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April 11, 2018
Chrystal Kornegay, Executive Director
MassHousing
One Beacon Street
Boston, MA 02108
RE: 16 Stearns Road and 680 Worcester Street, Wellesley, MA Site Eligibility Response
Dear Ms. Kornegay:
On behalf of the Town of Wellesley Board of Selectmen and Planning Board, please find the following
comments with respect to the Comprehensive Permit Site Approval Applications recently resubmitted by 16
Stearns Road, LLC and 680 Worcester Street, LLC (Jay Derenzo-Developer) for the construction of a 24-unit
residential housing development at 16 Stearns Road and construction of a 20-unit development at 680
Worcester Street within the Town of Wellesley. The Town continues to find that the locations of the proposed
projects, based on their composition, unacceptable given the limited access to the sites. The Town finds, that
both have densities and heights that remain incompatible with the neighborhood and that they will have
detrimental impacts on abutters and the neighborhood due to mass, scale, and traffic. These impacts are
exacerbated based on the proximity and relationship between the two projects, and therefore the Town
continues to evaluate them as a single project under common ownership. While presumably accomplishing a
single-focused goal of providing additional affordable housing, these projects are poorly conceived and are
wildly inconsistent with any commonly accepted land use planning best practices.
As you are aware, on November 13, 2017, MassHousing determined for both projects that they could not make
the required finding under 760 CMR 56.04(c) “that the conceptual project design is generally appropriate for
the site on which it is located, taking into consideration factors that may include proposed use, conceptual site
plan and building massing, topography, environmental resources, and integration into existing development
patterns”.
In the November 13, 2018 letter, MassHousing further identified that the proposed projects, as designed, did
not meet one of the seven required findings under 760 CMR 56.04 (4), specifically:
(c) that the conceptual project design is generally appropriate for the site on which it is located, taking
into consideration factors that may include proposed use, conceptual site plan and building massing,

topography, environmental resources, and integration into existing development patterns (such finding,
with supporting reasoning, to be set forth in reasonable detail).
The Town’s position is that the revised plans for both 680 Worcester Street and 16 Stearns Road continue
to fall well short of the November 13, 2018 findings and that MassHousing must therefore further reject
and finally deny site eligibility for both projects as conceived. Additionally, based on further review, the
Town is concerned that the submitted pro forma are significantly flawed; in the case of 680 Worcester
Street alone, the estimated budget for Demolition is noted to be $500,000 when the actual Demolition
Permit Application for the property identified the estimated cost of the work to be $7,500, and the Real
Estate Taxes (during construction) are indicated to total $50,000 when the current annual tax bill for the
property totals $16,000 (the Town presumes that construction period would not extend for more than three
years). Based on this, the Town demands that MassHousing affirmatively and specifically confirm that the
pro forma for each project have been reviewed and the projects appear to be financially feasible and
consistent with DHCD’s guidelines for Cost Examination and Limitations on Profits and Distributions on
the basis of the estimated development costs, as required by 760 CMR 56.04 (4).
680 WORCESTER STREET
In the November 13, 2017 letter, MassHousing identified the numerous Town concerns associated with the
proposed construction at 680 Worcester Street. MassHousing stated the following in the letter:

The Town continues to have all of the same concerns with the revised project. Furthermore, the developer
indicated the revised submittal to the Town occurred on November 28, 2017. The Town refutes this claim and
notes that the email transmission of the revised plans was only received by the Town on March 22, 2018;
hardcopies of the plans have never been submitted or received. With regards to the original submittal,
MassHousing stated the following:

Revisions to the project are dated November 28, 2018, these plans for 680 Worcester Street have not been
created based upon good-faith collaborate engagement with the Town of Wellesley and neighbors and abutters.
The only meeting with neighbors and abutters was scheduled on March 29, 2018, after both revised proposals
were submitted and MassHousing refused to act on the submittals without a neighborhood meeting. This is not
collaborative, and there has been no good-faith engagement. Furthermore, after receipt of the November 13,
2017 letter, Michael Zehner, Planning Director, reached out to Mr. Derenzo on November 13, 2017 to suggest
a meeting to discuss modified plans for both sites. A meeting was held shortly thereafter, on November 20,
2017, and Mr. Derenzo did not mention the intent to submit revised plans for 680 Worcester Street to

MassHousing only days after the meeting. Since then, the Town did not hear from Mr. Derenzo, his attorney,
or SEB on either of these projects until the filing of the revised 16 Stearns project on February 21st.
Additionally, in the same MassHousing letter, the following is stated:

Based upon review of the revised plans submitted for 680 Worcester Street, the Town finds that the
modifications to the project do not address the appropriate relationships to adjacent building types within the
context of the existing neighborhood, and the application has yet to demonstrate how site constraints can allow
for mitigation of anticipated impacts at the submitted scale.
In the memorandum to Greg Watson dated November 28, 2017, Mr. Derenzo notes 14 plan modifications that
have been made to address the Town’s concerns (Attachment 1). The Town will speak to each of these points
below with Mr. Derenzo’s numbered points and the Town’s response identified as a comment.
1. Site Constraints. We acknowledge the proposed density is greater than the surrounding
neighborhood. A primary purpose/mission of 40B is to encourage greater density in exchange for
the creation of affordable housing. Moreover, this project fronts on Route 9 which features a
variety of densities and uses.
Comment: The Town understands the purpose of 40B, but finds the project to be contextually
misaligned with the Stearns/Francis Road neighborhood. While Route 9 has a variety of densities and
uses, in Wellesley the corridor is primarily populated by single family homes, and certainly in this
particular stretch. Even as a whole, Route 9 in Wellesley is 75 percent residential, with exceptions
largely at the gateways. 3.5 of the Corridor’s 5 miles are fronted by single family homes. The adjacent
structure at the Alzheimer’s Center is unique in its location, and is certainly not the identifying
characteristic of Route 9. The applicant is suggesting that MassHousing should act contrary to
decades of intentional planning by the Town, and accepted best practices by the planning profession,
and promote sprawl; the Town has identified development nodes along Route 9, and the project site
is not located within one of these areas.
2. Proposed stormwater management does not meet Best Practices. The initial design concept included
a stormwater management area located beneath the parking garage. This type of stormwater
management design is allowable by DEP and is consistent with a recently approved project in
Reading Massachusetts. However, because the Town Engineer was not comfortable with this
engineering approach, the stormwater management area was relocated exclusively to be outside the
building. The revised design will include two subsurface drainage areas that will mitigate runoff
from the site for all design storms. The drainage design will be in compliance with the requirements
of the Massachusetts Stormwater Management Standards. The soils were reviewed with information
from the National Cooperative Soil Survey which indicates that the onsite soils are considered to be
in Hydraulic Soil Group A. These soils provide excellent recharge characteristics. The soil
information and characteristics were confirmed with onsite soil testing.

Comment: The Town remains concerned over adequate stormwater drainage. The area is found to
have high water tables that may impact the design of the two subsurface systems. Additionally, the
Town has concerns that the abutting properties located to the south at #9 and #11 Stearns Road will
be impacted given the two parcels sit below the project site in elevation. The larger subsurface system
is located approximately 10 to12 feet from the property line and the smaller subsurface system is
located within the only entrance to the site. Given the close proximity to Route 9, maintenance will
be required at shorter intervals. Failure or repairs to the system would impede the only vehicular
access point to the facility.
3. Wetlands determination should be revisited. Prior to developing a preliminary plan, a formal Request
for Determination of Applicability was submitted to the Wellesley Wetlands Protection Committee.
The Committee voted 5 to 0 to issue a negative determination indicating that there were no wetland
resources on or within 100 feet of the site at the public hearing held on December 12, 2015. The
question of the potential for a vernal pool was also discussed at the hearing and it was noted that the
site did not exhibit any of the required characteristics. A copy of this December 15th 2015 letter has
been attached to this submission.
Comment: The Town continues to find that the approved determination was based upon an
inspection in the fall, and the Town is of the opinion that an inspection for the presence of a vernal
pool should be conducted in the spring and the role of the wetlands in flood control should be further
evaluated. Filling of this isolated wetland will require additional permitting at the state level.
4. Proposed setbacks will cause unacceptable impacts to abutting properties. The current/modified plan
will now feature a side yard setback to the east property of 20 feet. The Selectmen’s letter mistakenly
indicated that it was only 8 feet. Moreover, the proposed building setback to the two residential
abutters located to the rear were noted as being 10.1 feet when the actual setback is 25 feet. There is
a proposed deck on the first floor of the rear of the building which is over the parking spaces. This
common deck area, if allowed, provides enhanced and expanded recreational area for the residents in
addition to the on grade patio and grass area.
Comment: The original plans submitted show the parking structure 8 feet from the eastern property
line, with the building wall elevation beginning at 20 feet. The new proposal would in fact have a 20foot buffer between the project and the eastern property owner. Mr. Derenzo shows this as a grass
area. The revised proposal, with the additional space, shows no attempt to increase the screening and
buffer for the abutting property. The two properties to the rear of the structure will have a parking
area, with mechanical stackers, located 12.5 feet from the property line with an overlooking outdoor
deck above, further decreasing privacy. The minimal setbacks continue to leave no room for an
adequate buffer. The proposal also includes an at-grade patio with minimal visual or sound
mitigation.
5. Parking is poorly designed and will not function as proposed. The proposed parking plan has been
significantly redesigned since the original submittal. Several of the significant changes were
undertaken at the request of the Fire Department based on a meeting conducted with Charles
DiGiandomenico the Fire Prevention Deputy Chief on November 2, 2017. The Fire Department
required a clear height of 13.5 feet under the parking sections of the building. In addition, the design
team, at the Applicant’s recommendation, removed the garage doors to allow full access of
emergency vehicles if required under the structure. This design change also allows emergency SU30 vehicles to turn around on site. The additional clear height of 13.5 feet also allows the use of
stacker parking facilities. As such, the current design features at least one direct drive in parking
space for each of the twenty apartments. The modified plan also provides three visitor spaces
including one handicapped space. There are 12 additional parking spaces available through the use

of tandem and stacker parking spaces. The proposed project requires 32 parking spaces according
to the Wellesley Zoning By-Law. The overall program now features 35 parking spaces on site for a
ratio of 1.75 spaces per unit; this exceeds the requirements. The interior garage aisle width has also
been increased from the required 24’ feet to 27’ feet. This additional width allows more comfortable
vehicular movements within the garage.
Comment: Although parking spaces have increased in number, the ability to park quickly has been
reduced with the use of stacker parking spaces. The queue on the site is limited due to the close
proximity to Route 9. Further, the new design allows for a SU-30 vehicle turnaround that is only
possible with a 3-point turn using the entrance to the garage. SU-30 will accommodate an
ambulance and likely a FedEx or UPS truck, but will not allow adequate space for a fire truck to
turn. The improper use of turning radii continues to be an issue for trash service, fire safety, and
moving trucks larger than an SU-30, which will be accessing the site located on Route 9. Backing
out of the site onto Route 9 is not an option. If an ambulance is called to the site, a fire truck and
police car are typically called too, and based on this design, will largely have to remain in Route 9.
There continues to be no fire access around the building.
6. Limited accommodation for snow removal and storage. With the overwhelming majority of parking
located under the building, the proposed plan features very little impervious surface requiring snow
removal. We have shown the snow storage areas on Layout sheet C-3.
Comment: The previous plan had open areas to the parking garage that would require snow
removal. The modified plans have decreased snow-removal areas. Given the location along Route
9, however, snow removal is critical at the entrance to insure that vehicles exiting the single
entrance/exit onto Route 9 can do so in a safe manner. The limited snow storage areas continue to
be a concern.
7. Sewer service is undersized and the proposed building encroaches on the existing easement. The
existing sewer main consists of a 6-inch line constructed with a 4% slope. The capacity of this line
based upon universally accepted computer modeling is approximately 138 gallons per minute. The
existing sewer main currently serves four homes with a total of 13 bedrooms. This produces an
estimated sewage flow of 1 gallon per minute. The proposed sewage flow generated from the new
project would increase the total flow to 4.05 gallons per minute. As is commonly done in design
stages, to account for peak flow variations during the day, a peaking factor of 5 is often used. This
would produce a maximum theoretical flow of approximately 20.3 gallons per minute. Even at this
elevated maximum peak flow, the capacity of the existing sewer main has approximately 6.3 times
the capacity to handle even the highest flow. So respectfully, the sewer service is not even close to
being undersized and can comfortably handle the additional capacity.
In addition, the applicant would be willing to TV the existing sewer main and repair any deficiencies
and or leaks that may be encountered. The proposed design would request the relocation of the sewer
manhole to be closer to the easterly property line since the new construction would not be using
existing sewer main sections which run further into the existing property (e.g. where the existing
house is).
Lastly, we acknowledge the sewer easement does exist. However, from a practical and functional
purpose, the sewer easement is totally unnecessary as the sewer infrastructure only services the
existing house at 680 Worcester Road. There is no requirement to have a sewer easement for a
single residential sewer service, otherwise every house in Wellesley could theoretically have/need a
sewer easement.

Comment: The Town’s previous comments continue to be relevant and are unchanged. The existing
sewer connection to the site runs from an easement in Francis Road. The proposed structure located
over the easement and the existing line, while adequate to serve the four residential structures that are
currently served through the easement, will not meet the municipal standard for a sewer main when
the additional 19 units are added. The site also includes a slope easement which is held by the
MassDOT, and a portion of the proposed building is located within the easement. The Building
Inspector has noted the building cannot be located over any easements, and it should be further noted
relocation of the sewer easement would require Town officials to sign off on the abandonment as well
as Town Meeting approval.
8. Moratorium on opening of Route 9 may impact water service. The water main has since been
extended into the site so this issue is obsolete as no road opening for water service will be necessary.
Comment: The Town acknowledges this comment has been addressed.
9. Site access by Fire Department staff and apparatus is inadequate. See letter “E”. In addition, please
see the attached memo to the Fire Department dated November 3, 2017.
Comment: The Town continues to have concerns about Fire Department access. The letter from Hayes
engineering indicates that all fire trucks have a clear height of 13.5 feet. If a ladder truck were to enter
the site, the nose of the truck could enter the garage at the angle submitted, but would have limited
maneuverability on the site to raise the ladder, particularly if any of the spaces were taken outside the
building or in fact the ambulance arrived first.
10. Site access exacerbates existing traffic and circulation problems. A detailed Transportation Impact
Assessment was prepared for the proposed project by Vanasse & Associates, Inc. dated September
2017. The conclusions from that study indicate that the site development can support safe access
entering and exiting the site. In addition, there will be no decrease to the level of service for the
adjacent intersections and turning movements. The discussions with Mass DOT indicate that the
new curb cut permit will not require a deceleration lane.
Comment: The Town continues to raise concerns on circulation. Route 9, only allows for vehicles to
access the site heading eastbound. Exiting the site, all vehicles must continue eastbound and make
turnarounds at Kingsbury and Route 9 or access residential neighborhoods to alter course. Returning
to the site from a westbound direction would require turnarounds at Oak Street or access via
neighborhood roads west of 680 Worcester Street. The Town will continue to encourage MassDOT to
consider requiring the installation of a deceleration lane for vehicles accessing the site from Route 9
due to the 50 mph speed limit and limited driveway length.
11. Pedestrian access to and from the site is limited. The applicant does not intend to construct a
sidewalk from Francis Road to the site driveway as was represented in the letter. The existing section
of Route 9 already has approximately 130 feet of sidewalk along the site frontage that extends to
Francis Road. The proposed project would further extend the sidewalk another 30 feet in front of
the property to the new driveway. The existing sidewalk from Francis Road to the property would
not change. During discussions with Mass DOT, the proposed improvements for this section of
Route 9 would include the addition of sidewalks where they do not currently exist. The applicant
will provide snow removal in front of the property as all residents with sidewalks along Route 9 are
required to do. No snow plowing beyond the property frontage is proposed.
Comment: In the application to MassHousing, the applicant contends that the site is within walking
distance to public transportation, schools, and open space, yet they are not improving access points

to those areas. Pedestrian access will be critical to access open space, schools, and shopping located
within walking distance of the isolated site. The Town continues to find that sidewalks should be
continued to School Street along Route 9 to accommodate pedestrian traffic should the project move
forward. The applicant should also be responsible for plowing all stretches of sidewalk from the site
to major roads as MassDOT does not plow sidewalks.
12. Accommodations for public access should be considered in the project design. The proposed
project will have little impact on the adjacent traffic conditions. The addition of or changes to
the Metro West Regional Transit Authority should more appropriately be part of the Mass DOT
upgrades to Route 9
Comment: The project site eligibility application contends the “project provides housing with
good and redundant access to public transit and major employment hubs.”. If the location is to
enhance access to public transportation for workforce and affordable families than the Town
continues to advocate for the site to have bus accommodations installed adjacent to the site on
Route 9 for tenants seeking public transportation. Commuter rail access is within walking
distance if sidewalks are enhanced and plowed along Route 9. (see comment 11).
13. Construction of the project will have significant impacts on adjacent properties and streets. The
current modified site plan now features a clear height of 13.5 feet which allows construction vehicle
access and use of the rear portions of the site. The location of the parking and outside ground level
patio as well as the easterly side yard area will be used for construction equipment, staging, parking
and material storage. The garage level will be constructed first, which will then accommodate
additional onsite parking and material storage under cover. The use of 16 Stearns Road (also owned
by the applicant) is contemplated for employee parking, a site trailer and storage.
Comment: The Town continues to have significant concerns with the construction of the 680
Worcester Street site in conjunction with the 16 Stearns Road project. The Town continues to
consider these two projects as a single project under common ownership. Mr. Derenzo should provide
a phased construction plan for these two projects, particularly given the notion that the 16 Stearns
Road property would be used for contractor parking, site trailer, and storage. The residents of Francis
and Stearns Road would then be required to live with construction traffic and disturbance to the
neighborhood for an extended amount of time. Given the 680 Worcester Street site is only accessed
from the east bound lane of Route 9, the Town continues to have concerns as to how materials and
equipment would be moved from 16 Stearns Road, down Stearns Road, onto Route 9 and to the site.
The comments relative to deliveries remain and the Town finds deliveries will need to be expertly
coordinated and offsite parking of workers will be required. Parking, even of a temporary nature in
the shoulder of Route 9, represents a significant safety concern to the Town and has the potential to
significantly impede residents accessing the Francis and Stearns neighborhood, which has limited
access from Route 9.
14. The density of the proposed development is significantly inconsistent with the adjoining
development and will result in destabilization of the larger single family neighborhood. See “1”.
Moreover, this project is located on a major highway with all vehicles entering and exiting onto
Route 9. The project is located adjacent to an existing Nursing Home facility which generates
significant more traffic than the proposed development and is less “residential” than the
proposed development.
Comment: The Town remains concerned over the density. Twenty (20) residential units on a 20,000
square foot lot equates to a density of 43.47 units per acre. The density of the abutting residential
neighborhood, not including the subject property, is 2.76 units per acre. The proponent’s logic would

presume that the entirety of the Route 9 Corridor is appropriate for density at a level greater than 40
units per acre because it is a major thoroughfare; decisions based on opinions such as this have led to
sprawl and examples of what not to do with regard to land use planning. Further, the project will have
a destabilizing effect on the current single family use of the abutting properties, likely making them
unmarketable for continued single family owner occupancy, or for redevelopment as single family
homes. The two projects, 16 Stearns and 680 Worcester Street combined, exacerbate this concern.
16 STEARNS ROAD
MassHousing identified the numerous Town concerns with the proposed construction at 16 Stearns Road.
MassHousing stated the following in the November 13, 2017 letter:

Although the Applicant has submitted revised plans on this particular project that reduce the size of the
building and number of units, the Town continues to believe that the revised proposal has not met the criteria
outlined by MassHousing in its letter dated November 13, 2017, and therefore eligibility must be denied.
As discussed above, MassHousing asked for a collaborative process between the developer, the Town,
abutters, and neighbors. The Town, neighbors, and abutters are all in agreement that a collaborative process
has not occurred. The Town’s original comments, (attachment 2) are all still valid. Below the Town will
address specific design elements requested by MassHousing that are lacking in the current proposal.
Modulated massing and appropriate transitions
MassHousing rightly found in the original proposal that the design does not provide for modulated massing
and appropriate transitions. The current twenty-four (24) residential units on a 44,578 square foot lot equates
to a density of 24 units per acre. The density of the abutting residential neighborhood, not including the subject
property, is 3 units per acre. The single-family structures abutting the site (save for the right-of-way and a
sliver of Town-owned property) continue to be significantly impacted by the close proximity and potential
shadow effects from the development. The developer previously discussed with the Town the potential to
subdivide the lot into 2 or 3 units, which would have been consistent with the existing neighborhood density.
The 16 Stearns Road and 680 Worcester Street applications continue to largely reference the Alzheimer’s
Center as neighborhood context. As noted above, the Alzheimer’s Center is an exception to the residential area
rather than a rule. The site, although within close proximity on a map, has no vehicular neighborhood
connection to the Alzheimer’s Center and contextually is separated from the proposed 24-unit development
because of the street patterns.
The massing and setbacks to neighbors have only been incrementally improved on this site. 680 Worcester
Street, the other component to this project, has not modified its height, massing, or density and continues to
be a secondary mass that significantly impacts Stearns Road residents. The setbacks of the proposed project
are improved by 5 feet from the previous submittal, but given the height of the building, are still inadequate.
The proposal now juxtaposes a 51-foot-tall building, 20 feet from the abutting property line and 50 feet to a
single-family home located at 10 Stearns Road to the east. The Town owns land to the east, south, and west
and the structure will be located 22.5 feet from the Sprague School parking lot and 23 feet from the Sprague

Fields access drive. The minimal setbacks leave inadequate buffer or screening from abutters, particularly
given the front access will be 160 feet from the rear of the project located at 680 Worcester Street with minimal
landscaping provided to the rear of the site. The two projects proposed devalue the properties located at 11
Stearns Road and 9 Stearns Road, which will have projects to the rear and across the street from their low
profile single-family dwellings. Exterior balconies overlook the abutting properties with minimal visual or
sound mitigation. The Town reiterates its view that should two projects be proposed simultaneously at 16
Stearns Road and 680 Worcester Street, the two projects should be considered as one project as the proposal
will eliminate all privacy for 11 Stearns and 9 Stearns Road.
The application does not demonstrate how site constrains can allow for mitigation of anticipated impacts.
The Town continues to find the limited access to and from the site a considerable challenge. The revised
proposal does not change location which continues to only have direct ingress and egress from Stearns Road,
a narrow dead end street located directly off Francis Road, a second narrow and dead end street, with direct
access from Route 9 eastbound. Stearns Road and Francis Road are heavily traveled pedestrian routes for
access to the Sprague School heading south, and the Middle School heading southeast. The neighborhood has
limited vehicular access, as it can only be accessed from Route 9 eastbound. The limited access to Route 9 is
also a concern with traffic backup onto Francis and Stearns Road during peak commuting hours that coincides
with pedestrian and school traffic. Since the previous application, existing conditions on Route 9 have been
modified with a new light at Route 9 and Kingsbury Street. The new light has exacerbated the queue issues
exiting Francis Road, as Route 9 backs up during peak hours to the street. Revised traffic studies must include
this new analysis.
The Town continues to raise significant concerns, outlined in our original letter, related to water, sewer,
stormwater, flood zone, and wetlands. Plans for construction management remain a paramount concern for the
Town, particularly given the Applicants statement in the 680 Worcester Street application that he may use the
16 Stearns site for parking and trailer storage. The size, location, and topography of this site will make it
difficult to stage cranes or other construction equipment. The significant removal of site material also poses a
problem with the number of anticipated trucks needed to haul the soil and blasted ledge material off site with
limited access. In addition, the underground parking proposed will require significant concrete work, and
staging of trucks will be difficult given the limited access to the site from Route 9 and the small neighborhood
streets used to access the project site. Parking for all construction workers may not be completely
accommodated on site given the size of the project and anticipated parking for 680 Worcester Street, and as
previously noted parking is prohibited on Stearns Road and Francis Road, as well as Route 9. Deliveries will
need to be expertly coordinated and offsite parking of workers may be required. The developer has not stated
in the site application how construction would be staged and coordinated.
The Town cannot emphasize the importance of considering these two projects as a single project. MassHousing
in its November 13, 2017 letter stated:

As outlined above, the Town continues to find the two projects will significantly impact and impair the values
of this established, cloistered neighborhood and finds MassHousing cannot evaluate this projects on an
individual basis.
The Town further points out that due to the significant number of 40Bs the Town is facing, the proximity of
these projects to other projects cannot be disregarded. This project is within close proximity, 1000-1300 feet

from existing affordable units at 9 Highland Road, 174-178 Linden Street and 5/7 Oak Street. The projects are
also less than a mile from the proposed 40Bs at 148 Weston Road (55 Units), and Delanson Circle (90 Units).
The Town is in favor of affordable housing, but would prefer that its affordable housing developments be
better distributed throughout Town and throughout the Town’s Elementary School districts as opposed to siting
all new projects in this one part of Town and within only one or two elementary school districts (Sprague
School and Hardy School).

Sincerely,
__________________________
Ellen F. Gibbs, Chair

_________________________
Jack Morgan, Vice Chair

__________________________
Marjorie R. Freiman

__________________________
Beth Sullivan Woods

________________________

CC:

Kat Miller, MassHousing
Greg Watson, MassHousing
Jennifer Maddox, DHCD
Rep. Alice Peisch
Sen. Cynthia Creem
Sen. Richard Ross
Town of Wellesley Planning Board
Town of Wellesley Zoning Board of Appeals

Memorandum

ATTACHMENT 1

____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

To:

Greg Watson

From:

680 Worcester Road, LLC

Subject:

Site Approval Application/ Modification
680 Worcester Street

Date: November 28, 2017

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

We would like to respond to comments raised by your agency in its November 13th letter
specific to the pending site approval application relating to 680 Worcester Road in Wellesley. A
separate cover will eventually be submitted relating to those comments regarding the 16
Stearns Road site approval application.
We would like to introduce to MassHousing site plan modifications that have occurred prior to
your letter being issued. These changes had been implemented based largely on comments
received from various Municipal Departments. Moreover, we have attempted to provide some
background and context to the changes for your benefit.
The majority of the plan changes were implemented for two primary reasons:
1. We were recently informed that the Massachusetts Department of Transportation was in
the process of planning work/improvements in the area of Worcester Street in front of
the property at 680 Worcester Road. In an effort to avoid disturbing work on a recently
completed Mass DOT project, applications were filed to construct the 6 inch water main
into the property as well as to apply for a new curb cut permit. The water connection was
approved by both the Town of Wellesley and the Mass DOT and has since been
constructed. The curb cut permit application was submitted to Mass DOT, and after
several meetings and iterations, the curb cut design was approved and the curb cut
permit will be issued after Town approval (our final submission has already been
approved by their department). The revised plans now feature a driveway which allows
a SU-30 vehicle to turn around within the site, eliminating any need to back out onto
Route 9. The design and turning movements shown satisfied Mass DOT. There are no
outstanding geometric issues to be resolved relative to the issuance of the curb cut
permit.
th

2. A second reason for site plan modifications was in response to the July 19 2017 letter
issued by the Wellesley Board of Selectmen to MassHousing. Several questions and
concerns were identified in that letter. While we respectfully believe most of the issues
were of a technical nature more commonly addressed during the public hearing process,
we nevertheless have attempted to enhance the proposed design to address some of
those questions. And while 40B only requires engineering plans to feature a schematic
level of details, we have provided additional details more commonly included during the
building permit application stage.
Based on the issues identified in the Board of Selectmen’s letter, we are responding to
those specific questions/concerns.

A. Site Constraints.
We acknowledge the proposed density is greater than the surrounding
neighborhood. A primary purpose/mission of 40B is to encourage greater density in
exchange for the creation of affordable housing. Moreover, this project fronts on
Route 9 which features a variety of densities and uses.
B. “Proposed stormwater management does not meet Best Practices”
The initial design concept included a stormwater management area located beneath
the parking garage. This type of stormwater management design is allowable by
DEP and is consistent with a recently approved project in Reading Massachusetts.
However, because the Town Engineer was not comfortable with this engineering
approach, the stormwater management area was relocated exclusively to be
outside the building. The revised design will include two subsurface drainage areas
that will mitigate runoff from the site for all design storms. The drainage design will
be in compliance with the requirements of the Massachusetts Stormwater
Management Standards. The soils were reviewed with information from the National
Cooperative Soil Survey which indicates that the onsite soils are considered to be in
Hydraulic Soil Group A. These soils provide excellent recharge characteristics. The
soil information and characteristics were confirmed with onsite soil testing.
C. Wetlands determination should be revisited
Prior to developing a preliminary plan, a formal Request for Determination of
Applicability was submitted to the Wellesley Wetlands Protection Committee. The
Committee voted 5 to 0 to issue a negative determination indicating that there were
no wetland resources on or within 100 feet of the site at the public hearing held on
December 12, 2015. The question of the potential for a vernal pool was also
discussed at the hearing and it was noted that the site did not exhibit any of the
th
required characteristics. A copy of this December 15 2015 letter has been attached
to this submission.
D. Proposed setbacks will cause unacceptable impacts to abutting properties
The current/modified plan will now feature a side yard setback to the east property of
20 feet. The Selectmen’s letter mistakenly indicated that it was only 8 feet.
Moreover, the proposed building setback to the two residential abutters located to
the rear were noted as being 10.1 feet when the actual setback is 25 feet. There is
a proposed deck on the first floor of the rear of the building which is over the parking
spaces. This common deck area, if allowed, provides enhanced and expanded
recreational area for the residents in addition to the on grade patio and grass area.
E. “Parking is poorly designed and will not function as proposed”.
The proposed parking plan has been significantly redesigned since the original
submittal. Several of the significant changes were undertaken at the request of the
Fire Department based on a meeting conducted with Charles DiGiandomenico the
Fire Prevention Deputy Chief on November 2, 2017. The Fire Department required a
clear height of 13.5 feet under the parking sections of the building. In addition, the
design team, at the Applicant’s recommendation, removed the garage doors to allow
full access of emergency vehicles if required under the structure. This design
change also allows emergency SU-30 vehicles to turn around on site. The

additional clear height of 13.5 feet also allows the use of stacker parking facilities.
As such, the current design features at least one direct drive in parking space for
each of the twenty apartments. The modified plan also provides three visitor spaces
including one handicapped space. There are 12 additional parking spaces available
through the use of tandem and stacker parking spaces. The proposed project
requires 32 parking spaces according to the Wellesley Zoning By-Law. The overall
program now features 35 parking spaces on site for a ratio of 1.75 spaces per unit;
this exceeds the requirements. The interior garage aisle width has also been
increased from the required 24’ feet to 27’ feet. This additional width allows more
comfortable vehicular movements within the garage.
F. Limited accommodation for snow removal and storage
With the overwhelming majority of parking located under the building, the proposed
plan features very little impervious surface requiring snow removal. We have shown
the snow storage areas on Layout sheet C-3. (Attached)
G. Sewer service is undersized and the proposed building encroaches on the existing
easement
The existing sewer main consists of a 6 inch line constructed with a 4% slope. The
capacity of this line based upon universally accepted computer modeling is
approximately 138 gallons per minute. The existing sewer main currently serves
four homes with a total of 13 bedrooms. This produces an estimated sewage flow of
1 gallon per minute. The proposed sewage flow generated from the new project
would increase the total flow to 4.05 gallons per minute. As is commonly done in
design stages, to account for peak flow variations during the day, a peaking factor of
5 is often used. This would produce a maximum theoretical flow of approximately
20.3 gallons per minute. Even at this elevated maximum peak flow, the capacity of
the existing sewer main has approximately 6.3 times the capacity to handle even the
highest flow. So respectfully, the sewer service is not even close to being
undersized and can comfortably handle the additional capacity.
In addition, the applicant would be willing to TV the existing sewer main and repair
any deficiencies and or leaks that may be encountered. The proposed design would
request the relocation of the sewer manhole to be closer to the easterly property line
since the new construction would not be using existing sewer main sections which
run further into the existing property (e.g. where the existing house is).
Lastly, we acknowledge the sewer easement does exist. However, from a practical
and functional purpose, the sewer easement is totally unnecessary as the sewer
infrastructure only services the existing house at 680 Worcester Road. There is no
requirement to have a sewer easement for a single residential sewer service,
otherwise every house in Wellesley could theoretically have/need a sewer
easement.
H. Moratorium on opening of Route 9 may impact water service.
The water main has since been extended into the site so this issue is obsolete as no
road opening for water service will be necessary.
I.

Site access by Fire Department staff and apparatus is inadequate.

See letter “E”. In addition, please see the attached memo to the Fire Department
dated November 3, 2017.
J. Site access exacerbates existing traffic and circulation problems.
A detailed Transportation Impact Assessment was prepared for the proposed project
by Vanasse & Associates, Inc. dated September 2017. The conclusions from that
study indicate that the site development can support safe access entering and
exiting the site. In addition, there will be no decrease to the level of service for the
adjacent intersections and turning movements. The discussions with Mass DOT
indicate that the new curb cut permit will not require a deceleration lane.
K. Pedestrian access to and from the site is limited
The applicant does not intend to construct a sidewalk from Francis Road to the site
driveway as was represented in the letter. The existing section of Route 9 already
has approximately 130 feet of sidewalk along the site frontage that extends to
Francis Road. The proposed project would further extend the sidewalk another 30
feet in front of the property to the new driveway. The existing sidewalk from Francis
Road to the property would not change. During discussions with Mass DOT, the
proposed improvements for this section of Route 9 would include the addition of
sidewalks where they do not currently exist. The applicant will provide snow removal
in front of the property as all residents with sidewalks along Route 9 are required to
do. No snow plowing beyond the property frontage is proposed.
L. Accommodations for public access should be considered in the project design
The proposed project will have little impact on the adjacent traffic conditions. The
addition of or changes to the Metro West Regional Transit Authority should more
appropriately be part of the Mass DOT upgrades to Route 9.

M. Construction of the project will have significant impacts on adjacent properties and
streets
The current modified site plan now features a clear height of 13.5 feet which allows
construction vehicle access and use of the rear portions of the site. The location of
the parking and outside ground level patio as well as the easterly side yard area will
be used for construction equipment, staging, parking and material storage. The
garage level will be constructed first, which will then accommodate additional onsite
parking and material storage under cover. The use of 16 Stearns Road (also owned
by the applicant) is contemplated for employee parking, a site trailer and storage.

N. The density of the proposed development is significantly inconsistent with the
adjoining development and will result in destabilization of the larger single family
neighborhood.
See “A”. Moreover, this project is located on a major highway with all vehicles
entering and exiting onto Route 9. The project is located adjacent to an existing
Nursing Home facility which generates significant more traffic than the proposed
development and is less “residential” than the proposed development.

Hopefully, these explanations and revised plans are helpful as you continue your review
process. We believe we have addressed many of the concerns and/or clarified some incorrect
assertions.
We have attached:
1
2
3

Letter from Hayes Engineering to Wellesley Fire Department Dated Nov 3 2017
Negative Determination of Applicability – December 15th 2015
Plans by Hayes Engineering, Inc. for #680 Worcester Street Sheets C1-C9 dated
May 9, 2016 revised November 14, 2017
4. Plans by Grazado Velleco Architects, Inc. #680 Worcester Street Sheets C and A-1-A-8
dated May 22, 2017 revised November 14,2017.

We look forward to continuing to engage with the Town of Wellesley as we move through this
process. Please let us know if anything we have submitted or explained is not clear.

We appreciate your help
Jay Derenzo
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July 19, 2017
Jessica Malcolm
MassHousing
One Beacon Street
Boston, MA 02108
RE: 680 Worcester Street, Wellesley, MA Site Eligibility Response
Dear Ms. Malcolm:
On behalf of the Town of Wellesley Board of Selectmen and Planning Board, please find the
following comments with respect to the Comprehensive Permit Site Approval Application recently
submitted by 680 Worcester Road, LLC for the construction of a 20-unit residential housing
development at 680 Worcester Street within the Town of Wellesley. While the Town supports the
creation of affordable housing options, the Town finds that the project is poorly designed and, as
designed, is inappropriate for this site. We request that your office and the applicant consider our
following concerns:
Site Constraints
The site has an area of 20,029 square feet. The proposed development has a gross floor
area of 27,171 square feet, a Floor Area Ratio of 1.36, and height greater than 46 feet. The
proposed project will occupy 68% of the site with impervious cover, and retains 32% of
the site as “open space,” which the applicant purports to be usable; however, given the
location along Route 9, the installation of retaining walls, and the slope to the rear of the
site, much of the open space is unusable to the tenants.
Proposed stormwater management does not meet Best Practices
Given the dense development of the site, necessary stormwater management is proposed
to be accomplished by placing subsurface detention within the foundation of the proposed
building. The Engineering Division has significant concerns over the subsurface
infiltration systems location under the garage slab. Our Wellesley Town Engineer, a
licensed professional with close to 30 years of experience, has never seen this done
previously. Access for maintenance may cause significant disturbance to the site. The
setbacks from the foundation appear to be insufficient. The applicant has not submitted soil

testing; however, any soil testing should account for the compaction rate required for the
construction of the building as well as address the possible hydrologic impact of the
infiltration system on the building foundation. For drainage purposes, it should be noted
that snow melt from open air areas will either drain into the subsurface system or be
directed to the Town’s sewer system and needs to account for suspended solids, filtration
and volume.
Wetlands determinations should be revisited
Wetlands are located on the adjacent property to the rear of the site. In December 2015, the
Town’s Wetlands Protection Committee determined that the isolated wetland on the
property is not jurisdictional and the Committee issued a negative Determination of
Applicability. As this determination was based upon an inspection in the fall, the Town is
of the opinion that an inspection for the presence of a vernal pool should be conducted in
the spring, as well as evaluating the role of the wetlands in flood control. Filling of this
isolated wetland will require additional permitting at the state level.
Proposed setbacks will cause unacceptable impacts to abutting properties
The setbacks of the proposed project are inadequate and juxtapose a 46-foot-tall building
8 feet from the property line of a single residence home to the east (total separation of
buildings is approximately 22-24 feet) with the residential building having a height of
approximately 28 feet. To the rear of the site two additional single family lots are present
with only a 12-foot setback. The minimal setbacks leave no room for an adequate buffer.
In addition, the proposal creates an elevated common terrace which will overlook the
properties to the rear with minimal visual or sound mitigation.
Parking is poorly designed and will not function as proposed
The parking for the site includes 32 parking spaces or 1.6 spaces per unit. Tandem parking
has been used in the site for 8 of these spaces. The tight configuration and poor layout of
the parking lot creates difficult maneuvering aisles to move tandem parked cars if needed.
Jockeying of cars may result in parking of cars temporarily on Route 9, which is
prohibited. The applicant has provided no visitor parking whatsoever, and given the
location and isolation of the site, visitors will likely park—illegally—on residential roads
or in the abutting commercial property. Parking for deliveries is limited and appropriate
turning radii for delivery trucks has not been accounted for in the design. The improper use
of turning radii continues to be an issue for trash service, fire safety, and moving trucks,
which if the development is constructed all such vehicles will be accessing the site located
on Route 9. Backing out of the site onto Route 9 is not an option. Additional parking
garage design concerns include the parking garage being only partially covered requiring
snow removal in open air areas.
Limited accommodations for snow removal and storage
Snow storage is accounted for on the plans, yet in each instance is over a barrier including
retaining walls and fencing. The minimal landscaped areas will be impacted by snow
storage, further depleting available opportunities for screening. If snow removal is not done
properly, snow banks will further reduce the size of parking spaces and maneuvering aisles
making a precarious layout even more unsafe for drivers.

Sewer service is undersized and the proposed building encroaches on the existing easement
The existing sewer connection to the site runs from an easement in Francis Road. The
proposed structure is located over the easement and the existing line, while adequate to
serve the four residential structures that are currently served through the easement, will not
meet the municipal standard for a sewer main when the additional 19 units are added. The
site also includes a slope easement which is held by the MassDOT, and a portion of the
proposed building is located within the easement. The Building Inspector has noted the
building cannot be located over any easements, and it should be further noted relocation of
the sewer easement would require Town officials to sign off on the abandonment as well
as Town Meeting approval.
Moratorium on opening of Route 9 may impact water service
An existing water line is present in Worcester Street. MassDOT will commence repaving
Route 9 in the spring/fall of 2017 and the Town anticipates there will be a moratorium on
cutting into the pavement.
Site access by Fire Department staff and apparatus is inadequate
The Fire Department has significant concerns regarding the ability for a Ladder Truck to
access the site and notes the site cannot accommodate the prerequisite turning radius. The
site is largely covered by the building with parking at grade. The ceiling height of the
covered parking is 12 feet which does not meet the minimum clear height for the fire
truck. The site must have a minimum of two access points for the Fire Department. An
access point can be Worcester Street, although it is a state highway. The secondary access
must be from the proposed parking lot at 680 Worcester Street given a fire truck cannot
access the remaining two sides of the building.
Site access exacerbates existing traffic and circulation problems
The proposal includes direct ingress and egress from Route 9. Route 9, however, only
allows for vehicles to access the site heading eastbound. Exiting the site, all vehicles must
continue eastbound and make turnarounds at Kingsbury and Route 9 or access residential
neighborhoods to alter course. Returning to the site from a westbound direction would
require turnarounds at Oak Street or access via neighborhood roads west of 680 Worcester
Street. The Town would encourage MassDOT to consider requiring the installation of a
deceleration lane for vehicles accessing the site from Route 9 due to the 50 mph speed limit
and limited driveway length.
Pedestrian access to and from the site is limited
The applicant is proposing to continue the sidewalk from Francis Road to the access
driveway of the site. Pedestrian access will be critical to access open space, schools, and
shopping located within walking distance of the isolated site. Sidewalks should be
continued to School Street along Route 9 to accommodate pedestrian traffic should the
project move forward. The applicant should also be responsible for plowing all stretches
of sidewalk from the site to major roads as MassDOT does not plow sidewalks. Access
from Francis Street to Town paths is only useful in good weather conditions as the Town
does not plow paths.

Accommodations for public access should be considered in the project design
The MetroWest Regional Transit Authority does have the Route 1 commuter bus which
travels along Route 9. The site should have bus accommodations adjacent to the site on
Route 9 for tenants seeking public transportation. Commuter rail access is within walking
distance if sidewalks are enhanced and plowed along Route 9.
Construction of the project will have significant impacts on adjacent properties and streets
The Town has significant concerns with respect to the practicality of constructing this
project. The size of the site makes it impossible to stage cranes or other construction
equipment, or to stockpile materials on site for construction. Additionally, parking for
construction workers cannot be accommodated on site and therefore will significantly
impact the adjacent neighborhoods as parking is not allowed on Route 9 and both sides of
Stearns Road. Deliveries will need to be expertly coordinated and offsite parking of
workers will be required. Parking, even of a temporary nature in the shoulder of Route 9
represents a significant safety concern to the Town and has the potential to significantly
impede residents accessing the Francis and Stearns neighborhoods which has limited
access from Route 9. The developer has not stated in the site application how construction
would be staged and coordinated.
The density of the proposed developed is significantly inconsistent with adjoining
development and will result in destabilization of the larger single family neighborhood
Twenty (20) residential units on a 20,000 square foot lot equates to a density of 43.47 units
per acre. The density of the abutting residential neighborhood, not including the subject
property, is 2.76 units per acre. The project will have a destabilizing effect on the current
single family use of the abutting properties, likely making them unmarketable for continued
single family owner occupancy, or for redevelopment as single family homes.
Based on the above, it is apparent that the proposed development is too intense for a site that is
less than ½ acre in size. There is no doubt that more affordable housing opportunities are necessary
in the Town of Wellesley, but such opportunities should be more respectful of existing
neighborhoods and land uses, as well as the eventual residents of the development. This proposal
effectively creates an island separate from the larger community, and is contrary to best practices
for affordable housing.

Sincerely,
__________________________
Ellen F. Gibbs, Chair

_________________________
Jack Morgan, Vice Chair

__________________________
Marjorie R. Freiman

__________________________
Beth Sullivan Woods

________________________
Thomas Ulfelder
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October 6, 2017
Katherine Miller
MassHousing
One Beacon Street
Boston, MA 02108
RE: 16 Stearns Road, Wellesley, MA Site Eligibility Response
Dear Ms. Miller:
On behalf of the Town of Wellesley Board of Selectmen and Planning Board, please find the
following comments with respect to the Comprehensive Permit Site Approval Application recently
submitted by 16 Stearns Road, LLC for the construction of a 36-unit residential housing
development at 16 Stearns Road within the Town of Wellesley. The Town finds the location of
the proposed project unacceptable given the limited access to the site and proximity to the 680
Worcester Street project (proposed by the same developer) currently in Site Eligibility review with
MassHousing. The Town finds the project’s density, scale, and height incompatible with the
neighborhood and finds the project will have a detrimental impact on abutters due to mass, scale,
and traffic based on both its independent construction and relationship to the 680 Worcester Street
Project. We request that your office consider the concerns outlined below, as well as consider this
project as a joint submittal with the 680 Worcester Street project given the dual ownership by Jay
Derenzo and the one parcel separation of the two sites.
Site Constraints
The site has an area of 44,578 square feet. The proposed development has a gross floor
area of approximately 97,000 square feet with a Floor Area Ratio of 2.18, and an average
height of 70 feet. The west side of the project measures 81 feet in height. The site has
approximately 5,000 square feet within a 0.2% Flood Zone, with the remainder of the site
being comprised of steep grades and ledge. The elevation change from Stearns Road to the
peak of the property is 18 feet. The proposal will regrade the site to be at street grade of
152 feet above sea level. This will require a tremendous removal of site material and the
installation of 7-11 foot retaining walls along the abutting properties with no fencing
proposed.

Fire Access
The Fire Department has expressed concern over the height of the structure and ability to
access the structure from multiple sides. One elevation of the structure is over 81 feet in
height, and will be the highest residential structure in Wellesley. The Fire Department will
consider the structure as a high rise for construction purposes. The Fire Department finds
that additional access will be required to the sides and rear of the structure to meet the Fire
Code, as access is limited with 14-15 foot setbacks within 150 feet in either direction from
the front door. An access road is required and at present cannot be accommodated. Further,
given the height of the structure, the Tower Truck must respond to all calls at the site,
therefore the Tower Truck will also be required to make the turns around the building when
a fire access road is added. In addition to the turning radius required for the sides of the
building, the turning radius at the access driveway is not adequate to accommodate the
Tower Truck, and given the limited access to the site from Francis Road and Stearns Road,
turning around must be accommodated on the project site.
Site Access Exacerbates Existing Traffic and Circulation Problems
The proposal includes direct ingress and egress from Stearns Road, a narrow dead end
street located directly off Francis Road, a narrow and dead end street, with direct access
from Route 9 eastbound. Stearns Road and Francis Road are heavily traveled pedestrian
routes for access to the Sprague School heading south, and Middle School heading
southeast. The neighborhood is currently comprised of 17 single family structures
(excluding the lot in question) largely 1.5 stories in height. The neighborhood has limited
vehicular access, as it can only be accessed from Route 9 eastbound. The limited access to
Route 9 is also a concern with traffic backup onto Francis and Stearns Road during peak
commuting hours that coincides with pedestrian and school traffic.
It is unclear whether the applicant is proposing to add any sidewalks within the
neighborhood. The additional volume of 36 residential properties on a narrow road with
significant pedestrian traffic, and no sidewalks is a concern given the current width and
limited access to the property. There currently are no sidewalks on either Francis Road or
Stearns Road and both rights of way measure approximately 40 feet in width, with
pavement widths of approximately 20 feet in width. Sidewalk installation should be a
consideration given the increased vehicular and construction volume. The proposed project
adds over 200% more residences and vehicular activity to the neighborhood at the current
pedestrian access point to both the Sprague elementary school and Middle School. Many
residents along Worcester Street also use this neighborhood for access. The adjacent
project proposed at 680 Worcester Street, if constructed, will also add pedestrians to the
neighborhood as it is a safer route to the schools and fields than along Route 9 where there
is no current sidewalk extending westbound. Residents currently access Sprague School
by walking through the end of Stearns Road through to the school property via a stone path.
The installation of sidewalks is feasible given the 40-foot right of way, but will have
significant impact on the existing streetscape and require the removal of established Town
trees located within the right of way.
Proposed Setbacks Will Cause Unacceptable Impacts to Abutting Properties
The setbacks of the proposed project are inadequate and juxtapose a 70-foot-tall building
15 feet from the abutting property line and 45 feet to a single residence home located at 10
Stearns Road to the east. The Town owns land to the east, south, and west, and the structure
will be located 14.9 feet from the Sprague School Parking Lot and Sprague Fields access

drive. The minimal setbacks leave inadequate buffer or screening from abutters,
particularly given front access will be 160 feet from the rear of a proposed 20 unit 40B
located at 680 Worcester Street with minimal landscaping provided to the rear of the site.
The two projects proposed by Jay Derenzo significantly impact the properties located at 11
Stearns Road and 9 Stearns Road, which will have projects to the rear and across the street
from their low profile single-family structures. In addition, the proposal creates exterior
balconies that will overlook the abutting properties with minimal visual or sound
mitigation. The Town reiterates its view that the two projects should be considered as one
project as the proposal will eliminate all privacy for 11 Stearns and 9 Stearns Road.
The Density of the Proposed Development is Significantly Inconsistent with Adjoining
Development
Thirty-six (36) residential units on a 44,578 square foot lot equates to a density of 35 units
per acre. The density of the abutting residential neighborhood, not including the subject
property, is 3 units per acre. The single-family structures directly abutting the site will be
significantly impacted due to the close proximity and potential shadow effects from the
development. The developer previously discussed with the Town the potential to subdivide
the lot into 2 or 3 units, which would have been consistent with the existing neighborhood
density. The 2017 Annual Town Meeting altered the Town’s Large House Review zoning
provisions, and as a result, the developer has stated his perceived size limitations on
residential construction necessitated the current proposed project. This zoning change does
not align with the need for the density of 40 units per acre at the 680 Worcester Street site.
The 16 Stearns Road application largely references the Alzheimer’s Center as
neighborhood context. The site, although within close proximity on a map, has no vehicular
neighborhood connection to the Alzheimer’s Center and contextually is separated from the
proposed 36-unit development because of the street patterns.
Water and Sewer Service
The Town has preliminarily reviewed the water and sewer infrastructure in the immediate
area. While DPW/Engineering believes sewer can be handled with the existing 8” main,
there is significant concern that the existing 6” water main will not provide adequate flow
with the necessary sprinkler system, while maintaining appropriate service levels for the
neighborhood. Replacement of the line to an 8” or 10” line will be required from Route 9,
thus impacting both the Stearns Road and Francis Road water lines and road surfaces.
Given the location of the project and required infrastructure upgrades, there is no section
of the neighborhood unaffected from the proposed projects.
Proposed Stormwater Management Concerns
Given the dense development of the site and the significant amount of impervious material,
stormwater management and groundwater management are significant concerns to the
Town. There is likely a presence of ledge where the underground garage is proposed, and
the dense site configuration will limit the available locations for subsurface infiltration.
Ground water has largely been located in the area at depths of 5 feet below grade. On-site
mitigation must be considered, although the Town will be opposed to the location of
subsurface infiltration underneath the foundation of the proposed building. Although
stormwater management is neglected in the application, the developer has proposed similar
subsurface systems at the 680 Worcester Street 40B site. The subsurface recharge of that

site, also over 85% impervious within close proximity, will further impact the water table.
The front of the property is the only location where subsurface infiltration can be located.
At this time, there is no information on soil conditions or percolation capabilities of the
site. The site is within close proximity to the McCracken Brook culvert that is currently at
capacity. Unmanaged stormwater will exacerbate the problems associated with the
McCracken Brook culvert and could have significant impact on the small residential
neighborhood with potential ground water disturbance. McCracken Brook will be impacted
by runoff and stormwater from three projects including 16 Stearns Road, 680 Worcester
Street, and Delanson Circle which also proposes 90 Units along Linden Street through a
Comprehensive Permit.
Flood Zone and Wetlands
As noted above, the site is partially located within a Flood Plain. The applicant states that
he is seeking a Letter of Map Amendment, but as no LOMA has been issued it should be
noted that the lower level of the parking garage is at the Flood Plain elevation. The plans
also show that there is a common exercise room with access to an outdoor community
space in this flood plain area.
Wetlands are located on the adjacent property at 694 Worcester Street across the right of
way from the project site. In December 2015, the Town’s Wetlands Protection Committee
determined that the isolated wetland on the property is not jurisdictional and the Committee
issued a negative Determination of Applicability. As this determination was based upon an
inspection in the fall, the Town is of the opinion that an inspection for the presence of a
vernal pool should be conducted in the spring, as well as evaluating the role of the wetlands
in flood control. The buffer zone for this potential wetland would largely impact the 16
Stearns Road property.
Parking Garage and Visitor Parking
The parking for the site includes 78 parking spaces, configured in 5 surface spaces and two
levels of underground parking having 36 and 37 spaces. The applicant has provided
minimal visitor parking. It should be noted Stearns and Francis Roads prohibit on street
parking. Overflow visitor parking would likely try to locate at either the private Alzheimer
Center or Sprague School/Field. Sprague School/Field already has a shortage of parking
during events and does not allow for overnight parking. Trash is proposed to be located on
the eastern side of the property with an exterior dumpster, located at the closest point to
the abutting residential property. It is important to note that Wellesley does not have
municipal trash removal, but relies on residents or private trash haulers, as licensed by the
Board of Health.
Construction of the Project Will Have Significant Impacts on Adjacent Properties and
Streets
The Town has significant concerns with respect to the practicality of constructing this
project. The size and location of this site will make it difficult to stage cranes or other
construction equipment. The significant removal of site material also poses a problem with
the number of anticipated trucks needed to haul the soil and blasted ledge material off site
with limited access. In addition, the two-tier parking proposed will require significant
concrete work, and staging of trucks will be difficult given the limited access to the site
from Route 9 and the small neighborhood streets used to access the project site.

Additionally, parking for all construction workers may not be completely accommodated
on site given the size of the project, and as previously noted parking is prohibited on Stearns
Road and Francis Road, as well as Route 9. Deliveries will need to be expertly coordinated
and offsite parking of workers may be required. The developer has not stated in the site
application how construction would be staged and coordinated. This construction effort, in
concert with the potential construction of the 680 Worcester Street project, will make
project logistics impossible. Construction parking will have to be accommodated off site
for both projects.

Historical Soil Concerns
The project site is located within close proximity to a landfill remediation site located at
Sprague Field. Given the proximity to McCracken Brook Culvert, and the amount of fill
proposed for removal, the Town believes the site should conduct a 21E to verify the soil at
lower levels has no contamination from the historic landfill located adjacent to the
property.
Conclusion: Based on the above, the proposed development is too intense for a site that is
approximately 1 acre in size.
Wellesley’s Progress on Affordable Housing
The Town has recently been inundated with 40B Site Eligibility notices. The Town has not met its
10% threshold; but would like to convey the efforts it has continually made to increase the Town’s
affordable housing inventory. The Town of Wellesley has been making steady progress over the
last 15 years in increasing the Subsidized Housing Inventory and consistently passing zoning
provisions to assist with affordable housing as redevelopment opportunities in Wellesley’s
commercial districts occur. The Town as of August 24, 2017 is at 6.3% of its 10% goal, with
upwards of 38 units in the process of being added to the Subsidized Housing Inventory within the
next several months. Below are the Town’s actions that have supported development of affordable
housing:








The 2007-2017 Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 2007 with actions for affordable
housing.
The Inclusionary Zoning Bylaw (IZB) was adopted in 2004 which requires residential
projects in commercial districts to provide 20% affordable housing, and commercial
projects over 10,000 square feet to provide 2% affordable housing (1 unit for every
50,000 square feet constructed).
2004: the Town’s Community Preservation Committee funded $65,000 in addition to
HUD funds to create a DMR house at 4 Marshall Road (SHI).
2005: the IZB was modified to require subdivisions having more than 5 lots to comply
with the Bylaw at 20% threshold.
2007: the definition of Floor Area Ratio in the Zoning Bylaw was modified to exclude
affordable units developed under the IZB from being included in the FAR to increase
density and increase opportunities for affordable housing units in commercial districts.
2007: the Linden Square project was completed, wherein 7 affordable housing units were
created under the IZB (Units have recently be found to be missing from the Town’s SHI,
but are being added now).















2007/2008: permitting began for projects at 978 Washington Street and the former
Wellesley Inn site at 576 Washington Street in Wellesley Square; these projects were
delayed due to the recession, but both have now been completed, resulting in 7 SHIeligible units at 978 Worcester and 5 SHI-eligible units at 576 Washington Street. Both
projects were developed under the Town’s Zoning and subject to the IZB; 978 Worcester
St. also resulted in payment in-lieu funds for 1 unit.
2009: the permitting of a CVS resulted in the payment of in-lieu funds under the IZB.
2011: a 40B project was approved at 65-71 Washington Street resulting in 1 SHI-eligible
unit.
2012: a project was permitted at 27 Washington Street, resulting in the development of
82 SHI-eligible units, as well as 7 assisted living units not SHI-eligible but permanently
deed restricted to be affordable.
2012: the Wellesley Housing Development Corporation purchased a two-family dwelling
at Peck Ave and a single-family dwelling at 6 Mellon Road, renovating the homes and
creating 3 affordable units; at this time the Town also purchased 9 Highland Road,
although it is not on SHI, but it is affordable due to deed restriction not complying with
DHCD requirements (Must wait to add on resale per DHCD).
2013/2014: a 40B project was approved at 139 Linden Street providing 2 SHI units (to be
added to SHI).
2013: Wellesley Square Zoning District was amended to create a special permit to
increase density; this benefited and allowed the previously stalled Wellesley Inn project
to proceed.
2016: the Planning Board approved a Definitive Subdivision plan for 135 Great Plain
Ave. that included a payment in-lieu for 2.4 units.
2016 to present: the Town is developing a new Comprehensive Plan; known as the
Unified Plan, the Plan is combining typical land use planning with all aspects of the
Town’s government to serve as a master strategic plan for the Town. The Plan is
expected to be adopted in the Winter/Spring 2018. www.wellesleyunifiedplan.com
July 2016 to present: the Planning Board, Board of Selectmen, and Housing Development
Corporation, have aggregated $35,000 for the creation of a Housing Production Plan for
the Town. An RFP was released by September 25, 2017.

More affordable housing opportunities are necessary in the Town of Wellesley and the Town is
currently working on a Housing Production Plan. The proposed density in a neighborhood with
limited access is unreasonable and incongruous with the 1.5 story residential structures on .25 to
.5 acre lots. In addition, this second proposed 40B development is within less than 160 feet from
a proposed 40B development, by the same developer, at 680 Worcester Street which has already
significantly decreased the economic value of these properties. The developer is systematically
seeking to purchase abutting properties, and given the detrimental effect the two projects might
have on the quiet single-family neighborhood, residents feel pressure to sell. This proposal, along
with the four other 40B projects currently in site eligibility at MassHousing and MHP are far out
of character with the community.
For reference, 40B projects currently in Project Eligibility are:
1. 680 Worcester Street (20 Units)- ~160 feet from proposed project
2. Wellesley Crossing – Delanson Circle (90 Units) ~2100 feet from proposed project

3. 148 Weston Road (55 Units) ~ 3000 feet from proposed project
4. 135 Great Plain Avenue (44 Units) ~ 1.6 miles from proposed project

Other 40B projects being considered in Wellesley
1. 136 Worcester Street (44 Units) ~3 miles from proposed project

Sincerely,
Sincerely,
__________________________
Ellen F. Gibbs, Chair

_________________________
Jack Morgan, Vice Chair

__________________________
Marjorie R. Freiman

__________________________
Beth Sullivan Woods

________________________
Thomas Ulfelder

