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P U B L I C  H E A R I N G / W O R K I N G  S E S S I O N  M E M O R A N D U M  

DATE: October 3, 2025 

MEETING DATE: October 7, 2025 

TO: City Council 

 Planning & Development Board 

FROM: Barney Heath, Director of Planning and Development 
Jennifer Caira, Deputy Director of Planning and Development 
Katie Whewell, Chief Planner for Current Planning 
Cat Kemmett, Deputy Chief Planner for Current Planning 
 

COPIED:  Petitioner 

SUBJECT: #238-25 Request to Rezone 399 Grove Street to Mixed Use 3 and to amend sections of 
the Mixed Use 3/Transit Oriented Development District of the Newton Zoning 
Ordinance 

  #239-25 Request for Special Permit to construct a mixed-use development consisting 
of 750 residential units, mixed commercial, parking and public open space with 
associated waivers from the Zoning Ordinance at 355,399, 0 Grove Street, Ward 4, 
Newton, on land known as section 42 Block 11 Lot 03, Section 42 Block 11 Lot 02 and 
Section 42 Block 11 Lot 4A containing approximately 9.34 acres of land in districts zoned 
Mixed Use 3 Transit Oriented (MU3), BU2 (a portion to be rezoned to MU3), BU5 (to be 
rezoned to MU3) 

Project Links: Rezoning application: https://newtonma.portal.opengov.com/records/885679 

  Special Permit: https://newtonma.portal.opengov.com/records/885288 

 

In response to questions raised at the City Council public hearing, the Planning Department is providing 
the following information for the upcoming public hearing/working session.  This information is 
supplemental to staff analysis previously provided at the Land Use Committee public hearing.  
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Executive Summary 
 
The petitioner, Mark Development LLC, seeks to redevelop a site adjacent to Riverside Station. 
This plan proposes 750 residential units in six buildings with approximately  20,000 square feet 
of retail and commercial space and 1,119 parking spaces. The project proposal also includes a 
request to rezone one of the three parcels comprising the development site to Mixed Use 3 
(MU3), text amendments to the zoning ordinance, and special permit relief.  

 

September 16, 2025 Public Hearing 

The public hearing for this petition opened on September 16, 2025 and was held open. The 
petitioner, staff, and the City’s on-call consultants provided materials and presentations. 
Members of the Land Use Committee, Planning & Development Board, staff, and members of 
the public shared comments and raised questions about the project. Topics raised at this 
meeting include concerns about potential parking and traffic impacts, requests for more 
information about the design and activation of open spaces on site, suggestions for design 
revisions to Building 2/3, and possible programming of the proposed retail space. The 
petitioner submitted a list of responses to these questions which can be found in the project 
materials, and their project team has also provided several responses to the City’s peer 
reviewer reports, which can also be found in the project materials. 

Urban Design 

On September 24, City Lights Development submitted a response to NBBJ’s review of the 
project’s design titled “Response to September 5, 2025 NBBJ Peer Review Memo.” The 
response is has been reviewed by NBBJ in a memo dated October 2 (Attachment A).  

 
In their initial memo, NBBJ noted that the scale and length of Building 6 may make it appear 
very large and long, and noted similar concerns about Building 2/3, which will be very visible 
to the public at the corner of the site and may appear monolithic. The Riverside team 
acknowledged the linear design of Building 6 but believe the retail portion of the building on 
the ground level will read as separate from the residential section, and at this time have not 
indicated they plan to make design changes to that façade. Adjustments are being considered 
for Building 2/3, but at this time no revised plans have been submitted. The petitioner’s design 
peer review response memo notes that they considered increasing the height of other 
buildings to offset the massing of Building 2/3, but they found it to be financially infeasible 
due to the significant costs associated with high-rise wood frame construction.  

The petitioner states that the common square that is part of the beneficial public open space 
has been redesigned to include more usable flat lawn areas and be better oriented to receive 
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sunlight, but no plans have been provided yet to illustrate this. They also suggest a dog park 
could be added to the site. Staff are supportive of adding space for dogs and request 
additional information about the location and design of this park. NBBJ and staff have both 
recommended that the private playground proposed for the project be made open to the 
public and included in the beneficial open space required for MU3 projects. The petitioner’s 
response is that it is unlikely Lower Falls residents would use this play area when there are 
more convenient play areas closer to Lower Falls. Staff observe that while that may be the 
case for some Lower Falls residents it may not true for all, and giving community members 
the option to choose would be beneficial to the wider neighborhood. The play area could 
also be used by commuters as well as workers and visitors to the retail tenants of Riverside.  

Questions were raised at the previous public hearing about retail uses, with Councilors 
interested to learn about possible retail programming, with some voicing support in 
particular for tenants that will activate the streetscape.  The petitioner plans to discuss the 
types of retail tenants that are expected to be located in the project at the October 7 
meeting.  

Transportation 

On September 23, VHB from the petitioner’s development team submitted a response to 
Green’s initial review of traffic and transportation. The response has been reviewed by Green, 
who responded with a memo dated September 23 (Attachment B).  

In their response VHB provided answers to several questions raised in the initial memo from 
Green. VHB provided traffic volume counts for a typical weekend day on Grove Street, which 
peak hour traffic volumes currently approximately 34 percent lower on a Saturday than on a 
typical weekday. In response to Green’s request for an evaluation of the departure crashes 
along a stretch of Grove Street that has elevated levels of risk (from east of the I-95 
northbound ramp to the east side of the Green Line train trestle), VHB assessed and provided 
a summary of the crash data for the 11 crashes that occurred on Grove Street within this 
segment between 2017 and 2021. VHB claims that the proposed roundabouts will slow motor 
vehicle traffic and reduce the likelihood of roadway departure crashes occurring in the future, 
and assessment that Green agrees with. Green suggests additional traffic calming methods in 
addition to the roundabouts, including raised intersections, curb extensions, and pinch points.  

In their response, Green requests a signage plan for short-term pick up/drop off parking areas 
and a wayfinding signage plan. They asked for clarity on some unclear drawings in the first 
floor parking garage plan. They also note that the area around Building 2/3 and Building 4 
show firetruck movements with an overhang into the sidewalk area, and request confirmation 
that there are no vertical obstructions in these overhang areas.  
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Staff and Green have shared concerns about the proposed bicycle route along Grove Street, 
which does not include a direct connection to the MBTA station. Green believes that given the 
high volume of traffic, narrowness of the roadway, and volume of bicyclists and pedestrians 
anticipated on the site, a protected bicycle lane is warranted. The petitioner has stated that 
they are reviewing site plans to improve bicycle access, but no plans showing this have been 
provided yet. 

The petitioner has submitted a Transportation Demand Management plan that will be 
reviewed and assessed by Green prior to the October 7 meeting. The plan notes that as 
proposed, the project includes bike parking that exceeds what is required by the zoning 
ordinance, EV chargers and EV ready parking spaces, and the site is located close to public 
transit options and bike paths. The TDM plan includes installing information display screens in 
every residential building lobby with real-time transit arrival and departure information for 
the MBTA Green Line and nearby MBTA bus lines, a site-specific TDM Coordinator, and a 
commitment to providing informational material about transportation alternatives.  

The petitioner has committed to 50% reimbursement on monthly MBTA LinkPass or monthly 
bus pass purchases for each new residential tenant for two years. Planning  recommends that 
the applicant extend this program beyond the two years it is currently proposing and to ensure 
the benefit extends to new residents in subsequent years after the project receives any 
certificate of occupancy. They also propose a contribution to the City’s bike-share program up 
to a maximum contribution of $50,000. Staff note that this is a departure from the stated 
intention to provide a Bluebikes Station on site noted in the TIAS, and based on the latest 
estimates available to Planning, a new Bluebikes Station would cost closer to $75,000 and 
require a concrete pad for the bike docks. Planning requests that the petitioner clarify if they 
intend to fully fund the creation of this station.  

Fiscal Analysis 

On September 25, Fougere Planning & Development from the petitioner’s development team 
submitted a response to Camoin’s fiscal analysis. The response has been reviewed by Camoin, 
who responded with a memo dated September 30 (Attachment C). In their response, Fougere 
provided documentation to support several assumptions used in their fiscal analysis that were 
requested by Camoin, including their assumption that each housing unit will have one vehicle 
and their estimated number and distribution of potential students in the proposed project.  

Camoin’s memo notes that the additional input from the consultant offered good context and 
while some data gaps remain, overall the fiscal analysis is reasonable. They identify two areas 
where full documentation and verification of figures would strengthen this analysis. The first 
is finalizing the cost assumptions for Fire Department services. The petitioner has made efforts 
to verify estimated fire and EMS costs with the Newton Fire Department but has not yet 
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finalized that process. Camoin notes that the petitioner relied on methodologies consistent 
with past Newton studies but the numbers should be confirmed by Fire. The other area that 
they request clarification on is the projected motor vehicle excise tax, estimated at $15,000 
per vehicle. Camoin finds that the proposed vehicle value does not have specific backup to 
justify that dollar amount and requests evidence to support the $15,000 average.  

Stormwater and Civil Design 

On September 23, VHB from the petitioner’s development team submitted a response to 
Horsley Witten’s initial review of stormwater design  titled “Peer Review Stormwater 
Management Comments”. The response has been reviewed by Horsley Witten, who 
responded with a memo dated October 1 (Attachment D).  The response from VHB indicates 
that several aspects of the civil plans for the project have been revised to respond to points 
raised by Horsley Witten in their memo. These revisions include new drawings to better 
illustrate the existing grade on site and the removal of one of the infiltration systems, though 
the other three subsurface infiltration systems will remain and provide greater than 61,000 
cubic feet of water storage. In response to questions about snow management on site in the 
event of significant storms, VHB stated that the petitioner will haul snow off-site when the 
onsite snow storage is at capacity. 

 
In their analysis of VHB’s response, Horsley Witten noted that an additional test pit is needed 
prior to construction near one of the infiltration systems. They also note that the petitioner 
has addressed several questions raised in their first memo, including the method of treatment 
runoff water from the garage roof and noted that the applicant has agreed to evaluate the 
possibility of roof water harvesting which they had recommended. Horsley Witten highlighted 
a few suggestions for conditions of approval related to stormwater regulations, including 
requiring a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan prior to any land disturbance and an Illicit 
Discharge Compliance Statement, which the Planning agrees would be appropriate.  
 
The petitioner has also added more details to their Construction Management Plans (CMP.) 
Construction is expected to take four to five years, with CMPs created for each building 
detailing truck routes, noise, dust, and rodent management protocols. The petitioner proposes 
that oversight of construction impacts will be carried out by the Riverside Liaison Committee, 
which will hold regular public meetings and work with residents to navigate concerns that may 
arise during the construction process. 

Next Steps 

City staff and the development team will be available at the October 7 hearing to expand on 
any areas identified in their reviews and answer questions. 
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City staff and the petitioner are working on identifying conditions for the project. Staff 
anticipate having draft conditions for the Committee to consider in advance of the next 
hearing. 

 

Attachments 

 

Attachment A:  Urban Design Peer Review Report 

Attachment B:  Transportation Peer Review Report  

Attachment C:  Fiscal Impact Peer Review Report 

Attachment D:  Stormwater Peer Review Report  
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October 2, 2025 

Ms. Cat Kemmett 
City of Newton 
1000 Commonwealth Ave 
Newton, MA  02459 

Subject: NBBJ Memo #2 for Riverside Station Special Permit Application 

Dear Ms. Kemmett, 

NBBJ is pleased to provide the following peer review for Riverside Station Special Permit 
Application  

Scope of Work 
This memo is in response to the public presentation on September 16th, 2025 and the memo 
to the City of Newton Planning Department dated September 24, 2025 by Robert Halvorson 
Design Partnership, Michael Lawson of Minno & Wasko Architects and David Roache of City 
Lights Development. We have followed the same numbering system established in the above 

memo and included previous commentary from both NBBJ’s first memo and the written 
response provided from the project proponent.  NBBJ text is in green and italicized for ease. 

COMMENTARY AND RESPONSE 

NBBJ Comment U.1:  
We suggest that more could be done visually to break up the horizontal length of this building 
[Building 6] and reduce the perceived monolithic size and length along Main Street. 

City Lights Response U.1: We understand and can appreciate this comment as compared to 
the other buildings, since Building 6 is fairly linear. However, creating the fiction of two 
separate buildings would not be believable as there is only one primary residential entrance. 
The length of this building will not be fully within view from the green space at Building 2, as 
only the southern corner will be visible from this perspective. The retail portion of the building 
at this location projects forward at the ground level to create a separate mass, that will be 

Attachment A
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perceived as its own “building”, with the residential levels above it set back significantly. The 
remainder of the building will be experienced from the sidewalk level, where the public will 
encounter a variety of retail experiences. 
 
NBBJ Response: We agree that there are few places where the length of the building will be 
visible.  We would suggest a perspective looking south along Main Street from the east side 
of the street would be helpful as this is where the length of Building 6 will be most visible.   
 
On another, but somewhat related note, please illustrate where the public parking garage 
entrance/exit will be on the south end of the parking garage.  This might be an opportunity to 
create some visual hierarchy by emphasizing this entrance.  Also the residential entrance 
might be more visually obvious and therefore a way to create some hierarchy on the façade. 
 
 
NBBJ Comment U.2:  
Given the investments in Grove Street connections to Hamilton Community Center and 
Lower Falls, we would like to see if the proponent could improve connectivity to this corner of 
the site both for residents of the project itself as well as residents of Lower Falls. 
 
City Lights Response U.2: We agree that the Grove Street connections to the Community 
Center, Lower Falls and now Riverside Park represent a substantial investment that should 
be appreciated by both the residents and the public. We intentionally added a primary 
entrance at the corner of this building (at the proposed roundabout) to encourage residents 
to access the building from these connections. Additionally, we are proposing other 
enhancements, as detailed in the September 16th presentation, that will substantially 
improve the experience of the connection to the site between Building 3 and 4. This 
connection does include a public elevator to create a publicly accessible route into the site. It 
is located immediately adjacent to the stairway.  
It should be noted that while the buildings in the development are of scale, this has always 
been the intent of the MU-3 zone, as the zone was specifically established for this site. The 
previously approved developments at this site all included large buildings, similar to the 
current proposal. There is no limitation on building footprints in the MU-3 zone. A special 
permit is required for any development of 20,000 square feet or more of new gross floor 
area (a requirement in all Business, Mixed-Use, and Manufacturing Districts in the City of 
Newton), but there is no building footprint limitation. However, the team understands the 
concern and is studying ways to break the building mass along its southern end by creating a 
more inviting corner view as one travels from Lower Falls to Auburndale along Grove Street. 
 
NBBJ Response:  We appreciate the design explorations presented on September 16, 2025 
and look forward to changes to the public stairway and elevator on Grove Street.as well as 
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the Civic Common on Main Street and adjacent commercial and community uses. 
 
As others have commented at the September 16 meeting, The Building 2-3 entrance on 
Grove Street facing the roundabout, this entrance alone does not substantially “break up” the 
great mass of Building 1-2.  We would expect further studies of how the mass of the building 
could be made to feel more like the very successful Building #3 which establishes a more 
suitable rhythm of building massing along Grove Street. 
 
 
NBBJ Comment U.3: We recommend consideration of increased building heights and 
massing to offset enlarged open spaces and improved solar access to proposed open spaces 
and to create parks that are sufficiently large and programmed to attract residents from 
surrounding neighborhoods. 
 
City Lights Response U.3: The Development Team is considering the addition of height to 
other buildings to allow for adjustments to Building 2/3 to break down its massing and to 
allow for better light and air into the primary residential amenity courtyard. Additional height 
on any building other than Building 5 will have a substantial net negative impact on the 
project as buildings 1-4 and 6 already include 5 levels of wood-frame construction. 
Additionally, proposing a building greater than 7 total stories would introduce the 
considerable added expense associated with high-rise construction for the entire building. 
The project cannot support this premium. 
 
NBBJ Response:  We appreciate the constraints of construction typologies, that are 
affordable in this economy.  Is it possible to consider increasing height on either Building 1 or 
Building 6 to a “5 over 2” construction where the first two levels are non-wood and a minimal 
amount of office, or loft style residential space could be provided on the 2 floors below the 
more conventional residential spaces above.  This might allow for lower heights or reduced 
footprints of Building 2-3 or Building 4 both of which cast the largest shadows on Main 
Street and the proposed public spaces. 
 
 
NBBJ Comment U.4: We would recommend studies to enhance the northern length of Grove 
Street sidewalks and bike accommodations to reduce inevitable conflicts between 
commuters, anticipated new school students and cyclists at this choke point. 
 
City Lights Response U.4: The northern length of Grove Street sidewalk in front of the MBTA 
parcel is outside the project’s scope and any widening of the pedestrian way would require 
encroaching into the MBTA parcel, which is not possible as part of the proposed 
development.  
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NBBJ Response:  We agree that the existing sidewalk (separated from traffic by a grass 
median) on the MBTA parcel is adequate.  We are more concerned about the short distance 
below the MBTA bridge where the west sidewalk is immediately adjacent to traffic  and not 
protected in any way as well as encroached upon by utilities.  
 
We note that the underpass area has sidewalks on either side of Grove Street.  The eastern 
sidewalk leads nowhere, as it terminates south of the bridge. It might be possible to reassign 
some width to the north sidewalk and provide additional pedestrian protections by either 
reducing lane widths, or reducing the eastern sidewalk and realigning the travel lanes. 
 
We understand that this is currently considered out of scope by the project proponent, but 
given the increase of pedestrians (particularly children)  that will be generated by the 750 
units at Riverside, and the multi-use path improvements across 128, it would seem 
appropriate to correct a pedestrian safety concern as part of this approval process rather 
than wait for the public capital funding. 
 
 
NBBJ Comment U.5: We would like to better understand how this project includes pedestrian 
connectivity to Recreation Road and Riverside Park in coordination with the proposed 
northbound on-ramp and other improvements to DCR property. 
 
City Lights Response U.5: The vehicular entry noted at Recreation Road is not accessible for 
use of the private development. This is a gated access point for the delivery and removal of 
rolling stock (trains) from the MBTA maintenance yard. This is necessary as Main Street 
cannot accommodate the extremely large vehicle necessary for the transport of trains. The 
development team agrees that a connection to the existing public spaces on DCR land is a 
very important element for the project, the neighborhood, and the entire region. The project 
will now be providing a bicycle and pedestrian link from the project’s Main Street to Riverside 
Park, the Pony Truss Bridge, and the new Lasell Boathouse bridge. The type of path will vary 
in response to the existing conditions and further details will be presented at future Land Use 
hearings. 
 
NBBJ Response:  We applaud the proponent’s inclusion of a bicycle and pedestrian link to 
Riverside Park and the New Lasell Boathouse bridge.  We look forward to further design 
concepts to review with DCR and Mass Highway and other concerned parties.  
 
NBBJ Comment U.6: A discussion would be appreciated about any interim improvements 
that are anticipated to enhance the pedestrian experience, safety and comfort for transit 
users to reach the leased parking and bicycle spaces in the garage and for future residents 
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traveling to and from the Greenline station. 
 
City Lights Response U.6: Bike parking spaces in the garage are provided for residents.  The 
proposal will provide clear pedestrian sidewalks along Main St as well as connections from 
Grove Street along the new Entry Road which will connect to existing MBTA pedestrian and 
bike parking accommodations near the Riverside Bus and Train facilities. At this time, the 
MBTA has not shared any plans for the improvement of the pedestrian route from the garage 
to the station, however one could imagine this being included in their long-term plans. This 
area is outside the scope of the project, and the developer does not have the ability to 
propose changes to this area. 
 
NBBJ Response: We acknowledge that the MBTA cannot be compelled to make 
improvements as part of this project approvals process.  It should be noted that the MBTA 
bike parking facilities are minimal with poor weather protection and no security. We would 
suggest that the project proponent should consider the inclusion of additional covered and 
secure bicycle parking in the north end of the public garage in the same proportion as 
vehicular parking has been provided for MBTA users.  An advantage to the Riverside Station 
would be additional users who would be potential customers for the retail offerings at this 
point of modality change. 
 
NBBJ Comment U.7: We would appreciate further discussion about the types of uses of this 
drop-off area including delivery trucks (UPS, etc.) and the ability to periodically convert these 
paved areas to the suggested weekend market or food trucks as stated in the proposal. 
 
City Lights Response U.7: The drop off loop area will be used by Uber/Lyft and 
Amazon/UPS/FedEx delivery trucks as well as residential move-ins for Building 4 in the 
revised proposal. Parking around this area could be used for food trucks and other short-term 
mobile offerings, however circulation will need to be maintained for access to the buildings, 
especially for emergency vehicles. Closing the loop entirely as a pedestrian or market area is 
not feasible for these reasons. 
 
NBBJ Response: We would like to see some diagrams that show how this drop off area could 
realistically be used for regular farmers markets, food trucks, etc. as described in the project 
brief, so that circulation is maintained but pedestrian safety is considered. 
 
 
NBBJ Comment U.8: However the sheer length of Building 6 might be improved by more 
visual breakup of the building length with some relief.  We would welcome a study of how this 
might be achieved without losing residential units. 
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City Lights Response U.8: The panel color on the top floors will be revised in the center of the 
Building 6 to further break up the building facades. As discussed in comment U.1, multiple 
facades would not be logical for this building. The building is only 35’ deep and horizontal 
relief is infeasible as it would impact the layout of the apartments substantially. The building 
includes bay windows to provide horizontal relief. 
 
NBBJ Response:  As mentioned above, we would like to have the proponent study how the 
residential entrance and the garage entrance could be enhanced to provide some hierarchy 
to the long façade and provide some legibility to access points, particularly the public access 
to the parking garage. 
 
 
NBBJ Comment U.9: Further refinement of a shadow study might also help to explain how 
much of the sidewalks on Main Street will receive sunlight during the year and for how long 
during the day during winter periods when sunlight can make outdoor temperatures more 
tolerable for outdoor seating or other passive uses.  
 
We might also suggest that a wind study combined with shadow studies would provide 
additional insight into the actual year-round comfort for passive recreation, since it would 
appear that that is the primary use of the beneficial open space provided. 
 
City Lights Response U.9: As discussed in our previous meeting, the originally submitted 
shadow study incorrectly showed wintertime shadows for the solstice. With its general 
north-northeast orientation, Main Street will receive peak sun in the early afternoon. The loop 
area, with its wider expanse, presents a better opportunity for taking advantage of solar 
exposure. The development team is studying shifting the loop drive to expand the public 
realm onto the more solar-advantageous side along Building 4, as well as reconfiguring the 
ground floor uses along that expanded sidewalk area to include retail and a possible 
community room to further activate the space adjacent to the driving loop and common 
square area. 
 
Strategically located  deciduous shade street trees will provide welcome shade during hot 
summer months and allow sunlight to warm pedestrians during winter months. 
 
The design team believes the proposed building heights do not warrant a wind study and 
have made adjustments as noted above to increase the amount of public realm/gathering 
space to align with the most solar advantageous areas on the site. 
 
NBBJ Response:  We appreciate the changes outlined during the September 16th 
presentation and would further expect to see an hourly shadow study, by month, on all public 
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spaces including the sidewalks on Main Street to determine usability during the shoulder 
seasons and winter.  We look forward to reviewing the tree planting schedule and planting 
details to ensure the healthy and robust tree canopy as proposed by the Landscape 
Architect. 
 
NBBJ Comment U.10: Other projects recently approved by the City of Newton (Northland 
Charlemont, for example) have included beneficial open spaces that are not so constrained 
by vehicular uses (such as the common square) or steeply sloped (such as the amphitheater 
sloped park).  In many cases prior projects (Northland Newton, for example) feature a fully 
public and programmable (flat) open space at the heart of the project and a public playground 
with a spray pool along a community path.  Another example, 78 Crafts Street included a 
publicly accessible children’s playground and dog park.  
 
We would appreciate further discussion about why the children’s play area is not publicly 
accessible and is substantially removed from the core of the project. 
 
City Lights Response U.10: The development site is fairly constrained by its relatively 
narrow dimension from Grove Street to the existing train yard and the topographical 
differences from Grove Street to the site area limit the ability to create a substantial public 
open space while allowing for the scale of development needed to for this project.  As 
discussed in the response to Comment U.10, the design team is reviewing the common 
square to provide more public realm space that is better located within high solar oriented 
locations.  The previous continuously sloped amphitheater has been redesigned with a sloped 
walkway and two flat lawn areas to encourage users to gather in smaller groups throughout 
the open space. 
 
While we appreciate that a public play space may seem like an oversight, the play area was 
added to address previous concerns about the inconvenience of the walk from the 
development site to the Lower Falls (Hamilton) Community Center. The play area is intended 
to serve the 750 apartments and is similar in scale to the play area at the Community Center. 
It is hard to imagine a scenario in which residents of Lower Falls would travel to use this play 
area when one already exists at a much more convenient location within the neighborhood. 
 
NBBJ Response: We appreciate the proposed changes and look forward to more visuals of the 
open space look and function.   
 
As for the private playground, we feel that this is a missed opportunity to provide a play area 
that will serve as both a resource for the residents within Riverside Station, but also create an 
alternative play area for residents of Newton Lower Falls and Auburndale.  A play area with a 
unique play offering (spray pool, slide, etc) would be an ideal attraction to further invite 
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residents to enjoy Riverside Station and complement the retail offerings.  Much like the café 
offerings that are described by the proponent as a convenience for Green Line commuters 
(coffee, newspaper) a unique play area would provide a spot for families to meet such as a 
commuting spouse for a play date and dinner.  Furthermore, a play area more integrated with 
the retail uses would be a more enriching experience for adults and children alike. 
 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to assist the City of Newton in the development of a plan for 
Riverside Station. 
 
Sincerely, 

 

 
Alan Mountjoy, Consulting Principal, NBBJ 
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October 1, 2025 

Cat Kemmett 
Director Planning and Development Department 
City of Newton 
1000 Commonwealth Avenue 
Newton Centre, MA 02459 

Subject: Transportation Engineering Peer Review 
Riverside Station Redevelopment 

  Newton, Massachusetts 
Dear Cat Kemmett, 

On behalf of the City of Newton (the City), Green International Affiliates, Inc. (Green) is submitting this letter 
of review of VHB’s responses to the original comments submitted by Green to the City on September 9th, 
2025 from our engineering peer review of the application package for the Riverside Redevelopment 
Transportation Impact and Access Study (TIAS). This supplemental review included an examination of the 
following documents provided in VHB’s response: 

- Memorandum titled “Response to Comments Transportation Engineering Peer Review Riverside
Station Redevelopment Newton, Massachusetts”

What follows are the original comments submitted by Green, followed by the corresponding VHB response 
in italicized text, followed by Green’s latest comments in bold text. 

1. Green concurs with the study area and intersections included in the analysis.

VHB Response: No Response necessary.

Green Response: We concur with the applicant’s response.

2. Green concurs with the future analysis year (2035)

VHB Response: No Response necessary.

Green Response: We concur with the applicant’s response.

3. In the “Peak Hour Turning Movement Counts” section the TIAS indicates the 2024 traffic count data
was adjusted to 2025 existing conditions traffic volumes. Green concurs that no seasonal
adjustment should be applied to the traffic count data that was collected in June 2024. Please
provide the adjustment factor utilized to grow the 2024 traffic count data to 2025 traffic volumes.

VHB Response: An adjustment factor of 0.5 percent was used to grow the 2024 traffic count data to
2025 conditions. This growth rate is consistent with the annual 0.5 percent growth rate applied to
the 2025 Existing Conditions volumes to develop the 2035 No Build and Build Conditions volumes, as
presented in Chapter 3, Future Conditions, of the TIAS.
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Green Response: We concur with the applicant’s response. 

4. The TIAS collected traffic counts at each of the study area intersections on Thursday, June 6, 2024, 
from 7:00 AM to 9:00 AM and from 4:00 PM to 6:00 PM. The TIAS also collected count data to reflect 
“event traffic”, and how volumes may fluctuate during social events such as Red Sox games. Green 
requests that weekend Saturday midday peak (11:00 a.m.-1:00 p.m.) be included due to the 
proximity of the Riverside transit station. It is anticipated that traffic patterns and volumes on a 
typical weekend day could vary significantly due to fluctuations in use of the Riverside transit 
station, and, to a lesser extent, the proposed on-site retail space. 

VHB Response: To understand traffic volumes on a Saturday, VHB collected daily traffic volumes on 
Grove Street for a 24 hour period on Saturday, September 13, 2025. A comparison of Saturday peak 
hour traffic volumes and weekday peak hour traffic volumes on Grove Street west of the Riverside 
MBTA driveway is presented below in Table 1. The Saturday ATR data is included in the Attachments 
to this memorandum.   

 

As shown, peak hour traffic volumes are approximately 34 percent lower on a Saturday than on a 
typical weekday. While the Project is expected to generate a similar amount of peak hour trips on a 
Saturday as compared to a weekday (based on the ITE calculations, as presented in the Appendix to 
the TIAS), since the roadway volumes are 34 percent lower during the Saturday midday peak hour 
than during the weekday peak hour, the study area intersections are likely to operate better during 
the Saturday midday peak hour than they do under the weekday morning and weekday evening 
peak hours. As discussed in the TIAS, the study area intersections are expected to operate at 
acceptable conditions during both weekday peak hours with all movements operating at level of 
service D or better with delays of less than 35 seconds. 

Green Response: We concur with the applicant’s response.  

5. The TIAS crash analysis summarized the crash analysis in Table 6 Vehicle Crash Summary (2017-
2021). Green concurs with utilizing this five-year timeframe to analysis the study intersection crash 
history. The TIAS reported the total number of crashes, rather than the total for each year. Green 
recommends summarizing the crash data by year in order to identify crash trends and if there is any 
yearly variation. 

VHB Response: Tabel A-1 in the Attachments to this memorandum presents a summary of all crashes 
that occurred at all study area intersections organized by year. As shown in Table A-1, 2019 was the 
year that experienced the most crashes, when seven crashes occurred at the 12 study area 
intersections. Four crashes occurred in 2018, three crashes occurred each in 2017 and 2021, and two 
crashes occurred in 2020. There is no clear pattern between the collision types and yearly variation, 
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as no more than three crashes of a certain collision type occurred in a single year at the 12 study 
area intersections. 

Green Response: We concur with the applicant’s response. 

6. Green concurs that no additional Road Safety Audits (RSAs) are required due to the study 
intersections not being within a MassDOT’s Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) - eligible 
cluster. 

VHB Response: No response necessary.  

Green Response: We concur with the applicant’s response.  

7. Although the study area does not include any State-Identified Top Crash Locations, MassDOT’s 
Combined Top Crash and Primary Risk Viewer shows the segment of Grove Street along the site as 
being classified as a Roadway Departure Risk Segment per 2017-2021 MPO Ranking. The applicant 
should provide an evaluation of the departure crashes along this segment to determine the extent 
of the risk.  

VHB Response: Response: VHB looked at all crashes that occurred on Grove Street within the 
segment identified as a Roadway Departure Risk Segment per 2017-2021 MPO Ranking (from east 
of the I-95 northbound ramp to the east side of the Green Line train trestle). Between 2017 and 2021, 
there were 11 total crashes that occurred along that segment, an average of 2.2 crashes per year. 
Eight of the 11 crashes involved a collision with a motor vehicle in traffic while only three of the 11 
crashes may have involved a vehicle departing the roadway. One crash was a single vehicle crash 
where the first sequence of event was a collision with a utility pole. This crash occurred when it was 
dark out, which could have influenced visibility. Two crashes were recorded with the first sequence 
of event being a collision with a parked motor vehicle. However, since on-street parking is prohibited 
along Grove Street, crashes involving parked motor vehicles may have occurred within a parking lot 
instead and may have been coded incorrectly as occurring on Grove Street. A summary of the crash 
data for the 11 crashes that occurred on Grove Street within this segment between 2017 and 2021 
is included in the Attachments to this memorandum.  

The proponent is proposing the installation of two roundabouts on Grove Street at the intersections 
with the I-95 northbound and southbound ramps, respectively. The new roundabouts will slow down 
motor vehicle traffic on Grove Street and will visually inform drivers departing the interstate ramps 
that they are entering a residential neighborhood and should be more aware of their surroundings. 
Reducing vehicle speeds on Grove Street may help to reduce the likelihood of roadway departure 
crashes occurring in the future. 

Green Response: We concur with the applicant’s response.  

8. The TIAS utilized a background growth rate of 0.5%. Green concurs that 0.5% is an appropriate 
background growth rate to provide a conservative analysis. Green concurs with the methodology of 
utilizing historic traffic growth, and site-specific growth to determine the 0.5% background growth 
rate. The TIAS report states that the City was contacted to identify planning developments in the 
vicinity of the study that could impact future traffic conditions. The City identified five potential 
projects that could impact traffic flows in the surrounding area. Green concurs with the inclusion of 
these five potential project volumes in the No-Build and Build condition analysis. 
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VHB Response: No response necessary. 

Green Response: We concur with the applicant’s response.  

9. Green concurs with the LUCs utilized for the trip generation calculation and the project trip 
generation - ITE Unadjusted Vehicle Trips depicted in Table 8.   
 
VHB Response: No response necessary. 

Green Response: We concur with the applicant’s response.  

10. Green concurs with the methodology used to generate the Project Mode Share depicted in Table 9. 
However, an inconsistency was identified, Table 9 indicates that the residential mode share was 
split to 13% Public Transit and 8% Walk/Bike. However, the narrative indicates that a split of 12% 
Public Transit and 8% Walk/Bike. Please confirm which mode share split was used for the 
calculations. Green recommends that the table or narrative be updated accordingly.  

VHB Response: The narrative in the text reflects the correct project mode share for the residential 
use based on data from the U.S. Census Bureau: 79 percent drive, 12 percent public transit, and 9 
percent walk/bike. Table 9 from the TIAS has been updated below reflecting the project residential 
mode shares.  

 

Green Response: We concur with the applicant’s response.  

11. Green concurs with the methodology used to estimate the project generated trips including the 
internal capture credit, mode share credit, and pass-by credit for the retail use.  

VHB Response: No response necessary. 

Green Response: We concur with the applicant’s response.  

12. Green concurs with the trip distribution methodology presented in the report.  

VHB Response: No response necessary. 

Green Response: We concur with the applicant’s response.  
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13. Green requests the applicant provide traffic signal warrant calculations to demonstrate that the 
three intersections previously proposed to be signalized no longer meet the criteria to do so, hence 
the latest off-site proposals for roundabouts or STOP control. 

VHB Response: Due to the revised building program and the reduction in site-traffic generation, the 
current development program includes a modified off-site mitigation plan that differs from the 
previous proposal in 2021. As the site is expected to generate fewer trips than the previously 
approved project, the proposed roadway network will be designed to accommodate future traffic 
demands. Therefore, the roadway network will be served by roundabouts and unsignalized 
intersections and signalized intersections are no longer proposed. As shown in the TIAS, all 
movements at the study area intersections under the Build with Mitigation Conditions are expected 
to operate at LOS D or better with delays of less than 35 seconds. 

While signalized intersections are not proposed, VHB has conducted signal warrant analyses at the 
site driveway intersections and the intersection of Grove Street at the I-95 northbound off-ramp. 
Signal warrant analyses were conducted using 14-hour turning movement counts conducted by VHB 
in June 2022 with future traffic layered on to represent the 2035 Build with Mitigation Conditions. 
The results of the signal warrant analyses indicate that none of the three intersections meet signal 
warrants. Therefore, signalization would not be an appropriate treatment for these intersections. 
The signal warrant analysis worksheets are included in the Attachments to this memorandum.   

Green Response: We concur with the applicant’s response. 

14. Parking demand calculations were provided in the Appendix. We have been informed that the MBTA 
parking demand comes from data provided by the MBTA count data and we concur with this 
methodology. However, the calculations do not account for ridesharing or delivery services which 
were mentioned in the report narrative. Please provide an estimate of how such services may affect 
parking availability. 

VHB Response: There will be three designated pick-up/drop-off areas on-site located adjacent to the 
entrances to Building 1, Building 2/3, and Building 5. These three locations are highlighted on the 
graphic below in yellow. These curbsides will only be available for short-term loading uses such as 
ridesharing and delivery services. The pick-up/drop-off areas are not included in the count of 43 on-
street parking spaces and therefore will not impact the parking availability.   

Green Response: Please provide a signage plan for the short term/ pick up & drop off parking 
areas.  

15. A waiver is being sought to reduce the residential parking requirement to 1.25 stalls per unit rather 
than adhere to the 2 units stated in § 5.1.4.A of the City Zoning Bylaws. We recommend that it is 
made clear to residents on the number of parking space(s) assigned to each unit. 

VHB Response: The Proponent will make it clear to residents how many parking spaces are available 
for each unit. As part of this Project, residential parking spaces will be unbundled from the rent and 
will be charged for separately. 

Green Response: We concur with the applicant’s response.  
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16. Green requests if any traffic calming measures have been reviewed besides the curb extensions 
depicted in the plans. Speeding was an issue mentioned in the September 2, 2025 meeting with the 
City and the Applicant. 

VHB Response: Along Grove Street the two new roundabouts will also serve as traffic calming 
measures. The roundabouts will be designed for vehicles to travel through them at speeds of 20 miles 
per hour or less and will slow down motor vehicle traffic on Grove Street and visually inform drivers 
departing the interstate ramps that they are entering a residential neighborhood with lower travel 
speeds.  

Internal to the Site, Main Street will be designed as a low-speed, shared street. In addition to curb 
bump-outs, the street will include on-street parking and a canopy of trees on each side of the street, 
both of which will serve as a visual clue for drivers to slow down. The street is also designed with a 
horizontal curve between Building 4 and Building 6, which will prevent vehicles from speeding from 
one end of Main Street to the other as drivers will not be able to visually see around the horizontal 
curve to the other end of the Site. 

Green Response: We recommend that other traffic calming measure such as raised intersections, 
raised crossings, chicanes, pinch points, etc. be considered. 

17. The plans require additional details to be provided to be able to provide a full review of parking 
evaluation, including: 

a. Information regarding proposed signage. 

b. Parking space layout (for motor vehicles, accessible spaces, and bicycles) within the 
proposed garage. 

c. Locations for loading zones for the businesses along the internal “Main Street”. 

VHB Response:  

a. A wayfinding signage plan will be developed in coordination with the MBTA and MassDOT 
and submitted to the Urban Design for review and approval. 

b. Parking space layout plans within the proposed garage were included in the Special Permit 
Site Plan submittal on July 18, 2025, and are also included in the Attachments to this 
memorandum for reference. 

c. Three designated loading zones will be provided along the internal Main Street, as identified 
in response to Comment 14.  

Green Response: Please share the wayfinding signage plans when developed for our review. 
Consider adding gore markings to spots on the parking plan that are not wide enough to meet city 
parking standards. Please provide more clarity on the object on the first floor of the parking 
garage plan, a copy of this plan sheet with a comment about this object and the parking spots 
around it is attached. 
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18. The proposed bicycle accommodations included in the mitigation plan currently extend along Grove 
Street but do not include a connection between Grove Street and the Riverside MBTA station.  The 
applicant sated in the September 2, 2025 meeting that they did not own the MBTA parking parcel 
directly in front of the station and therefore could not provide that access.  However, the applicant 
does own the parcel across from the MBTA parking lot and could provide access on the west side of 
the access driveway, or along Main Street through the site.  We recommend that this last connection 
be provided to accommodate safe bicycle traffic to Riverside Station. 

VHB Response: The roadways on-site will be designed as low-speed, shared streets where bicyclists 
and vehicles share the roadway. The Site Main Street will include traffic calming measures as 
discussed in the response to Comment 16 that are intended to reduce the speed of vehicles traveling 
on the roadway which should reduce the speed differential between vehicles and bicyclists, enforcing 
the shared street design of the roadway. Additionally, shared lane markings (also known as 
sharrows) will be installed on the Site Main Street, further identifying the street as a shared roadway 
and providing a visual marking for drivers that bicyclists are welcome on the roadway. 

The Proponent is currently reviewing the site plans to enhance the bicycle accommodations 
connecting to the MBTA station. Updated plans will be shared with the City of Newton once they are 
available. 

Green Response: Given the volume of traffic on the road, the narrowness of the roadway, and the 
volume of bikers and pedestrians that are expected to access the site via the MBTA station, we 
would like to see protected bicycle access to the MBTA station. 

19. Green recommends installing advance signage at the Grove Street at Recreation Road roundabout 
to inform eastbound drivers that they must access the site and station using Recreation Road and 
not Grove Street. 

VHB Response: Signage will be installed on Grove Street eastbound and on the I-95 northbound off-
ramp informing drivers to use Recreation Road extension to access the Site and the Riverside MBTA 
station. A signage plan showing the exact locations of these signs will be developed as part of the 25 
percent design plans that will be submitted to MassDOT and ultimately to Urban Design Commission 
for review and approval. 

Green response: Please provide signing plan when available for our review.  

20. The Riverside Station Civil Zoning plans show a midblock crossing east of the intersection of Grove 
Street and the Site Driveway on the Overall Site Plan sheet, however, the Overall Site Plan sheet 
from the Updated Civil Site Plans do not show this crossing. Please confirm whether there will be a 
proposed midblock crossing at this location. If the midblock crossing is to be included in the final 
design green recommends the use of a reflectorized rapid flashing beacon (RRFB) as well as the 
extension of the already proposed bike lanes to this midblock crossing (as opposed to ending them 
at the Site Driveway.  

VHB Response: As the Proponent no longer controls the MBTA parking lot property east of the Site 
driveway, there is no longer a mid-block crossing proposed east of the Site driveway on Grove Street. 
Pedestrians accessing the Site from the other side of Grove Street will use the signalized crossing at 
the Riverside Office Park driveway east of the Green Line train trestle to cross Grove Street. 

Green Response: We concur with the applicant’s response.  
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21. Green recommends conducting apparatus turning movements within the proposed site that are 
modeled based on the largest fire truck owned by the Newton Fire Department. The turning 
movements should confirm that fire trucks will be able to maneuver the entire site in the case of 
emergencies.  

VHB Response: Turning movement diagrams depicting a Newton Fire department fire truck were 
included in the Special Permit Site Plan submittal on July 18, 2025, and are also included in the 
Attachments to this memorandum for reference. As shown, a fire truck will be able to maneuver 
through the Site. 

Green Response: Areas around Building 2/3 and Building 4 show that firetruck movements have 
an overhang into the sidewalk area. Please confirm that there are no vertical obstructions in the 
areas of these overhangs. 

22. The TIAS includes a section of “Potential TDM Measures”, the applicant should clarify which TDM 
measures they are committed to implementing as part of the site design. 

VHB Response: The Proponent will be submitting a TDM Plan prior to the next Land Use Committee 
meeting on October 7, 2025. The TDM Plan will clarify the specific TDM measures that the Proponent 
is committed to implementing and will include most, if not all, of the items identified in the TIAS. 

Green Response: Please provide TDM Plan when available for our review.  

If either the Town staff or Applicant’s engineer would like to discuss any of these comments further, 
please feel free to contact me at (978) 923-0400.  

 

 

 Sincerely, 
 Green International Affiliates, Inc. 

 

 

 Corinne Tobias, P.E., PTOE 
 Project Manager  

 

 

Y:\Shared\Engineering\Projects\2018\18078\18078.0025\DOCS\2025 Riverside Review\Peer Review Letter Newton Riverside.Docx 
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3126 W Cary St, #409, Richmond, VA 23221 | Phone: 518-899-2608 | www.camoinassociates.com 

Memo 
DATE: September 30, 2025 

TO: City of Newton 

FROM: Camoin Associates 

RE: Peer Review of Riverside Redevelopment Fiscal Impact Analysis 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This memo reviews the fiscal impact analysis prepared by Fougere Planning & Development for the 
proposed Riverside Mixed-Use Redevelopment in Newton, Massachusetts, dated August 20, 2025 and 
additional response provided on September 25, 2025. The project includes 750 apartment units, 20,000 
square feet of commercial space, and a 1,076-space parking garage on a 9.34-acre site that incorporates 
MBTA property through long-term lease. 

Fougere's analysis projects gross annual revenues of $3,453,795 against municipal costs of $2,419,648, 
yielding a net positive fiscal impact of $1,034,147 annually. The study uses a Marginal Cost Approach, 
focusing on Police, Fire, and School departments as the primary cost drivers. 

Key Findings: 

 Methodology is appropriate: The Marginal Cost Approach is well-suited to Newton's
circumstances, particularly given declining school enrollment that creates existing capacity to
absorb new students

 Revenue projections are credible: Property tax estimates of $3.15M annually are based on
validated comparable properties and confirmed with the City Assessor

 School cost estimates are reasonable: Direct consultation with school district officials resulted in
detailed cost breakdown that is transparent and defensible

 Police cost estimates are reasonable: Use of existing properties to estimate call volume and
consultation with the police department creates a strong and valid methodology

 Net fiscal benefit is substantial: The project generates over $1M in annual net positive impact,
providing meaningful revenue for municipal needs

 Some verification gaps remain: Fire department costs rely on previous methodology without
current validation. While the consultant has provided additional context for vehicle excise tax and
general government cost assumptions, full documentation and verification of these figures would
strengthen the analysis
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I. METHODOLOGY ASSESSMENT 

Fougere employs a Marginal Cost Approach, which estimates actual incremental costs rather than average 
per-capita expenses. This methodology is appropriate when existing service providers can accommodate 
additional demand without major new investments. Where marginal cost data wasn't available, the 
consultants used average costing methods. 

The study concentrates on Police, Fire, and Schools, Newton's largest cost centers, while allocating 
$93,750 for miscellaneous government impacts. This focus makes sense since public safety and schools 
bear the greatest impact from residential development. 

Data Sources and Validation 

The consultants drew from several reliable sources: 

 Comparable apartment properties for assessment estimates, including Trio Newton-Washington Place, 
Avalon at Chestnut Hill, and The Aven at Newton Highlands. The consultant indicates meetings with 
Newton's Commercial Assessor, Allan Cohen, to validate assessment assumptions.   

 Comparable apartment residents for demographic projections. The analysis uses an occupancy range 
of 1,200-1,650 people, based on Washington Place's 1.6 persons per unit average and Census data 
showing 2.2 persons per renter-occupied unit. Camoin Associates verified the demographic 
assumptions and found the project would likely generate approximately 1,300 new residents based on 
American Community Survey data for rental buildings with 50+ units. The consultant's approach of 
combining existing property data with Census information is sensible for population estimation. 

 Newton's 2024 Enrollment Analysis Report and analysis of comparable projects for student generation 
rates. The consultant indicates meetings with school district officials to confirm student generation and 
cost impacts.  

 Police and Fire calls are estimated based on actual call volumes to existing residential and commercial 
properties in Newton. The report also confirms consultation with Police Captain Dennis Dowling and 
Crime Analyst Mike Bozio for officer salaries and methodology validation. While the consultant met 
with Deputy Chief Jassett, no opinions were provided on the fiscal impact and therefore the analysis 
relies on previously approved methodology for fire department costs. 
 

II. ENROLLMENT AND DEMOGRAPHIC PROJECTIONS 

Newton has experienced significant enrollment decline—10.13% system-wide (1,291 students) from 2017-
2024. Elementary schools saw the steepest drop at 17.43%, while the local Williams Elementary declined 
28.72% (85 students). Current projections show Williams Elementary decreasing to 196 students in FY27 
before recovering to 225 in FY30. 

The consultant notes that Newton's enrollment projections already account for students from the 
previously approved 550-unit Riverside development, meaning this proposal represents additional units 
beyond the original plan. 
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Student Generation Methodology 

Fougere applied ratios from three standard projection methods used for the previous Riverside project, 
accounting for 20% affordable housing and 12% private school attendance. The bedroom mix heavily 
influences projections—studios and one-bedroom units comprise 55.4% of units and generate fewer 
school-age children. 

The methodology projects 147 public school students: 70 elementary, 31 middle school, and 46 high 
school. Grade distribution comes from actual enrollment data at four comparable Newton apartment 
complexes, providing a strong local basis for projections. 

This approach is sound and has been validated through consultation with school district officials. 
However, applying variable private school rates to different unit types (affordable vs. market rate) could 
improve accuracy rather than assuming 12% across all units. 

Given declining enrollment, Williams Elementary and Brown Middle School can accommodate additional 
students. Newton South High School enrollment has remained relatively stable (up 5 students since 2017, 
though down from 2019/2020 peak), so new students wouldn't exceed previous capacity levels. 

III. REVENUE PROJECTIONS 

Property Taxes ($3,151,035) 

The largest revenue source comes from property taxes on a projected assessed value of $318,048,511. 
This estimate uses an average of $418,731 per residential unit (based on comparable Newton properties) 
applied to 750 units, generating $314,048,511. Commercial space is valued at $200 per square foot for 
20,000 square feet, yielding $4,000,000. 

Using Newton's FY2025 tax rates ($9.80 per $1,000 for residential, $18.34 per $1,000 for commercial), the 
development would generate $2,843,840 more than the current hotel site ($307,195). The MBTA lease 
arrangement will also add previously non-taxable property to the tax rolls. 

Camoin Associates confirmed these assessed values align with comparable properties, and the 
methodology has been validated with the City Assessor. 

Motor Vehicle Excise Tax ($281,250) 

The projection assumes 750 vehicles (one per unit) valued at $15,000 each, generating $11,250,000 in 
total vehicle value. At Newton's $25 per $1,000 excise rate, this yields $281,250 annually. 

The consultant provided additional justification for these assumptions, noting that the site includes over 
1,100 parking spaces and referencing vehicle ownership patterns at the comparable Trio apartment 
community (also owned by the project proponent). The consultant attributes the $15,000 average value to 
the "premium nature" of market-rate rents and anticipated young professional tenants, noting expected 
annual turnover rates of 40-50%. 

The one-vehicle-per-unit assumption is reasonable given transit access and parking supply, and the 
explanation provides context for the vehicle value although does not provide specific backup.  
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Community Preservation Act Surcharge ($31,510) 

This straightforward 1% surcharge on property tax revenue is correctly calculated and based on the 
confirmed assessed values. 

IV. COST PROJECTIONS 

Police Department ($53,312) 

The consultant projects 369 additional annual calls based on comparable property data: 0.002 calls per 
square foot for commercial space and 0.440 calls per unit for residential. Using a sector-based 
methodology from the Northland project, updated salary figures show day shifts at $126,500 per 1.5 
officers and night shifts at $134,200 per 3 officers, totaling $592,350 per sector annually. The 369 
additional calls represent a 9% increase, generating $53,312 in costs. 

The call estimation methodology is reasonable and uses previously approved approaches. Updated salary 
figures reflect current compensation validated by police officials. However, costs only include salary 
increases and exclude equipment, vehicle maintenance, or professional development expenses, so actual 
costs may be higher. 

Fire Department ($125,000) 

Fire and EMS calls are projected at 103 annually (52 fire, 51 EMS) based on comparable properties 
showing 0.068 fire calls and 0.065 EMS calls per unit. This represents less than 1% increase over Newton's 
11,450 annual incidents in FY2024. The consultant applies $125,000 for one full-time equivalent firefighter 
position including benefits. 

The consultant attempted multiple times to verify these assumptions with Newton's Fire Department, 
including a meeting with Deputy Chief Jassett on September 24, 2025. However, the Deputy Chief was not 
in a position to provide input on the fiscal analysis. The consultant notes that the methodology is 
consistent with previously accepted approaches for similar Newton projects. 

The call estimation approach is reasonable and follows established methodology. Like police costs, this 
estimate covers only salary without additional equipment or operational expenses, suggesting actual costs 
could be higher. 

School Department ($2,147,586) 

School costs represent the largest expense, incorporating detailed consultation with Assistant 
Superintendent Liam Hurley and Chief of Data and Research Katy Hogue. The analysis uses specific 
student-teacher ratios (Elementary 21.5, Middle School 22, High School 25) and notes that 17.9% of 
Newton students receive special education services. This detailed approach, based on direct school district 
input, significantly enhances credibility and provides transparency for assumption verification. The 
consultant notes this estimate is 'very conservative' given declining enrollment trends that suggest 
existing capacity can absorb many new students without proportional cost increases. 

General Government ($93,750) 

This allocation covers miscellaneous municipal impacts, assuming many services can be provided through 
existing capacity. Building permits will cover Inspectional Services costs, solid waste will be privately 
managed, and water/sewer costs will be covered through user fees. 

Attachment C



  

 

5 

 

The consultant clarified that this figure represents $120 per unit applied to 750 units, intended to account 
for potential impacts on services such as Library and Health & Human Services. The consultant notes that 
many departments provide online applications and services that limit direct staff interaction, resulting in 
minimal measurable service demand increases. 

However, a calculation discrepancy exists: $120 per unit × 750 units equals $90,000, not the stated 
$93,750. Additionally, while the per-unit allocation methodology is reasonable, the specific $120 figure 
appears to be a judgment call rather than based on documented cost analysis or comparable project data.  

V. AREAS OF CONCERN 

Missing or Underestimated Costs 

Several cost categories are explicitly excluded based on assumptions they'll be addressed through other 
mechanisms. Off-site traffic and infrastructure improvements are expected to be handled during the 
approval process. 

The consultant indicated that established offsite mitigation improvements would offset any impacts of the 
project and would benefit the City. Camoin Associates has not reviewed these materials and cannot verify 
this assertion.  

Revenue and Timing Assumptions 

Revenue projections assume full buildout and stabilized occupancy, though development may take 3-5 
years. Market conditions could affect both timing and ultimate property values. The analysis presents 
annual figures at full buildout without modeling the phased nature of impacts. 

In response to the peer review, the consultant clarified that the project will be built in four phases, with 
375 units coming online first. Each phase requires 6-9 months for leasing, gradually adding residents to 
the site. The consultant asserts the project remains "fiscally positive" in all development phases and does 
not anticipate front-loaded municipal costs. Camoin Associates has not reviewed these materials and 
cannot verify this assertion.  

VI. TECHNICAL RECOMMENDATIONS 

The consultant has demonstrated meaningful coordination with city departments, particularly with the 
school district and assessor's office. This represents the best practice that should continue where possible. 

Key verification needs include finalizing fire department cost assumptions and establishing clearer 
documentation for vehicle excise tax assumptions. The analysis acknowledges limitations in using average 
cost methods where marginal cost data isn't available. 

VII. CONCLUSIONS 

Fougere's analysis projects a net positive fiscal impact of $1,034,147 annually, employing reasonable 
methodologies and local comparable data. The Marginal Cost Approach is appropriate given Newton's 
declining enrollment and existing municipal service capacity. 

School expenses of $2,147,586 drive much of the analysis and represent the area of greatest cost impact. 
However, declining enrollment trends and available capacity suggest these represent conservative upper-
bound estimates rather than most likely scenarios. 
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The incorporation of direct input from municipal officials significantly strengthens the analysis credibility 
compared to consultant estimates alone. While the revenue projections depend on market conditions and 
full buildout assumptions, the overall approach provides a sound basis for municipal decision-making 
regarding the project. 

The analysis, assumptions, and findings are reasonable and can effectively support City decision-making 
on the Riverside redevelopment proposal. 
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Memorandum 

To: City of Newton Planning & Development  

From: Janet Carter Bernardo, PE

Date: October 1, 2025 

Re: Riverside Station, Newton, Massachusetts 

2nd Peer Review Stormwater Management 

SUMMARY 

The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize the Applicant’s response to our initial peer 
review comments regarding stormwater management, flood plain analysis, wastewater flows, 
environmental assessment, and the preliminary construction management plan submitted to the 
City of Newton in September 2025 for the Riverside Station Development application. The 
following additional documents were the basis of this review: 

• Letter to City of Newton Planning & Development, referencing Riverside Station Peer
Review Stormwater Management Comments, prepared by VHB, dated September 23,
2025 (11 pages);

• Site Plans, Riverside Station, Grove Street, Newton, Massachusetts, prepared by VHB,
Date Issued September 15, 2025 (21 sheets);

• Stormwater Report, Riverside Station, prepared by VHB, dated July 2025 (111 pages);
• Stormwater Management Systems Operations and Maintenance Manual, Riverside

Station, prepared by VHB, dated September 2025 (40 pages);
• General Use Level Designation for Pretreatment – Contech Engineered Solutions CDS

System, prepared by Washington State Department of Ecology, dated August 2018;
• Parameter Brief, Removal of Suspended Solids using the CDS System, prepared by

Contech (4 pages); and
• Videos of the existing 60-inch culvert.

Stormwater Management Review 

This review of the submitted materials is based on the Massachusetts Stormwater Management 
Standards (MASWMS), and the City of Newton Stormwater Management and Erosion Control 
Rules & Regulations (Stormwater Regulations), dated April 15, 2022, as well as standard 
engineering practices.  

In accordance with § 5.C.2 of the Stormwater Regulations, this project is required to comply at a 
minimum with the performance standards described in the Massachusetts Stormwater 
Handbook (MSH). Therefore, we have used the MSH as the basis for organizing our comments 
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as they pertain to stormwater. However, in instances where the additional criteria established in 
the City of Newton Stormwater Regulations require further recommendations, we have 
referenced these as well. 

The following comments correlate to our initial peer review letter dated September 5, 2025. 
follow up comments are provided in bold font: 

1. Standard 1: No new stormwater conveyances (e.g., outfalls) may discharge untreated 
stormwater directly to or cause erosion in wetlands or waters of the Commonwealth. 

a. The Applicant has evaluated two design points (DP) under existing and proposed 
conditions.  

• DP-1 is the outlet of the 60-inch culvert, that conveys Runaway Brook and 
crosses through the adjacent MBTA property, discharging into the Charles 
River northeast of the Project Site.  

• DP-2 is the municipal drainage system within Recreation Road on the 
northwest side of the Project Site. 

October 1, 2025: No further action is requested. 

b. The Applicant has proposed a stormwater management system that will reduce 
the peak flow and volume to the Charles River. The proposed design does not 
include a new direct discharge point and will not cause erosion at the design 
points. The Applicant complies with Standard 1.  

October 1, 2025: No further action is requested. 

2. Standard 2: Stormwater management systems shall be designed so that post-
development peak discharge rates do not exceed pre-development peak discharge 
rates. 

The Applicant has reduced the impervious surface areas and designed three subsurface 
infiltration systems to manage stormwater. The design as proposed should reduce peak 
flows and peak volumes offsite and specifically to the 60-inch culvert. HW has a few 
comments associated with the HydroCAD model and the Site Plans. 

a. In accordance with the HydroCAD model, Subsurface Infiltration System #1 
appears to consist of 76 double stacked Retain-It concrete chambers. The Detail 
on Sheet C12.04 does not indicate this is a double stacked system. HW 
recommends that the Applicant revise the detail to accurately reflect the 
HydroCAD model for System #1. 

October 1, 2025: The Applicant has revised the detail on Sheet C12.04 as 
suggested. No further action is requested. 
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b. The Outlet Control Structure with Weir (OCS) detail on Sheet C12.04 references 
a Chart for the control orifices. HW recommends that the Applicant provides the 
reference chart to confirm that the systems will be installed as modeled. 

October 1, 2025: The Applicant has included the reference chart on the 
Outlet Control Structure detail on Sheet C12.04 as suggested. No further 
action is requested. 

c. HW notes that the top of the Retain-It chambers is typically 8 inches thick. The 
Applicant has used 6 inches. The surface cover appears to be adequate to 
accommodate this minor adjustment. 

October 1, 2025: The Applicant has corrected the top of chamber callout on 
Sheet C9.00 as suggested. No further action is requested. 

d. HW notes that the Applicant has included 7 test pits conducted by Sanborn Head 
in the 2025 Stormwater Report. Test Pit SH-205 is within the footprint of 
Subsurface Infiltration System #1 and indicates sand with an exfiltration rate of 
8.27 inches per hour (iph) verifying the rate used in the HydroCAD model. 
However, the Applicant has also used an exfiltration rate of 8.27 iph for 
Subsurface Infiltration System #2 and a 0.52 iph exfiltration rate for Subsurface 
Infiltration System #3 without providing test pits within these systems to justify the 
values used. HW recommends that the Applicant provides documentation to 
verify the exfiltration rates included in the HydroCAD model for Systems #2 and 
#3. HW notes that the City of Newton allows test pits to be within 25 feet of a 
proposed infiltration system. It appears that Test Pit SH-206 with an exfiltration 
rate of 0.27 iph is the closest to System #2 at approximately 60 feet away. 

October 1, 2025: The Applicant has eliminated Subsurface Infiltration 
System #3 and has stated that it will conduct an additional test pit within 
the footprint of Subsurface Infiltration #2 prior to construction. The City 
may choose to include as a condition of approval receipt of soil testing and 
confirmation that the approved design for System #2 is adequately sized.   

e. HW further notes that in the HydroCAD model for the 2-inch Water Quality 
Volume (WQV) dated July 17, 2025, the Applicant has used an exfiltration rate of 
1.02 iph for Subsurface Infiltration System #3 which differs from the HydroCAD 
model provided for the 2-, 10-, and 100-year storm events. HW recommends that 
the Applicant provides documentation for the exfiltration rate used and be 
consistent between the two models. 

October 1, 2025: The Applicant has eliminated Infiltration System #3. HW 
notes that the Applicant has revised the routing diagram under existing 
conditions and has included the Hotel Indigo building and parking lot 
within the catchment area flowing towards Recreation Road and Design 
Point 2. Under proposed conditions most of this area will be piped towards 

Attachment D



City of Newton 
October 1, 2025 
Page 4 of 11 
 
 

H:\Projects\2025\25001 City of Newton On Call\25001C 
Riverside\Report\251001_2nd_Stormwater_PeerReview_Riverside_2025.docx 

Subsurface Infiltration System 1 that overflows to the 60-inch culvert and 
Design Point 1. HW agrees that the Applicant has reduced the peak 
discharge to Design Point 1 and Design Point 2. No further action is 
requested. 

f. HW understands that the permeable hardscape listed in the Stormwater Report 
is located along the trees on Main Street. The Special Permit drawing, Sheet 25 
of 25, lists the various materials proposed including the permeable unit pavers. 
No further action is requested. 

October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.  

3. Standard 3: The annual recharge from post-development shall approximate annual 
recharge from pre-development conditions. 

a. The information provided by Sanborn Head suggests that Estimated Seasonal 
High Groundwater (ESHGW) is below elevation 48. The bottom of System #1 is 
set at elevation 54.0 and the bottom of System #2 is set at elevation 60.0, both 
systems have greater than four feet of separation to groundwater and a 
mounding analysis is not required. The bottom of System #3 is set at elevation 
55, however the test pits conducted are not close enough to confirm the ESHGW 
elevation. HW recommends that the Applicant confirm the ESHGW elevation for 
System #3. 

October 1, 2025: The Applicant has eliminated Infiltration System #3. No 
further action is requested. 

b. The Applicant has reduced the impervious area therefore the recharge criteria is 
met. Furthermore, the Applicant has provided greater than 61,000 cubic feet of 
storage within the three two proposed subsurface infiltration systems. The 
Applicant has complied with Standard 3. 

October 1, 2025: No further action is requested. 

c. HW recommends that the Applicant clarify if any existing unsuitable soil will need 
to be removed beneath the Subsurface Infiltration Systems. 

October 1, 2025: The Applicant has stated that three feet of unsuitable 
material will need to be over excavated beneath Infiltration System #1 and 
possibly under System #2 once the test pit has been conducted within the 
system footprint. HW recommends that a note is added to the details on 
C12.04 specifying the need to over excavate. The Applicant has also noted 
that the replacement soil will have an exfiltration rate of 1.02 inches per 
hour (iph). The HydroCAD model has used an exfiltration rate of 8.27 iph. 
HW recommends that any fill placed beneath the infiltration systems has an 
infiltration rate of 8.27 iph or greater. 
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4. Standard 4: The stormwater system shall be designed to remove 90% Total Suspended 
Solids (TSS), to remove 60% of Total Phosphorus (TP), and to treat 2.0-inch of volume 
from the impervious area for water quality. 

a. The Applicant has provided a HydroCAD model to illustrate that the three two 
proposed Subsurface Infiltration Systems can retain 2 inches of runoff over the 
entire impervious surface area. Therefore, comply with the City of Newton’s 
water quality criteria. 

October 1, 2025: No further action is requested. 

b. The Applicant has proposed catch basins and water quality units to provide a 
minimum of 44% TSS removal prior to discharging into the Subsurface Infiltration 
Systems. The infiltration systems provide an additional 80% TSS removal 
confirming that the Applicant is providing greater than 90% TSS removal per the 
City of Newton requirements. 

October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.  

c. HW notes that the Applicant has not included a separate Treatment Train for the 
catch basins with water quality unit inserts. HW recommends that the Applicant 
provide documentation from a third-party reviewer that confirms that the 
proposed catch basins with water quality unit inserts will provide a minimum of 
44% TSS removal. 

October 1, 2025: The Applicant has included on the call outs for D108 and 
D109 (drain inlets near Infiltration System 1) that they are both water quality 
units (WQU). The Applicant has also provided documentation regarding the 
Contech CDS water quality units. HW recommends that the Applicant 
provide the proposed flow rate to the various proposed water quality units 
and specify which water quality unit will be installed. 

d. The Applicant has provided existing and proposed Phosphorus Loading 
Calculations in the Stormwater Report. With the installation of the subsurface 
infiltration systems the Applicant is reducing the Phosphorus Load by greater 
than 60%, complying with the City of Newton requirements. 

October 1, 2025: The Applicant has provided phosphorus loading 
calculations.  

• Under existing conditions, the commercial site exports 15.24 
lbs/year of phosphorus.  

• The proposed multi-family and high-density residential conditions 
without treatment would export 19.63 lb/year of phosphorus. 

• The proposed site with treatment will export 0.44 lb/year of 
phosphorus for a reduction of 14.8 lb/year over existing conditions.   
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e. Proposed Building C is a large parking garage. The roof runoff from this building 
is directed into Infiltration System #1. HW recommends that the Applicant clarify 
if cars will be parked on the roof as suggested in the architectural plans. HW 
further questions how the runoff from the garage roof will be treated and whether 
it will be directed into the stormwater system or into the sanitary system. 

October 1, 2025: The Applicant has clarified that the roof runoff from the 
garage will be pretreated with a water quality unit prior to discharging into 
Subsurface Infiltration System 1. No further action is requested.  

5. Standard 5 is related to projects with a Land Use of Higher Potential Pollutant Loads 
(LUHPPL). 

a. The Applicant has designed the stormwater management system as if the project 
qualified as a LUHPPL. Typically, a residential development is not considered a 
LUHPPL but a parking lot with over 1,000 vehicle trips per day would be. The 
proposed design meets the criteria outlined in Volume 1, Chapter 1, page 14 of 
the Massachusetts Stormwater Handbook. No further action is requested. 

October 1, 2025: No further action is requested. 

6. Standard 6 is related to projects with stormwater discharging into a critical area, a Zone 
II or an Interim Wellhead Protection Area of a public water supply. 

a. The Project Site does not discharge into a critical area. No further action is 
requested. 

October 1, 2025: No further action is requested. 

7. Standard 7 is related to projects considered Redevelopment. A redevelopment project is 
required to meet the following Stormwater Management Standards only to the maximum 
extent practicable: Standard 2, Standard 3, and the pretreatment and structural best 
management practice requirements of Standards 4, 5, and 6. Existing stormwater 
discharges shall comply with Standard 1 only to the maximum extent practicable.  A 
redevelopment project shall also comply with all other requirements of the Stormwater 
Management Standards and improve existing conditions. 

a. The Project Site qualifies as a redevelopment because the Applicant is reducing 
the total impervious area. The Applicant has chosen to meet the 10 Stormwater 
Standards in full. No further action is requested. 

October 1, 2025: No further action is requested. 

8. Standard 8 requires a plan to control construction related impacts including erosion, 
sedimentation, or other pollutant sources. 

a. The proposed development will disturb greater than 1 acre of land therefore will 
require a Construction General Permit through the US Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
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program. The Applicant has noted that a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) will be prepared. The Board may choose to include a condition of 
approval requiring receipt of the SWPPP for review by the City of Newton 30 
days prior to land disturbance. 

October 1, 2025: Suggested condition of approval. 

b. HW notes that Drawing C8.00 is titled Grading, Drainage, and Erosion Control 
Plan. There are a few notes regarding erosion controls. However, no other 
obvious erosion control measures are shown. HW recommends that a separate 
Erosion Control Plan be provided to assist the Contractor with preparing the 
SWPPP. 

October 1, 2025: The Applicant has provided Sheet C6.00 for Site 
Preparation and Erosion Control. The legend includes a symbol for a silt 
sack sediment trap to be placed in the catch basins. The symbol does not 
appear on the plan view. HW recommends that the Erosion Control Plan 
should include inlet protection on existing catch basins within 100 feet of 
the construction exits and within the newly installed catch basins, 
stabilized construction exits, and potential stockpile locations surrounded 
by erosion controls.  

c. Erosion control details are provided on Sheet C12.03. HW recommends that the 
Straw Wattle size be increased to 18-inches. 

October 1, 2025: The Applicant has increased the size of the straw wattle to 
be 18-inches as suggested. No further action is requested. 

9. Standard 9 requires a Long-Term Operation and Maintenance (O & M) Plan to be 
provided. 

a. The Applicant has provided a stand-alone O&M Plan as required. The Applicant 
has included a checklist and a figure illustrating where the various stormwater 
practices will be located. HW recommends that the final O&M Plan be signed by 
the property owner, include the vender’s maintenance requirements for the 
various proprietary structures, and include an estimated budget for long-term 
maintenance. 

October 1, 2025: The Applicant has updated the O&M Plan in accordance 
with the revised design. The City may choose to include a condition of 
approval that requires receipt of a signed O&M, with the vender’s 
maintenance requirements, and the estimated budget for long-term 
maintenance. 

b. The O&M Plan includes Snow Management and a map with snow storage 
locations. It appears most of the areas designated for snow storage include 
proposed street trees. The section regarding Snow Management makes several 
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references to porous pavement that may not be relative to the proposed 
development. It is not clear what is proposed if a severe snowstorm occurs and 
there are no snow storage locations available on site. HW recommends that the 
Applicant revisit the Snow Management section of the O&M Plan. 

October 1, 2025: The Applicant has updated the O&M Plan and has noted 
that it will haul snow off-site as needed. No further action is requested. 

10. Standard 10 requires an Illicit Discharge Compliance Statement be provided. 

a. The Applicant has provided a statement regarding Prohibition of Illicit Discharges 
in the Stormwater Report. HW suggests that a condition of approval include 
receipt of a statement signed by the property owner to confirm it is aware of the 
prohibition. 

October 1, 2025: Suggested condition of approval. 

11. Other General Stormwater Comments 

a. During the 2021 review of this site, it was agreed that the 60-inch culvert was to 
be videoed to verify it is structurally sound and has ample capacity. HW 
recommends that the Applicant confirm if this video recording occurred. 

October 1, 2025: The Applicant has provided the video of the culvert 
conducted in 2020. No further action is requested. 

b. HW notes that the proposed development does not include any biofiltration 
systems as previously included. HW recommends that the Applicant clarify why 
no biofiltrations systems are proposed in this design. 

October 1, 2025: The Applicant has noted that the biofiltration systems are 
no longer feasible. The project includes permeable hardscape, subsurface 
infiltration systems, and a reduction in impervious area. No further action 
is requested. 

c. The proposed stormwater management design meets the reduction in 
Phosphorus loading to the Charles River required by the Total Maximum Daily 
Load (TMDL) criteria published by the EPA. No further action is requested. 

October 1, 2025: No further action is requested. 

d. In accordance with Section 7.3.5 of the City of Newton Zoning Ordinance, HW 
recommends that the Applicant evaluate the possibility of roof water harvesting 
for irrigation reuse. 

October 1, 2025: The Applicant has agreed to evaluate the possibility of 
roof water harvesting. 
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Flood Storage Analysis 

12. The Project Site is located within an area noted by Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) as an area of minimal flooding. Panel 25017CO534F, effective July 8, 
2025. No further action is requested. 

October 1, 2025: No further action is requested 

Wastewater 

13. The City Engineer issued a memorandum dated April 15, 2020, regarding the Riverside 
Development, Sewer Infiltration/Inflow Mitigation Waiver Request – Revised Memo, 
Ordinance No. B-45. The memorandum listed the accepted design flow rates utilized in 
the Wastewater Generation calculation and detailing the sewer infiltration/inflow (I/I) 
mitigation fee based on the proposed usage of low flow fixtures throughout the project. 
The estimated wastewater flow determined for the approved development was 64,961 
gallons per day (gpd). 

October 1, 2025: No further action is requested. 

14. Table 1 on page 4 of the Applicant’s July 18, 2025, Memorandum regarding the 
Riverside Station Redevelopment, Water/Sewer/Stormwater Summary lists the proposed 
uses, design flow and Estimated Net New Wastewater Average Daily Flow. The new 
daily average wastewater flow has been calculated to be 58,937 gpd a decrease of 
6,024 gpd from the accepted 2020 flows and a decrease of 7,030 gpd from the 2021 
estimated flows. HW recommends that the Applicant coordinate with the City Engineer to 
confirm acceptance of the new wastewater values and the proposed I/I mitigation fee. 

October 1, 2025: The Applicant has agreed to coordinate with the City Engineer. 

Water Supply 

15. The Applicant has provided a Water/Sewer/Stormwater Summary dated July 18, 2025, 
referencing the revised site layout and proposed increased residential use. The 
municipal water supply infrastructure as originally discussed with the City Engineer in 
2020 and again in 2021 was sufficient to meet the daily peak demands of the Project 
without adversely impacting the surrounding neighborhoods. 

October 1, 2025: No further action is requested. 

16. The estimated water supply required for the 2021 approved project based on the 
Wastewater Generation was 80,967 gpd gallons per day (gpd). 

October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.  

17. The estimated water supply demand for the 2025 project with an increase in residential 
units and a reduction in retail space and the elimination of lab space and the hotel is 
73,937 gpd. The total estimated decrease in water needs from the 2021 approved plan 
is 7,030 gpd. HW recommends that the Applicant confirm with the City Engineer that the 
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municipal water supply infrastructure is still sufficient to meet the daily peak demands of 
the Project without adversely impacting the surrounding neighborhoods. 

October 1, 2025: The Applicant has agreed to confirm with the City Engineer that 
the municipal water infrastructure is sufficient. 

18. As originally agreed, the Applicant will install low-flow high efficiency faucets as well as 
low-flow water closets and urinals in the commercial space and the residential units will 
be equipped with sub-metering to promote conservation. 

October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.  

21E Environmental Site Investigation Report 

19. HW conducted a review of the Summary of Environmental Due Diligence and Pre-
Characterization Activities Riverside Station Redevelopment, prepared by Sanborn Head 
and dated January 28, 2020 (the “Sanborn Head Memorandum”) in 2020. A 
memorandum was provided to the City of Newton dated February 24, 2020, which 
states, “The Horsley Witten Group concurs with Sanborn Head’s conclusion that the 
recent soil detections in slight excess of the RCS-1 soil standards are exempt from 
notification to MassDEP and that the management of soil and groundwater under a RAM 
is appropriate. Air monitoring during the RAM for particulate matter and volatile organic 
compounds will ensure that construction workers and other surrounding receptors are 
not adversely impacted during redevelopment.” No further action is requested. 

October 1, 2025: No further action is requested. 

Utility and Grading Plans 

20.  Drawing C11.00 includes Site Sections. HW notes that the cross-section elevations are 
not legible on Sections A-A and B-B. It also appears that only the proposed elevations 
are listed on Section C-C. Typically the existing and proposed elevations are both shown 
to illustrate the amount of fill or cut being proposed on a site. 

October 1, 2025: The Applicant has updated the Site Sections provided on Sheet 
C11.00. No further action is requested. 

21. The Applicant has illustrated the proposed grading on Drawing C8.00. The northern 
edge of the site adjacent to the MBTA parking lot is the low point of the site with an 
elevation of 65.0. Road B intersects Grove Street at elevation 68.0. Road A intersects 
the MBTA access roadway at elevation 67.0 which slopes towards Recreation Road 
meeting it at elevation 64.0. Main Street intersection Recreation Road at elevation 71 
and slopes down to Road B at elevation 67.0. Buildings 1, 2, 3, 4, and the garage have 
doorways set at elevation 69 exiting towards Main Street. Building 5’s doorways are set 
at elevation 67.5 on Main Street. The eastern doorways from Buildings 2, 3, 4, and 5 are 
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elevated along Grove Street. HW finds the proposed grading to be reasonable 
considering the topography of the site. 

October 1, 2025: No further action is requested. 

22. Drawing C9.00 illustrates the proposed utilities. The stormwater, wastewater, and water 
supply pipes and structures are primarily located in Main Street. Underground electrical 
and underground telephone are primarily located on the east side of the parcel along 
Grove Street. There does not appear to be any gas service offered. HW finds the 
proposed utility locations reasonable at this stage of the design. 

October 1, 2025: No further action is requested. 

Construction Management Plan 

23. The Applicant has provided a Preliminary Construction Management Plan (CMP) (No 
date) for the Riverside Station proposed development as part of the July 2025 
submission package. A final CMP will be developed with input from the City of Newton 
Inspectional Services, Public Works and Planning Departments as well as the MBTA, 
Massachusetts Department of Transportation (MassDOT) and other State agencies. 

October 1, 2025: No further action is requested. 

24. The Preliminary CMP is similar to the CMP Plan previously reviewed and updated in 
2021. The suggestions previously provided to the Applicant have been incorporated into 
the Preliminary CMP version submitted in July 2025. 

October 1, 2025: No further action is requested. 

25. Page 1 of the Preliminary CMP states that the Final CMP will include barricades, 
walkways, lighting and signage to address public safety throughout the construction 
period. 

October 1, 2025: No further action is requested. 

26. Page 6 of the Preliminary CMP notes the proposed Construction Hours to be no earlier 
than 7:00 AM and no later than 7:00 PM on any weekday, except for emergency repairs. 
On Saturdays, exterior construction will occur no earlier than 8:00 AM and no later than 
5:00 PM. HW has no objection to this time frame. 

October 1, 2025: No further action is requested. 

27. There is a reference on page 15 of Infiltration System 101. HW recommends that the 
Applicant clarify which system this is referring to. 

October 1, 2025: The Applicant has stated that the Preliminary CMP has been 
updated with the correct reference. No further action is requested. 
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	The purpose of this memorandum is to summarize the Applicant’s response to our initial peer review comments regarding stormwater management, flood plain analysis, wastewater flows, environmental assessment, and the preliminary construction management ...
	Stormwater Management Review
	This review of the submitted materials is based on the Massachusetts Stormwater Management Standards (MASWMS), and the City of Newton Stormwater Management and Erosion Control Rules & Regulations (Stormwater Regulations), dated April 15, 2022, as well...
	1. Standard 1: No new stormwater conveyances (e.g., outfalls) may discharge untreated stormwater directly to or cause erosion in wetlands or waters of the Commonwealth.
	a. The Applicant has evaluated two design points (DP) under existing and proposed conditions.
	 DP-1 is the outlet of the 60-inch culvert, that conveys Runaway Brook and crosses through the adjacent MBTA property, discharging into the Charles River northeast of the Project Site.
	 DP-2 is the municipal drainage system within Recreation Road on the northwest side of the Project Site.
	October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.
	b. The Applicant has proposed a stormwater management system that will reduce the peak flow and volume to the Charles River. The proposed design does not include a new direct discharge point and will not cause erosion at the design points. The Applica...
	October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.
	2. Standard 2: Stormwater management systems shall be designed so that post-development peak discharge rates do not exceed pre-development peak discharge rates.
	The Applicant has reduced the impervious surface areas and designed three subsurface infiltration systems to manage stormwater. The design as proposed should reduce peak flows and peak volumes offsite and specifically to the 60-inch culvert. HW has a ...
	a. In accordance with the HydroCAD model, Subsurface Infiltration System #1 appears to consist of 76 double stacked Retain-It concrete chambers. The Detail on Sheet C12.04 does not indicate this is a double stacked system. HW recommends that the Appli...
	October 1, 2025: The Applicant has revised the detail on Sheet C12.04 as suggested. No further action is requested.
	b. The Outlet Control Structure with Weir (OCS) detail on Sheet C12.04 references a Chart for the control orifices. HW recommends that the Applicant provides the reference chart to confirm that the systems will be installed as modeled.
	October 1, 2025: The Applicant has included the reference chart on the Outlet Control Structure detail on Sheet C12.04 as suggested. No further action is requested.
	c. HW notes that the top of the Retain-It chambers is typically 8 inches thick. The Applicant has used 6 inches. The surface cover appears to be adequate to accommodate this minor adjustment.
	October 1, 2025: The Applicant has corrected the top of chamber callout on Sheet C9.00 as suggested. No further action is requested.
	d. HW notes that the Applicant has included 7 test pits conducted by Sanborn Head in the 2025 Stormwater Report. Test Pit SH-205 is within the footprint of Subsurface Infiltration System #1 and indicates sand with an exfiltration rate of 8.27 inches p...
	October 1, 2025: The Applicant has eliminated Subsurface Infiltration System #3 and has stated that it will conduct an additional test pit within the footprint of Subsurface Infiltration #2 prior to construction. The City may choose to include as a co...
	e. HW further notes that in the HydroCAD model for the 2-inch Water Quality Volume (WQV) dated July 17, 2025, the Applicant has used an exfiltration rate of 1.02 iph for Subsurface Infiltration System #3 which differs from the HydroCAD model provided ...
	October 1, 2025: The Applicant has eliminated Infiltration System #3. HW notes that the Applicant has revised the routing diagram under existing conditions and has included the Hotel Indigo building and parking lot within the catchment area flowing to...
	f. HW understands that the permeable hardscape listed in the Stormwater Report is located along the trees on Main Street. The Special Permit drawing, Sheet 25 of 25, lists the various materials proposed including the permeable unit pavers. No further ...
	October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.
	3. Standard 3: The annual recharge from post-development shall approximate annual recharge from pre-development conditions.
	a. The information provided by Sanborn Head suggests that Estimated Seasonal High Groundwater (ESHGW) is below elevation 48. The bottom of System #1 is set at elevation 54.0 and the bottom of System #2 is set at elevation 60.0, both systems have great...
	October 1, 2025: The Applicant has eliminated Infiltration System #3. No further action is requested.
	b. The Applicant has reduced the impervious area therefore the recharge criteria is met. Furthermore, the Applicant has provided greater than 61,000 cubic feet of storage within the three two proposed subsurface infiltration systems. The Applicant has...
	October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.
	c. HW recommends that the Applicant clarify if any existing unsuitable soil will need to be removed beneath the Subsurface Infiltration Systems.
	October 1, 2025: The Applicant has stated that three feet of unsuitable material will need to be over excavated beneath Infiltration System #1 and possibly under System #2 once the test pit has been conducted within the system footprint. HW recommends...
	4. Standard 4: The stormwater system shall be designed to remove 90% Total Suspended Solids (TSS), to remove 60% of Total Phosphorus (TP), and to treat 2.0-inch of volume from the impervious area for water quality.
	a. The Applicant has provided a HydroCAD model to illustrate that the three two proposed Subsurface Infiltration Systems can retain 2 inches of runoff over the entire impervious surface area. Therefore, comply with the City of Newton’s water quality c...
	October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.
	b. The Applicant has proposed catch basins and water quality units to provide a minimum of 44% TSS removal prior to discharging into the Subsurface Infiltration Systems. The infiltration systems provide an additional 80% TSS removal confirming that th...
	October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.
	c. HW notes that the Applicant has not included a separate Treatment Train for the catch basins with water quality unit inserts. HW recommends that the Applicant provide documentation from a third-party reviewer that confirms that the proposed catch b...
	October 1, 2025: The Applicant has included on the call outs for D108 and D109 (drain inlets near Infiltration System 1) that they are both water quality units (WQU). The Applicant has also provided documentation regarding the Contech CDS water qualit...
	d. The Applicant has provided existing and proposed Phosphorus Loading Calculations in the Stormwater Report. With the installation of the subsurface infiltration systems the Applicant is reducing the Phosphorus Load by greater than 60%, complying wit...
	October 1, 2025: The Applicant has provided phosphorus loading calculations.
	 Under existing conditions, the commercial site exports 15.24 lbs/year of phosphorus.
	 The proposed multi-family and high-density residential conditions without treatment would export 19.63 lb/year of phosphorus.
	 The proposed site with treatment will export 0.44 lb/year of phosphorus for a reduction of 14.8 lb/year over existing conditions.
	e. Proposed Building C is a large parking garage. The roof runoff from this building is directed into Infiltration System #1. HW recommends that the Applicant clarify if cars will be parked on the roof as suggested in the architectural plans. HW furth...
	October 1, 2025: The Applicant has clarified that the roof runoff from the garage will be pretreated with a water quality unit prior to discharging into Subsurface Infiltration System 1. No further action is requested.
	5. Standard 5 is related to projects with a Land Use of Higher Potential Pollutant Loads (LUHPPL).
	a. The Applicant has designed the stormwater management system as if the project qualified as a LUHPPL. Typically, a residential development is not considered a LUHPPL but a parking lot with over 1,000 vehicle trips per day would be. The proposed desi...
	October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.
	6. Standard 6 is related to projects with stormwater discharging into a critical area, a Zone II or an Interim Wellhead Protection Area of a public water supply.
	a. The Project Site does not discharge into a critical area. No further action is requested.
	October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.
	7. Standard 7 is related to projects considered Redevelopment. A redevelopment project is required to meet the following Stormwater Management Standards only to the maximum extent practicable: Standard 2, Standard 3, and the pretreatment and structura...
	a. The Project Site qualifies as a redevelopment because the Applicant is reducing the total impervious area. The Applicant has chosen to meet the 10 Stormwater Standards in full. No further action is requested.
	October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.
	8. Standard 8 requires a plan to control construction related impacts including erosion, sedimentation, or other pollutant sources.
	a. The proposed development will disturb greater than 1 acre of land therefore will require a Construction General Permit through the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program. The Applica...
	October 1, 2025: Suggested condition of approval.
	b. HW notes that Drawing C8.00 is titled Grading, Drainage, and Erosion Control Plan. There are a few notes regarding erosion controls. However, no other obvious erosion control measures are shown. HW recommends that a separate Erosion Control Plan be...
	October 1, 2025: The Applicant has provided Sheet C6.00 for Site Preparation and Erosion Control. The legend includes a symbol for a silt sack sediment trap to be placed in the catch basins. The symbol does not appear on the plan view. HW recommends t...
	c. Erosion control details are provided on Sheet C12.03. HW recommends that the Straw Wattle size be increased to 18-inches.
	October 1, 2025: The Applicant has increased the size of the straw wattle to be 18-inches as suggested. No further action is requested.
	9. Standard 9 requires a Long-Term Operation and Maintenance (O & M) Plan to be provided.
	a. The Applicant has provided a stand-alone O&M Plan as required. The Applicant has included a checklist and a figure illustrating where the various stormwater practices will be located. HW recommends that the final O&M Plan be signed by the property ...
	October 1, 2025: The Applicant has updated the O&M Plan in accordance with the revised design. The City may choose to include a condition of approval that requires receipt of a signed O&M, with the vender’s maintenance requirements, and the estimated ...
	b. The O&M Plan includes Snow Management and a map with snow storage locations. It appears most of the areas designated for snow storage include proposed street trees. The section regarding Snow Management makes several references to porous pavement t...
	October 1, 2025: The Applicant has updated the O&M Plan and has noted that it will haul snow off-site as needed. No further action is requested.
	10. Standard 10 requires an Illicit Discharge Compliance Statement be provided.
	a. The Applicant has provided a statement regarding Prohibition of Illicit Discharges in the Stormwater Report. HW suggests that a condition of approval include receipt of a statement signed by the property owner to confirm it is aware of the prohibit...
	October 1, 2025: Suggested condition of approval.
	11. Other General Stormwater Comments
	a. During the 2021 review of this site, it was agreed that the 60-inch culvert was to be videoed to verify it is structurally sound and has ample capacity. HW recommends that the Applicant confirm if this video recording occurred.
	October 1, 2025: The Applicant has provided the video of the culvert conducted in 2020. No further action is requested.
	b. HW notes that the proposed development does not include any biofiltration systems as previously included. HW recommends that the Applicant clarify why no biofiltrations systems are proposed in this design.
	October 1, 2025: The Applicant has noted that the biofiltration systems are no longer feasible. The project includes permeable hardscape, subsurface infiltration systems, and a reduction in impervious area. No further action is requested.
	c. The proposed stormwater management design meets the reduction in Phosphorus loading to the Charles River required by the Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) criteria published by the EPA. No further action is requested.
	October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.
	d. In accordance with Section 7.3.5 of the City of Newton Zoning Ordinance, HW recommends that the Applicant evaluate the possibility of roof water harvesting for irrigation reuse.
	October 1, 2025: The Applicant has agreed to evaluate the possibility of roof water harvesting.

	Flood Storage Analysis
	12. The Project Site is located within an area noted by Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) as an area of minimal flooding. Panel 25017CO534F, effective July 8, 2025. No further action is requested.
	October 1, 2025: No further action is requested

	Wastewater
	13. The City Engineer issued a memorandum dated April 15, 2020, regarding the Riverside Development, Sewer Infiltration/Inflow Mitigation Waiver Request – Revised Memo, Ordinance No. B-45. The memorandum listed the accepted design flow rates utilized ...
	October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.
	14. Table 1 on page 4 of the Applicant’s July 18, 2025, Memorandum regarding the Riverside Station Redevelopment, Water/Sewer/Stormwater Summary lists the proposed uses, design flow and Estimated Net New Wastewater Average Daily Flow. The new daily av...
	October 1, 2025: The Applicant has agreed to coordinate with the City Engineer.

	Water Supply
	15. The Applicant has provided a Water/Sewer/Stormwater Summary dated July 18, 2025, referencing the revised site layout and proposed increased residential use. The municipal water supply infrastructure as originally discussed with the City Engineer i...
	October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.
	16. The estimated water supply required for the 2021 approved project based on the Wastewater Generation was 80,967 gpd gallons per day (gpd).
	October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.
	17. The estimated water supply demand for the 2025 project with an increase in residential units and a reduction in retail space and the elimination of lab space and the hotel is 73,937 gpd. The total estimated decrease in water needs from the 2021 ap...
	October 1, 2025: The Applicant has agreed to confirm with the City Engineer that the municipal water infrastructure is sufficient.
	18. As originally agreed, the Applicant will install low-flow high efficiency faucets as well as low-flow water closets and urinals in the commercial space and the residential units will be equipped with sub-metering to promote conservation.
	October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.

	21E Environmental Site Investigation Report
	19. HW conducted a review of the Summary of Environmental Due Diligence and Pre-Characterization Activities Riverside Station Redevelopment, prepared by Sanborn Head and dated January 28, 2020 (the “Sanborn Head Memorandum”) in 2020. A memorandum was ...
	October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.

	Utility and Grading Plans
	20.  Drawing C11.00 includes Site Sections. HW notes that the cross-section elevations are not legible on Sections A-A and B-B. It also appears that only the proposed elevations are listed on Section C-C. Typically the existing and proposed elevations...
	October 1, 2025: The Applicant has updated the Site Sections provided on Sheet C11.00. No further action is requested.
	21. The Applicant has illustrated the proposed grading on Drawing C8.00. The northern edge of the site adjacent to the MBTA parking lot is the low point of the site with an elevation of 65.0. Road B intersects Grove Street at elevation 68.0. Road A in...
	October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.
	22. Drawing C9.00 illustrates the proposed utilities. The stormwater, wastewater, and water supply pipes and structures are primarily located in Main Street. Underground electrical and underground telephone are primarily located on the east side of th...
	October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.
	Construction Management Plan
	23. The Applicant has provided a Preliminary Construction Management Plan (CMP) (No date) for the Riverside Station proposed development as part of the July 2025 submission package. A final CMP will be developed with input from the City of Newton Insp...
	October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.
	24. The Preliminary CMP is similar to the CMP Plan previously reviewed and updated in 2021. The suggestions previously provided to the Applicant have been incorporated into the Preliminary CMP version submitted in July 2025.
	October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.
	25. Page 1 of the Preliminary CMP states that the Final CMP will include barricades, walkways, lighting and signage to address public safety throughout the construction period.
	October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.
	26. Page 6 of the Preliminary CMP notes the proposed Construction Hours to be no earlier than 7:00 AM and no later than 7:00 PM on any weekday, except for emergency repairs. On Saturdays, exterior construction will occur no earlier than 8:00 AM and no...
	October 1, 2025: No further action is requested.
	27. There is a reference on page 15 of Infiltration System 101. HW recommends that the Applicant clarify which system this is referring to.
	October 1, 2025: The Applicant has stated that the Preliminary CMP has been updated with the correct reference. No further action is requested.





