, even if traffic does not grind to a standstill
every weekday. As a onetime NCC parent, | don't think 1688 Central Avenue is a good location
for that, or any, day care center. Due to the realities of traffic patterns, there are many
locations in the town that would work better. | realize that the Planning Board is obligated to
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operate within the confines of state law even if that means approving an unwise project. The
state law does not require the Planning Board to accede to the developer's last minute
demands, and | again urge you not to do so.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Evan F. Rauch
224 Country Way



From: Sandy Jordan

To: Planning
Subject: 1688 Central Avenue
Date: Friday, February 18, 2022 8:20:12 AM

Daycare

Sandy Jordan, 219 Stratford Road.

My main concern isthe traffic. Especialy that the traffic studies are skewed and are not atrue
representation what happens on a normal morning when there is school. What angers me
though is this power play at the end, taking back everything they offered to better the site
plans.

| would also like to add there has not been any study of what addition traffic will do to the
lights at both central/Great Plain and also south street and chestnut. Both of these areas are
also congested with morning and evening rush hour traffic. The country way/Stratford
Windsor neighborhood alone has over 100 houses. This doesn’t even include the Carleton
neighborhood or any of the houses on the other side of central avenue. What if just half of us,
instead of turning right to go into town up central because of the added traffic, now instead
turn left on Charles river and use south street. The light on south and chestnut is already over
taxed. Where is the study there for all the added cars extra cars?

Another concern iswho will use this daycare. By placing it thisfar outside of the center of
town you are adding at least 20 minutes of driving to a parents drop off time going out to the
site and returning to town, I’ ve lived here over 20 years, it’s only gotten worse. On anormal
day it could take sometimes more than 20 minutes to get to Newman when my kids were little.
Traffic can be sometimes stopped at the horse farm. If | were a parent, who worked in Boston,
took the train or even worked inside needham, | would prefer a daycare closer to my home or
on the way to where | worked.

I’ ve also heard the other location will stay open and possibly house a different age and the
central location would house the other ages. For example, 6 weeks-24 months and then 24
months to school age. If thisistrue, then the other location will still be used. Why then isthe
new location needed? At the last meeting it was stated this new facility is needed ‘in
case'/*because’ the old one ‘may’ close. Will this day care provider move all of the children
and close the church site? Or will the site stay open and the new site filled with new clients?
Of so, what will be done with al the children who stay at the church if the church doesn’t
allow it to be used anymore? Will the central Avenue |location need to then expand on the
premise of ‘need’ then?
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By doubling the number of children if both sites stay open, doesn’t this make the business
more sellable to alarger commercia daycare. Is that the motive? There are many rumors about
this actually happening, coming from the supposed director of the new location herself this

past spring.

In closing, | feel every time we have questions, we are provided with a new set of information
and some of that information contradicts the previous statements that were made. We are not
being given all of the facts and I’ m not sure anyone really knows what the facts are concerning
who will be running this daycare and why it’s needed when the church site doesn’t seem to be
closing, but might close at some point maybe in the future.

None of this adds up to something good for our neighborhood. Traffic is now worse than ever
with restrictions being lifted. Any traffic study completed during a pandemic will never
provide correct information.

Sorry for the mess of an email. Some of thisis my talking points for the meetings.

Thank you.

Sandra Jordan

219 Stratford Road
Needham



From: Kathleen Buckley

To: Planning
Subject: Planning Board Decision 1688 Central Street
Date: Friday, February 18, 2022 12:47:09 PM

To: Members of the Planning Board:
| do not write boards but my neighbors are upset.

I’ ve been following this project for awhile and aware of the January decision. How has this discussion been able to
continue under MGL without another public hearing? How can the public hearings be closed on this matter but the
developer can continue to change the plans? The planning board must hold to their decisions legally and ethically.
Thisiswhat we trust our boards to do.

This developer did not accept or respect your decision in January, but instead, when it wasn't what they wanted
threatened to sue. Needham has plenty of resources to defend the planning board’ s decision and the public will and
process.

As a 30+ year resident, we have all seen developments and developers here and residents in many, many cases have
been quite amenable. If we don’t hold the line with developers, and work with tax-paying residents, we will be
compromising alot more about why Needham isworth paying for. And the public trust is so important in our Town,
| cannot emphasize this enough. Wavering on voted matters and ending public hearingsis not something | expected
in this case. Neighbors are upset and | support anything the board can do to make this work for the neighbors.

Thank you.

Kathleen Buckley
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From: SALLY MCKECHNIE

To: Planning
Subject: re: 1688 Central Ave.
Date: Friday, February 18, 2022 1:52:55 PM

Dear Planning Board members,

| would like to begin by thanking you for serving the town of Needham and to let
you know that your efforts are very much appreciated! | attended nearly all of the
hearings and salute you for the hours it has taken to finalize your decision!

And while your final decisions about the property have been stated in your draft, it
Is disappointing that all of the neighborhood’ s concerns could not be realized!!

And as| mentioned in my earlier letter, | am very much disappointed in the
developer's lack of respect for the neighbors and for town officials whose difficult
job of trying to make the best of the situation, is now being threatened with legal
action and even more dismissive rhetoric.

| am not sure of any other way we might support you in this decision, but we have
to believe that your efforts will be honored and upheld!

Thank you again,
Sally McKechnie
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From: Keller, Stanley

To: Planning

Cc: Holly Clarke; Judy Sockol; “Eric Sockol"
Subject: RE: 1688 Central Ave proposed development
Date: Friday, February 18, 2022 1:54:15 PM
Attachments: 1688 Central Avenue Proposed Project.msq

I have previously provided comments to the Planning Board on the proposed project at 1688 Central
Avenue, the most recent of which was the attached email dated February 10 that addressed the
disingenuous efforts of the Developer to retain the Barn when the real purpose, as recently
revealed, was to preserve his ability to further develop the property in the future by limiting the
required setback. | write now to endorse the comments below of Eric Sockol. As he notes, the very
integrity of the Town of Needham is at stake in the way in which the Planning Board handles this
project and whether the Board is prepared to continue to act in the best interests of the Town and
this neighborhood as it has until now, as opposed to the private interests of an influential developer.
Thank you for your efforts on this and allowing the ability to comment.

Stanley Keller

Senior Partner

Locke Lord LLP

111 Huntington Avenue
Boston, MA 02199

T: 617-239-0217

C: 617-775-6213

F: 617-316-8355

stanley.keller@lockelord.com

www.lockelord.com

From: Eric Sockol <ericsockol@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 17, 2022 9:19 AM

To: planning@needhamma.gov

Cc: Holly Clarke <jonasclarke@verizon.net>; Keller, Stanley <Stanley.Keller@lockelord.com>; Judy
Sockol <judysockol@gmail.com>; Eric David Sockol <ericsockol@gmail.com>

Subject: 1688 Central Ave proposed development

[** External Email -- Sender: ericsockol @gmail.com **|

To: Planning Board
Fm: Eric Sockol, Resident 324 Country Way, Needham

The Planning Board and the neighbors have each spent 1000s of collective hours, in good faith, to create a plan
which is both fair to the developer while still protecting the town and the neighbors. Though I sincerely hope that |
am wrong, | believe if the current demands of the developer are allowed, the historic damage to Needham will be
significant in multiple ways. Because of the hours spent and the collective knowledge of the parties, | don't believe it
is necessary to list in detail all the dangers and harm associated with this project. However due to the significance
and historic importance of this development | do believe it is critical to address the " elephant in the room " issues.
The developer is a Needham resident and an elected official holding the most powerful and high profile position in
Needham, Head of Selectmen. Needham is a nice town and it would be comforting to believe that all of its elected
and appointed people maintained a moral and ethical compass that steered them in the direction of always " doing
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I am writing as a long-time resident at 325 Country Way because I have just seen Mr. Huber’s so-called settlement offer on behalf of the Developer. At least we now have the charade of the Barn (what I referred

 to at a prior public hearing as the “Trojan Horse”) stripped away and what is revealed is that for the Developer and possibly the Operator this is all about minimizing the setback in order to preserve the ability for future development. As a fundamental matter,

 the Board should be outraged by the lack of candor, especially by an important public official and reputable citizen of the Town.











More importantly, the Board should not be deterred from proceeding with its well-reasoned and wholly-justified decision because of threats of appeal by the Developer and its effort to negotiate removal of lawful

 and necessary conditions that it already agreed to. The Board reached a decision on the appropriate setback that was in the best interests of the Town and necessary for the preservation of the character of the surrounding neighborhood. That setback was in

 fact already reduced from what some members of the Board considered necessary in an effort at compromise. The Board should not revisit its decision because of the threat of an appeal but instead should continue to act in the best interests of the Town and

 the neighboring community. It is not the Board’s role to preserve future development opportunities for the Developer and Operator but rather to act on the petition for this project. For the Board to give in to a threat of appeal would emasculate the Board’s

 authority and mean that the Board will cease to act in the public interest any time there is a threat of an appeal. The possibility of an appeal from a decision of the Board is part of the process established by law for a party who feels aggrieved, and it

 is just as likely that a decision of the Board that reduced the setback it already determined was necessary and justified would be appealed by the neighbors as it is that the Developer would choose to appeal the Board’s well-reasoned decision, with the adverse

 consequences, including costs, delay and public exposure, that would result from such an appeal.









I trust that the Board will continue to act in the best interests of the Town and the neighborhood as it has shown its ability to do so far.











Stanley Keller




325 Country Way, Needham








the right thing " for the benefit of the town. To be clear, | am not suggesting that an elected official can't be a
developer and benefit financially from their investments and actions. In this situation, the developer could have
proposed 3 house lots, made a significant financial gain, had full support from the neighbors and would have
contributed a significant improvement to the existing condition. This is a very serious matter and will adversely
affect the daily lives of many people as well as the long term traffic flow and safety of Needham. The existing
Planning Board has a long tenure and they know the prior behavior of the developer. In my view, and | believe in the
view of many, it is abundantly clear that the priorities of the developer is not what is good for Needham but overly
slanted to how much financial gain can he achieve at the expense of what is appropriate for Needham. History is
filled with examples of people who have taken advantage of situations for excessive personal gain. The developer
now threatens to sue, further insulting and staining the honorable position of Selectman.

As a taxpayer and a Needham resident for 55 years, | strongly believe, if the developer is granted his current
demands, the long term cost to the town and the residents, will unmeasurably exceed the monetary cost of
defending a lawsuit or any other actions afforded to the Town of Needham.

| have tremendous respect for the planning board and gratitude for the hours committed. | am asking that the
Planning Board hold strong against any additional bullying or threats made by the developer. It may be the more
complicated and harder path but the right path is what is best for Needham and its residents in the long run.

Thank you for considering this letter in your decisions,

Eric

Eric Sockol
617-470-4259
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Nicole & Jeremy O’Connor

50 Country Way
Needham, Ma
02492

February 17, 2022

Needham Planning Board
500 Dedham Avenue
Suite 118

Needham, Ma 02492

Dear Lee and Board Members,

We are writing to express our concern as direct abutters to the proposed project on
Central Avenue. We have lived in Needham for over 13 years while raising our family of
four children. We are active in the town schools and community, coaching multiple
youth sports teams and as a board member of Metrowest Basketball. Our children
attend Needham High School, Pollard Middle, High Rock School as well as Newman
Elementary. We understand that adding a Pre-School to the Needham community can
bring value, however we implore you to consider the disruption that will be caused in
our daily life, our neighbors and the surrounding community if additional requests are
met.

There are a few major concerns to our family that the proposed childcare center will
bring. The first being the level of noise and lack of privacy that the property will bring
to our home. Building a larger structure will give the opportunity for staff, students
and others to look directly into our back yard where are family gathers and our
children play. Lights from the parking lot will shine into our children’s bedrooms in
what truly feels like a violation of our privacy and turns our neighborhood into a
commercial zone. There has always been a buffer between our land and the home on
Central Ave with trees on either side. It has protected the privacy of our family and
the level of noise coming from the other property. The trees on the property on
Central Ave, at the very least should be replanted or kept in place to provide a buffer
between the property and our home as well as provide a level of comfort to our family
and our neighbors.



The original forthcoming plan was to have a smaller structure with less occupancy and
to operate Monday through Friday which would minimize disruption to the abutters
and the surrounding neighbors. I'm sure that you have children, or grandchildren that
have attended attended pre-school and have found these guidelines as reasonable and
on point. Having weekend and extended hours leads one to believe that there is more
than what was originally intended for the property and that, by any means, is
unacceptable. Allowing a larger structure, more occupancy, a later timeframe until 7pm
and weekend usage will unfairly impact our privacy as a family. Imagine this
commercial zone and disruption happening in your backyard. This is the reality for
our family.

Another major concern we have is whether or not the developer will push to have this
lot subdivided. The intentions of the builder to use his position and threaten litigation
against the town in order to push the envelope and continue to develop the property
further than what was intended will have a negative impact for our family, our
neighbors and the town. Will this become common practice? Will our family, and the
residential area we intended to live in now have a commercial zone with multiple
structures behind it? It will completely forego the privacy of our family and our home.

Lastly, We are more than happy to have members of the planning board at our home
to give the perspective of what it would be like from our point of view. We realize that
once this project is completed then it will be an afterthought and the board may move
onto the next. This will not be the case for our family. The decisions made will have a
lasting impact on how we live, and the privacy of our children. We appreciate your
time and consideration on this matter.

Sincerely yours,

Nicole & Jeremy O’Connor



February 18, 2022

Paul Alpert
Chair of Needham Planning Board,

Members of the Needham Planning Board,

Lee Newman

Director of Planning and Community Development
500 Dedham Avenue

Public Services Administration Building

Suite 118

Needham, MA 02492

RE: Site Review of Proposed Project at 1688 Central Avenue

Dear Chair Alpert and All Planning Board Members,

Attached please find the Neighbors’ Comments Submitted in Response to the Board’s statement
on February 11, 2022 that it would accept written comments. This filing supplements our submission of
February 4, 2022. Please note that these comments do not substitute for the conducting of a public
hearing.

We ask that you give careful consideration to these comments and enter them, along with their
attachments, into the formal record of your meeting should there need to be further proceedings on the
matter. Thank you for your consideration.

Yours truly,

Holly Clarke



Neighbors’ Submission in Response to the Board’s February 11 Soliciting of
Written Comments

The Planning Board is elected to protect the town’s interests, and the residents have
tried to keep faith that the Board will do so even in the circumstances of this case. The Board
can best do its job by following through with issuing its decision. To do anything else will both
compromise the result in this case, and undermine public confidence in the Board itself.

The Board closed the public hearing, deliberated and issued its draft decision. It is
improper for the developer to insert himself into the process at this point in an attempt to change
the substance of the Board’s draft decision. At its February 1 meeting, the Board addressed the
contents of the developer and the proposed daycare provider’s submissions, and announced its
intention to review each of the developer’s proposals at its next meeting. The developer next
filed a letter with town counsel, again raising substantive matters fully considered during the
hearing and proposing even more new changes under the guise of a settlement offer to a
currently non-existent lawsuit. Counsel goes so far as to suggest that he participate in the
Board’s meeting on February 25, 2022. This attempt to upend the process should be firmly
rejected by the Board. It would completely undermine the purpose of the hearing and spare the
developer from the scrutiny which comes with any appropriate challenge to the Board’s
decision. The Board should see through these tactics, reject them and issue its decision. If
anyone chooses to appeal, the Town can then proceed accordingly. To do otherwise now
abandons the neighbors and the job the Board is elected to do.

In response to the proponent’s January 31 and February 1 letter and emails, the
Neighbors submitted written comments on February 8. But for the actions of the proponent, the
Neighbors would not have commented further. On February 11, the Board stated it would accept
further written comments. We will not repeat the contents of our February 8 submission, but
respectfully ask the Board to consider it. We add these separate and additional points:

1) The Planning Board wrote in its draft decision that it was acting to protect the
“extremely important” interests of the town. Nothing has changed those interests
over the last few days. It is not hyperbole to say the town and the neighbors will live with
the consequences of this decision every day, and likely forever. We will see it from our
windows, walk and drive by it, and cope with the increased traffic.This project will change
our neighborhood and our daily lives. The Board should not abandon its intention and
obligation to safeguard the town interests just because a developer- any developer-
threatens to sue. If a developer actually files suit, the town can and should fully defend
the Planning Board’s decision at that time.

2) The Board has compromised enough. It has agreed to allow the project, and
determined the building can be constructed at its requested size. It agreed to require
only a 135’ set back, rather than the 212’ setback which would be in line with Temple
Aliyah, as many residents requested and one board member proposed. The Board
agreed to allow more children-115- than the application asked for. The Board included



3)

4)

other conditions, such as the ADA sidewalk, the traffic detail, the subsequent traffic study
and assessments, which were discussed over the course of the hearings. The Board
weighed the requests of the developer, the town departments and residents to determine
the municipal interests at stake and reached its decision. To compromise further now,
hearing only from the developer, renders the entire process hollow, and risks the respect
for the Board and its decisions.

The town’s interests are not served by allowing a developer to use
correspondence with the board or town counsel to reopen issues addressed
during the public hearing process, much less to add changes to its proposal after
the Board has deliberated. Negotiating with the developer with respect to the language
of the decision may be allowed, but negotiating anew with respect to conditions in this
way is fundamentally unfair and violates the due process rights of the neighbors
protected by a public hearing process. Both original plans and subsequent amendments
are subject to public hearings. Written submissions are no substitute for the conduct of a
public hearing.

While we appreciate the Board’s attempt to allow further comments, it is wholly
inadequate to mitigate the harm to the neighborhood’s interest that would occur if
the Board were to reverse its draft decision by accepting the applicant’s
assertions and threats made after the hearing closed. A very clear example of this is
the proponent’s most recent assertion that the 135’ set back “is too much,” in part
because of the presence of ledge and the cost of removing it.

The importance of the building’s setback has been known since the application became
public. The Neighbors original letter to the Planning Board, signed by nearly 500
residents, raised it. The Design Review Board addressed it each of the three times it
considered the project. The developer’s presentation before this Board addressed the
setback issue, as well. Never did the proponent present any substantive evidence about
this claim. Had he raised this assertion in a timely fashion, the Board could have
thoroughly probed it and its implications. How much ledge? Where is it located on the
property? What is the cost of removing any ledge when the building is placed at 135 feet
(or, for example, 200 feet)? Does removal of the barn and placement of the building in its
footprint mitigate any ledge concerns? If the building is sited closer to the street, should
the size of the building be shrunk to mitigate its impacts? What other adjustments should
be made to such a change?

These questions are especially important in light of emails sent by the developer’s
representatives to the Board of Health in response to inquiries about past soil testing. In
his November 1, 2021 email, the project’s civil engineer writes,

...The owner originally thought the site probably had a lot of ledge under
the ground. | did explain to him that the soils maps show the soil as Hinckley
sand and gravel and because Hinckley soils are outwash, that usually ledge is



not encountered in those sites. He did point out that there appears to be ledge
outcrops at the Temple next to the site.

So we decided to do some soil testing rather than guess. The soil test
was done as the original concept for the site called for a septic system in lieu of
extending the sewer. So we did 6 or 8 holes, whatever is shown on the plan.

The engineer’s soil test did not find ledge where he tested. See: Attachment 1. Further,
how is it that the barn managed to be built even further back? Another building
previously stood on the north boundary line in this area of the lot. How was it constructed
if the ledge was in the way? The history of buildings on the lot undercut the assertion of
the existence of cost prohibitive ledge. By raising this issue after the hearing closed, the
applicant avoids having to answer these questions and doing so in the legally required
public forum. Allowing the neighbors to make further submissions does nothing to
address this fundamental failure.

Similarly, the developer’s post hearing submission requests changes in the hours
and days of operation presented as part of the project. When DRB members asked
about lighting and its impact on neighbors given the topography of the site, the
proponent specifically stated the facility would not operate on weekends, and the facility
would close at 6 PM, and lights would be off by 7 PM after staff left.? Early morning trash
pick up simply was never mentioned. These proposed changes have a direct and
personal impact on the neighbors. A seven day a week operation including evening
hours would rightly have received more questioning, and should not be permitted without
a full public hearing.

5) The developer’s economic interests and profit margins are not protected by the
Dover Amendment. The proponent writes that the building should not be set back
because doing so, “would significantly increase construction costs.” Even assuming the
truth of this assertion, an unspecified increase in costs to a developer does not
overcome the presumption of reasonableness given to the site review bylaw and the
Board’s decision. This Board’s decision is not an impermissible attempt to undermine the
protected use, but a clear effort to allow the operation of the daycare facility while

' Mr.Huber: This is going to be in use during weekdays and not on the weekend.
(DRB Meeting, March 8, 2021. Youtube transcript at 60:15).

2 Mr. Huber: So | guess the main thing that | would say about it (the lighting) is
that the hours of operation of this building, you know, of the of the facility-
It closes at 6 p.m so, you know there will probably be some staff members there
somewhat after 6 p.m. But we can certainly ...but that all lights could could, all
lights can and will be off by 7 pm.
So it's sort of a non-issue in the summer months, and because the lights will or
... April, May, June and July, August, September.
You know even on the shortest days it gets dark at- what five o'clock?
And so there will be a couple of hours when the lights are on but it's not like
there's going to be -you know -irritating nighttime lighting you know that people
have to put up with. (DRB Meeting, August 9, 2021. Youtube transcript)



6)

protecting universally recognized town interests. Frankly, the decision imposes modest
conditions. It requires a large commercial building proposed for a residential
neighborhood to be set back in accordance with the existing homes and buildings to
promote what the Board identified as “extremely important” town interests. The decision
rightly recognized the building’s size and placement impacts the appearance and
character of the neighborhood. The setback creates a longer driveway, increasing the
site’s ability to handle the all day stream of traffic to and from the building, including drop
off and pick up. It increases safety by moving the live pick up line further away from the
street and pedestrian passers by. It also mitigates the commercial appearance of the
building, whose design the Design Review Board found not to be in harmony with the
neighborhood as required by the bylaws. Finally, the lot is more than large enough to
accommodate the setback.

The Dover Amendment does not require the Board to ignore the health, safety and
welfare interests of the town or its residents in order to subsidize any developer’s profit.
The developer cites no case that remotely comes anywhere near such an interpretation
of the protections of section 3. The statute specifically and intentionally grants all towns,
and this Planning Board, the authority to condition approval on an appropriate setback.
Any additional expense that might be incurred in protecting the town interests are simply
the costs of building in compliance with the town’s bylaws and section 3, not a bar to a
protected use.

The developer’s post-hearing filings are inconsistent. The developer complains of
increased costs related to the Board’s decision, claiming every foot of setback increases
his cost, as does the presence of ledge. He complains the draft decision will require
adjustments to the playground, fence, drainage, and fill at the site. Yet, he
simultaneously asks permission to build a second 2,000 sf building, a building
significantly larger than the Heideman’s 1600 sf home next door. Would that building
increase his costs? Would it be built near the ledge, and impact the fence, playground,
drainage or fill at the site? It is certainly the developer’s right to make his business
decisions and spending choices, but the Board should recognize what he proposes. The
developer asks the Board to modify its decision protecting the town’s interests in order to
free capital to enable him to build an additional building. Protecting the neighborhood
and town may not be part of a developer’s business calculus, and in truth it need not be,
but it is the very purpose of the Planning Board.

Finally, the developer retains the option to redesign the building within the parameters
set by the Board’s decision. The decision could permit him to do so, returning to the
Board to assure that the modified plan meets all of the conditions set forth in the
decision, including the required setback. Alternatively, he could file for an amendment of
the decision to adjust the plan- perhaps to reduce the building’s size in order to save on
costs.



7)

8)

9)

The Developer’s February 4 request for permission to build a second, completely
unvetted 2,000 sf building should be denied. The building would violate Needham
Zoning Bylaws as a second non-residential building on a residential lot, as addressed in
earlier filings and in the Board’s decision. Further, even if a second building was
permitted under the bylaws, no plan has been presented for such a building. The
addition of a second large building changes the bulk of the project. For comparison,
2,000 sf is significantly larger than the Heideman’s approximately 1600 sf home right
next door. (See Neighbors’ Submission, April 3, 2021), and would bring the total square
footage of the project to 12,066 sf. Even if such a building were allowed by the Needham
bylaws, the proposal would require full vetting through the normal process.

The Board should stand by the “No Subdivision” condition. The sheer size of this
project triggers major site plan review because the minimal dimensional requirements of
the bylaws are insufficient to protect the town’s interests. The project has been
presented using the entire lot as reference. Allowing the possibility of subdivision as part
of this permit ignores the basic premise of the developer’s own proposal and the Board’s
consideration. The frontage, acreage, sidelines, and the full lots characteristics were all
used by the proponent to argue for his plan. The trees on the rear of the lot were cited as
important for screening and should be preserved, especially given the number of mature
trees that the project has already destroyed. Throughout the hearing, the issue of
subdivision, further development of the property, and the intended use of the back part of
the property was repeatedly raised: by residents, the Design Review Board and the peer
reviewer of the traffic impact report. The Board should include this condition now. The
developer may later seek to amend the site plan review, and at that time his full plan can
be considered.

A one sided negotiation with the developer does not serve the town’s interests.
The developer here, without so much as letting the ink reach the paper- much less dry
on the decision, attempts to sidestep the hearing process. The hearing closes, yet he
advocates for his position in a comment letter. He files no lawsuit, but contacts Town
Counsel, and through him reaches the Board, under the guise of a “Settlement Letter.”
The Board should recognize and reject these tactics as improper. They upend the
hearing process, shut the public out of decision making, and discourage the developer
from negotiating with the neighbors to seek resolution of differences. What does the
town get out of this process? What concession has the developer offered which protects
any interest of the neighbors? He seeks a larger project, closer to the street, with
expanded operating hours. These tactics do not avoid litigation for the town. Instead,
they encourage neighbors to lose faith in the Planning Board process and to seek
counsel and protection from the Courts.

If anyone chooses to file a lawsuit, it is possible the Judge will ask, “What is this
all about? Can you all work it out?” All sides will have to answer that question, not just
the town. If the Board follows through with its draft decision, it will have a ready and clear
answer to explain its decision. If it capitulates to the developer’s threats, it will be left
defending a decision which offers little to protect the town.



Negotiating a settlement to a phantom lawsuit before rendering its actual decision
negates the Board’s strongest power and interferes with its duty: to set conditions to protect the
town’s interests. The Board should follow through with its draft decision.

Thank you for your consideration.



Attachment 1



From: HOLLY CLARKE <jonasclarke@verizon.net>
Sent: Tuesday, November 2, 2021 1:24 PM

To: mabruzese@gmail.com

Subject: Fwd: Testing at 1688 Central Avenue

From: Tara Gurge <TGurge@needhamma.gov>
To: HOLLY CLARKE <jonasclarke@verizon.net>
Sent: Tue, Nov 2, 2021 12:30 pm

Subject: RE: Testing at 1688 Central Avenue

Holly-

Sure — | went ahead and copied and pasted those emails | received below. The initial email | received back from
Endpoint, and the second email is the one | received back from John Glossa, the engineer. See below —

From: Rick Wozmak <rwozmak@endpointllc.com>
Sent: Monday, November 1, 2021 2:17 PM

To: Tara Gurge <TGurge@needhamma.gov>
Subject: RE: 1688 Central Ave testing

Hi Tara, | spoke with Matt Borelli, regarding this request. There has not been any soil or groundwater quality testing on the
property that he knows of. What the neighbors likely saw in 2020 was an "informal” percolation test to see if it was feasible
to construct a leach field. Matt’s engineer, John Glawson (sp?) was there when the test was conducted. Matt does not
believe that a report on findings was ever prepared as they decided to have a Town sewer connection instead. John is
going to call you with what he recalls regarding the test. Let me know if you have any questions. Thanks, Rick
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From: glossaeng@aol.com <glossaeng@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, November 1, 2021 3:55 PM

To: Tara Gurge <TGurge@needhamma.gov>

Cc: Diana Acosta <dacosta@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Re: 1688 Central Avenue soil testing

Tara,

| was asked by the owner of 1688 Central Ave (where the Daycare is proposed) to
inform you as to the soil testing that was done at the site.

1



The owner originally thought that the site probably had a lot of ledge under the ground.
| did explain to him that the soils map show the soils as Hinckley sand and gravel and
that because Hinckley soils are outwash that usually ledge is not encountered in

those soils. He did point out that there appears to be ledge outcrops at the Temple
next to the site.

So we decided to do some soil testing rather than guess. The soil testing was done as
the original concept for the site called for a septic system in lieu of extending the
sewer. So we did 6 or 8 holes, whatever is shown on the plan.

We did not do any percolation tests as | am certain that the soil is less than 2 mpi sand
and gravel.

We were able to confirm a deep water table as no indication of groundwater was
found.

We did not do any environmental testing. We took no samples.
In the end the owner decided it would be better to extend the sewer to the site.

However, the soil tests are still pertinent for the storm water management design. Per
MA Stormwater regulations, we use the soil classification for the infiltration rate (the
Rawls rate) and not a percolation test.

Let me know if you have any questions.

John

Hope this is helpful!

Tara

From: HOLLY CLARKE <jonasclarke@verizon.net>
Sent: Monday, November 1, 2021 4:41 PM

To: Tara Gurge <TGurge@needhamma.gov>
Subject: Testing at 1688 Central Avenue

Hi Tara-

Thank you for speaking with me earlier,

Could you please send me copies of the correspondence which we spoke of concerning soil tests at 1688 Central Ave
from EndPoint and John Glossa?

Thank you again-

Holly Clarke

617-816-0607



From: HOLLY CLARKE

To: Alexandra Clee; Lee Newman
Subject: 1688 Central Avenue
Date: Friday, February 18, 2022 4:59:36 PM

Dear Members of the Planning Board:
Over the course of the past months, | have written to you on behalf of the neighbors.
Please allow me in this email to speak just for our family.

We have lived in our home at 1652 Central Avenue for 25 years. We raised our three
children here. Our family photos of everything from the day our youngest came home, to
first days of school to college graduations are all set in our yard. It is where we garden, play
soccer and (once the pandemic gives us all a break) host our friends and family. This is our
home.

Discussions about things like setback, driveway size, parking and even traffic can seem
clinical. It all gets reduced to numbers, couched in expert opinions and cloaked in legal
claims. The contours of this project, the work the Planning Board has undertaken, is
personal to us. The building set back determines what is in front of me daily as | look out
my kitchen window. Setting the building back as far as the Temple would have been better,
but the 135’ setback at least tries to preserve the appearance of the neighborhood,
increases safety and makes room for the pickup and drop offs. The lighting impacts what
we see from our bedrooms, just as the cutting down the row of trees that screened the
Temple gave us a new and unattractive view of the Charles River/Central Avenue traffic
light.

We will live and cope with the realities created by this project. Please do not mistake the
most recent proposed changes to the plan as insignificant. This is a residential
neighborhood and the developer knew that when he drafted his plan. The change in the
proposed operating hours is not merely about cars fitting on to the lot- although traffic is
important. It may seem trite, but weekends offer a respite and a time for family life at home.
A Saturday or Sunday event at 1688 Central Avenue will impact our family’s enjoyment of
our home and neighborhood. It will impact other neighbors even more. Seven day a week
child care events and evening operations were never included in explanations about the
proposal, in fact the neighbors were assured the opposite was true. It is simply wrong to
consider these changes now.

Finally, we add that the developer should not be given permission to add yet another
building or to subdivide the lot. I'll skip the legal analysis, but will say this: we should be
able to trust the Planning Board to follow and enforce the bylaws. Nowhere does

When the Board writes of the “extremely important town interests,” it writes for our family
and the other families in this neighborhood. To negotiate now with only the developer
leaves us completely out of the process. It is simply wrong.

Abandoning the draft decision at the point of a threatened but not even filed lawsuit makes
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no sense. If and when any appeal gets filed, the Board will have plenty of opportunity to
respond appropriately. It certainly would have a lot to say. We ask you to represent us.

Regards,
Holly Clarke
617-816-0607



From: Magaie Abruzese

To: Planning
Subject: 1688 Central Ave
Date: Friday, February 18, 2022 4:58:35 PM

Dear Chair and Members of the Planning Board,
Pursuant to your call for written submissions, | would like to add these thoughts.

With such a large and complex project, it is easy to lose sight of the significance of the little details. It
is easy to feel it would be overly harsh to stick to the letter of required procedures when we are only
talking about details.

The problem with that approach however is that the effect of taking Mrs. Day’s requests informally
and incorporating them into the decision is not insignificant. The informal, after-the-hearing-is-
closed-and-the-decision-is-drafted, submission shuts out all opportunity for questioning the exact
details about what is planned, all opportunity for the traffic experts to consider the effect of
changing the underlying premises of their analysis and it limits the ability of neighbors to understand
and respond to what is proposed. It significantly erodes residents trust in the process and leads to
animosity and suspicion.

Practically speaking, every minute earlier in the morning the trash truck comes is a minute more of
interrupted sleep and ruined tranquility. This is particularly so given the fact that the property is
designed in a way that requires the trash truck to noisily back up for an extended length to make its
way out of the dead end where the dumpster is located.

Every extra minute that the center is operational in the evening extends the imposition of this high
use commercial building on the neighbors. Every extra person regularly coming to the center needs
to be accounted for in a traffic and parking analysis. Every event held on the weekend imposes
traffic and noise and interrupts the tranquility of people’s homes. The hearing process is designed to
flesh out the details of a proposal so that all parties have the opportunity to consider it, and speak
for their own interests.

| respectfully request that you reject considering Mrs. Day’s requests or the requests of Mr. Huber
and Needham Enterprises and instead require them to seek amendment of your decision after it is
issued. Let their proposals be fully detailed in an application and be subject to full hearing process.

This is not a case where the Planning Board should take liberties with the process. The process exists
to ensure everyone gets a fair shake. This is not a small, uncontested case where the Board might
interact more informally with the developer.

With regard to the “no subdivision” provision of the decision, it is a necessary one. The Board’s
analysis of the relationship between the building and the open space and the way the building fits
into the residential neighborhood is based on the building being on the whole lot. It is, as Lee
Newman noted, appropriate to ensure that the lot stays the same. The only testimony in the record
is that the child care center is only leasing the building. That means that the Dover Amendment is
not implicated at all by the no subdivision provision. The child care center only benefits from the
open space. It certainly does not hinder their ability to run a child care if there is a no subdivision
provision.

You are not taking away and rights of the developer by including a no subdivision provision. The
developer can choose what to do with his land. He can choose to build this daycare OR he can
choose to subdivide. He has no right to do both. Further, the provision is necessary in the decision
because it is the decision that can set forth the considerations upon which it is based. The Board
must make known in its decision that it relied upon the entire property being one lot, as it was
presented, when evaluating the open space, etc.

Sincerely,
Maggie Abruzese
30 Bridle Trail Rd.
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Joe Abruzese

30 Bridle Trail Road
Needham, MA 02492
jabruzese@yahoo.com

February 18, 2022

To: Needham Planning Board, planning@needhamma.gov

Re: Planning Board Approach for 1688 Central Avenue

Chair Alpert and Members of the Needham Planning Board:

Thank you for providing residents the opportunity to submit additional comments regarding the daycare
center proposal at 1688 Central Avenue.

As Mr. Block stated in the February 11 meeting, this continues to be a rather unusual process. The
hearing on this matter closed on December 8, effectively ending the submission of facts for this
application. Yet the developer submitted substantial new facts after the hearing and initiated bartering
with the Board and Town Council. Residents and the public have no venue to discuss these changes,
other than to react in writing.

The right course of action for the Board is to have the developer submit a plan amendment and
present the changes in a public hearing. This is required to ensure the plan changes are properly
vetted and the impacts are clearly defined and understood.

This is critical because the developer is making material changes to his proposal. The changes adversely
impact the municipal interests that were publicly discussed during the hearing.

As stated in the Board’s draft decision, municipal interests are “extremely important” and must be
protected. The decision as drafted aims to defend these interests through thoughtfully crafted
conditions. For example,

e Allow only 1 non-residential building or use on the entire property; not offer an option to
relocate the barn or replace it with other additional structures
e Restrict subdivision and maintain the integrity of the planned design based on the 3.3-acre plot

e Require a compromised setback of 135 feet, which is shorter than what the analysis
recommended (see Exhibit A)

e Require police detail

e Require a traffic review after the daycare is in operation, as recommended by John Diaz



e Require the daycare operating hours to be Monday-Friday 7:30am-6pm and capped at 115
children and 18 staff, per the commitment explicitly made by Evans Huber and Pat Day
repeatedly throughout the hearing

e Require a soil contamination assessment and remediation as directed by a qualified
independent assessor overseen by the Board of Health

o Allow only for the installation of a sewer as designed (not an undocumented alternate septic
system)

e Require installation of an ADA-compliant sidewalk across the entire frontage, per the
commitments explicitly stated by Evans Huber

Modifications to these conditions have downstream implications and cannot be accepted without a
complete understanding of the implications.

I, along with many neighbors, have elaborated on these points in written communication to the Board

this week. These points are based on facts submitted during the hearing process. The points are
unwavering and have not changed. Residents are not making any new requests.

* % % * % % %

Since the closing of the hearing on December 8, there has been no venue for residents and the public to
participate in discussions on this matter. Letters and email are the only forum afforded to us.

Typically this is not a concern because the public hearing serves as the venue for review and comment.
However this developer is using channels after the hearing was closed to change to previously
submitted facts and introduce new ones. This is being done in a way to circumvent public discussion

and avoid due diligence.

In addition, this developer is threatening to appeal. This tactic is to coerce the Board to modify its
decision and eliminate the possibility of further public review of the modified facts.

Do not be swayed the developer’s threats.

The path forward for this Board is clear: Issue the decision as originally drafted. Allow the developer
to submit a plan amendment, and hold a hearing on the amendment as required.

Do not forgo the municipal interest principles you have thoughtfully protected in your draft decision.

Respectfully,

Joe Abruzese

cc: Lee Newman, Inewman@needhamma.gov
Alex Clee, aclee@needhamma.gov



Exhibit A
as presented in the December 8, 2021 Planning Board Hearing

Disharmony of the Plan with the Existing Area
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The analysis recommends that a 10,034 sq ft building at 1688 Central
Avenue should be set back between 148 and 228 feet.

The Planning Board’s draft decision compromised the setback at
135 feet.
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February 18, 2022

VIA EMAIL

Lee Newman

Director of Planning & Community Development
Public Services Administration Building

550 Dedham Avenue

Needham, MA 02492

Re: 1688 Central Avenue, Needham

Dear Ms. Newman & Members of the Planning Board:

We write on behalf of Gregg Darish, an abutter to the 1688 Central Avenue site (the
“Property”) to raise three points concerning the proposal by Needham Enterprises
(the “Developer™). These three points are issues on which the Developer has
attempted to muddy otherwise clear legal or factual waters; or, alternatively, has
simply chosen to leave open factual questions that the Developer could address with
minimal effort. Each is material to the Board’s consideration of the proposal.

1. Major Project Review is Warranted.

The Developer proposes to build a child care center of approximately 10,000 square
feet. The proponent, my client, and this Board all recognize that the project is a
Major Project under Bylaw s. 7.4.3. As a Major Project, the proposal requires both a
special permit and site plan review. See Bylaw s. 7.4.3 (“No building, use or
occupancy permit for any improvement to real property which constitutes a Major
Project . . . shall be issued, except in accordance with the terms of a special permit for
such project, after site plan review as further set forth herein”).

The Developer has claimed that, because the child care use is protected under G.L. c.
40A, s. 3 (the “Dover Amendment”) major project review is somehow inappropriate.
That claim is flatly incorrect as a matter of law. Because the Developer proposes new
construction and, given the size of that construction, Major Project review would be
appropriate regardless of how the new structure is used, then that review is
appropriate here. The Board need look no further than Natick, which required a
special permit for a child care facility, in a process expressly approved by the Land
Court in Primrose Sch. Franchising Co. v. Town of Natick, 2013 WL 3057432 (Mass.
Land Ct. Jun. 17, 2013) (Sands, J.).

Consequently, the project must meet both the site plan review criteria set forth in
Bylaw Section 7.4.6 and the special permit criteria set forth in Section 7.5.2.2. The
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Board’s power to condition the project — especially on issues like setback — is
extensive under the Bylaw, and cannot be wished away by the Developer.

2. The Developer’s Relationship with the Needham Child Care
Center is Atypical, Which Has Needlessly Complicated this
Board’s Review.

Without exception in the caselaw and our experience, the applicant seeking approval
for a Dover protected use either is: (1) the entity that will operate the protected use;
or (2) in a contractual relationship with that entity. Indeed, Dover protection is far
more common in educational and religious uses, where a use is protected only where
the proponent is a nonprofit entity with site control. Here, Needham Child Care
Center has no such site control.

Typically, as the Board knows from its experience, the proposed Dover-protected
program is well-defined. Among other things, the following issues are crystal clear:
what part of the proposed parcel will be used for the Dover-protected use; the size,
structure, and needs of the program, including, among other things, its hours of
operation and any storage requirements; where a playground might be located; and
what other uses, if any, the proponent desires to make of the property. Not so with
this application.

Instead, all of these issues have involved markedly inconsistent narratives. Even
today, the Board does not know what portion of the parcel will be leased to the
Needham Child Care Center, and what portion will be retained by Needham
Enterprises. Even today, the Board does not have clear evidence on the storage
needs of the child care center, and why those needs cannot be accommodated by the
new construction. Even today, the Board has no evidence before it concerning where
would be programmatically advantageous to site an outdoor playground or why
setting the building further back on the property would be more costly.

Straight answers to these simple issues are perpetually elusive. Just last week, the
Developer claimed, for the first time, that the rear of the property is somehow
unsuitable for a playground; and that the undocumented presence of ledge somehow
affects the development costs. Meanwhile, what portion of the property the
Developer will retain for himself remains wholly unaddressed.

Rather than answers, the Board has received threats of litigation. That is not a state
of affairs the Board would accept in any other context. And the Dover Amendment
provides Needham Enterprises no excuse. Any other project of this size, subject to
the Board’s review, would be conditioned to require a setback of at least 135 feet;
would be required to account for the entire contemplated use of the parcel, so that
the proposal could be reviewed in light of all relevant evidence; and would have no
hope whatsoever of receiving blanket pre-approval from the Board to construct a
house-sized storage structure to meet undefined storage needs.

The same approach is required here. Under the Dover Amendment, Needham
Enterprises in theory could have demonstrated that such conditions rendered
construction or operation of a daycare infeasible during the lengthy process before
this Board. But, now, the record is closed, and it did not make any such showing.

2102986v1
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The solution is to condition this project just as the Board would any other of this size
in a residential neighborhood, regardless of the Developer’s huffing and puffing.

3. This Board Should Reject the Developer’s Attempt to Leave
the Back Half of This Parcel Vacant.

During the entire pendency of this Board'’s review, the setback of the new structure
and the removal of the barn on the parcel have been live issues — clearly the focus of
each Board member, and clearly of concern to the Design Review Board. But the
Developer still has not provided to the Board any evidence concerning why he is
reluctant to move the facility structure back on the property. Instead, the Board has
received impartial stories and implausible claims. At one point, the Developer
represented that the back portion of the property was not to be leased to the daycare
at all; now, there are purported but undocumented concerns about ledge at the back
of the property, and a new claim that a playground for some reason cannot be sited
there.

None of this is a basis to reduce the setback set forth in the proposed decision, which
itself represents a marked reduction of the setback sought by the neighbors,
including Mr. Darish. It seems clear to us that the Developer is attempting to
preserve potential future development in the rear of the parcel, but is unwilling to
articulate that intent publicly. If that is his intent, it should be stated, and the
current application could be re-evaluated accordingly. The Board should not forget
that each inquiry it has made into project massing and other issues has been against
the backdrop of the full parcel. Given the role that the Developer’s only member has
in Town government, it is essential that these discussions take place in an open
meeting, exposed to the light of day, and not in some type of pre-permitting
settlement discussions. Precious few of the Developer’s representations to the Board
have survived contact with disinfecting sunlight.

**k*k

In sum, not a single material condition placed by the Board on the project in the draft
permit should be reconsidered; no basis for any such reconsideration has been
offered. If anything, the Board should condition this proposal further, to protect the
interests of the neighborhood.

Sincerely,

/s/ M. Patrick Moore, Jr.

/s/ Johanna W. Schneider

2102986v1
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