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Wilson, Jessie

From: MaryEllen O'Neill <maryellenoneill@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 09, 2014 4:05 PM
To: Wilson, Jessie; Delios, Jean
Cc: Town Manager; Art Kreiger
Subject: RE: Site Plan Materials

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Jessie and Jean, 
 
A quick look at this "response" indicates it is the same as what you received yesterday. 
 
There is overlap in the sessions; there is a lack of clarity between sessions and groups. 
 
I believe that the addition is very oversized for the number of children they would have at any one time.  I 
think the reason for this is that they are not simply moving their Woburn location here, they are planning to 
expand their service area and start to draw from the north, Peabody, Lynnfield, Lynn, etc. also.  That is driving 
the size and the parking demand. 
 
Do you, does CPDC, ask about these future plans?  Criterion clearly does not want to be pinned down to 
showing "typical" as this is not their plan.  An increase in the number of clients served by Criterion at this 
location will have impact, not only on building size and parking, but on town services used. 
 
Thanks, 
Mary Ellen 

From: jwilson@ci.reading.ma.us 
To: maryellenoneill@hotmail.com; jdelios@ci.reading.ma.us 
CC: TownManager@ci.reading.ma.us; akreiger@andersonkreiger.com 
Subject: RE: Site Plan Materials 
Date: Tue, 9 Dec 2014 20:45:55 +0000 

Enclosed is the Applicant’s response to planning comments which were mentioned last night, as well as the revised site 
plan. That is all that we have received.  
  
Note that I have updated the website to include this information as well as all Staff Comments and the Letter from 
Attorney Kreiger. 
  
http://www.readingma.gov/planning‐division/pages/186‐summer‐avenue‐proposed‐criterion‐child‐enrichment‐facility 
  
  
Let me know if you have any questions! 
  
Jessie 
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Wilson, Jessie

From: MaryEllen O'Neill <maryellenoneill@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, December 09, 2014 9:15 PM
To: Wilson, Jessie; Delios, Jean; Zambouras, George
Cc: Cynda Rohmer; Kathy Greenfield; Anne Godwin; Art Kreiger
Subject: FW: Porous Pavement Study
Attachments: EPA Porous Pavement Fact Sheet (1).pdf

Hi Jessie, Jean, and George, 
 
This is very relevant to the discussion of Criterion's proposal for porous pavement. 
 
We request that this be distributed to CPDC members. 
 
Thank you, 
Mary Ellen 
 
 

Date: Tue, 9 Dec 2014 19:33:16 ‐0600 
From: jolijo2@verizon.net 
To: maryellenoneill@hotmail.com 
Subject: Porous Pavement Study 

 Mary Ellen, 
 
Recommend this study be sent officially to CPDC. 
 
Joe Lupi 















To:	  Marc	  Maxwell	  
From:	  01867	  Neighborhood	  Preservation	  
Date:	  December	  20,	  2014	  
	  
Re:	  Criterion	  Child	  Enrichment,	  Inc./186	  Summer	  	  Avenue	  Reading	  MA	  
	  
	  
Dear	  Mr.	  Maxwell,	  
	  
Please	  see	  attached	  the	  site	  plan	  requests	  from	  the	  186	  Summer	  Ave	  abutters.	  We	  
look	  forward	  to	  your	  response	  to	  the	  concerns	  and	  desires	  of	  the	  neighbors	  in	  your	  
forthcoming	  revised	  site	  plan	  for	  the	  property.	  
	  
We	  respectfully	  request	  that	  the	  revised	  plans	  be	  made	  available	  for	  review	  on	  or	  
before	  Friday	  January	  2nd,	  2015.	  	  
	  
We	  also	  respectfully	  request	  to	  be	  included	  in	  any	  pre-‐construction	  meetings	  to	  
allow	  discussion	  of	  how	  construction	  impact	  on	  the	  neighborhood	  will	  be	  
minimized;	  and	  to	  review	  any	  changes	  made	  subsequent	  to	  the	  Jan	  2nd	  design	  plan.	  
	  
	  
Sincerely	  yours,	  
	  
Cynda	  Rohmer	  
Mary	  Ellen	  O’Neill	  
Co-‐Chairs	  
	  
Cc.	  Arthur	  Kreiger,	  Esq.	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Jessie	  Wilson,	  Community	  Development	  Administrator	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Jeff	  Hanson,	  Chairman,	  CPDC	  
	  
	  
	  



Site	  Plan	  Requests	  from	  186	  Summer	  Ave	  Abutters	  	  
	  

• Parking	  (Number,	  Location,	  Setback)	  
-‐ On	  the	  original	  plan	  the	  south	  property	  line	  setback	  along	  194	  

Summer	  Ave	  was	  25	  feet.	  The	  current	  plan	  shows	  less	  than	  10	  feet	  
between	  the	  parking	  lot	  and	  the	  property	  line.	  We	  request	  that	  
setback	  be	  changed	  back	  to	  25	  feet	  as	  per	  original	  plan.	  

-‐ Decrease	  parking	  to	  21	  spaces.	  Remove	  9	  spaces	  currently	  located	  
in	  front	  of	  original	  play	  area.	  Remove	  8	  spaces	  behind	  194	  
Summer	  Ave.	  Remove	  parking	  along	  driveway	  except	  for	  required	  
handicap	  spaces	  and	  consolidate	  all	  parking	  directly	  behind	  barn	  
and	  proposed	  realigned	  playground	  east	  toward	  Parker	  Middle	  
School	  and	  facing	  north	  toward	  176	  Summer	  Ave.	  

-‐ Bring	  parking	  back	  from	  front	  corner	  of	  porch.	  No	  parking	  or	  
signage	  from	  front	  corner	  of	  porch	  to	  street	  to	  maintain	  
streetscape.	  

-‐ Reduce	  handicap	  spaces	  to	  2.	  
	  

• Playground	  (Size,	  Location)	  
-‐	  	  	  	  Reduce	  the	  size	  of	  the	  2400	  SF	  playground	  by	  half	  due	  to	  limited	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
number	  of	  students	  at	  any	  given	  time.	  Flip	  playground	  as	  discussed	  
at	  CPDC	  meeting	  to	  allow	  for	  additional	  parking.	  

	  
• Fencing	  (Where,	  Type,	  Height)	  

-‐ Install	  6	  foot	  stockade	  fencing	  along	  parking	  and	  playground	  
facing	  176	  Summer	  Ave	  to	  rear	  corner	  of	  new	  building.	  	  

-‐ Install	  new	  6	  foot	  stockade	  fence	  along	  Temple	  St	  abutters	  
property	  and	  along	  the	  Eastern	  side	  of	  194	  Summer	  Ave	  as	  already	  
proposed	  by	  current	  plans.	  

	  
• Landscaping/Screening	  (Where,	  Type)	  

-‐ Install	  vegetation	  screen	  of	  arborvitaes	  along	  both	  abutting	  
property	  lines	  to	  screen	  the	  parking.	  	  

-‐ Install	  vegetation	  from	  rear	  corner	  of	  addition	  to	  front	  corner	  of	  
existing	  structure	  to	  hide	  retaining	  wall	  facing	  176	  Summer	  Ave.	  

-‐ Install	  aesthetically	  and	  regionally	  appropriate	  plantings	  in	  front	  
of	  the	  parking	  lot	  including	  planting	  of	  mature	  native	  trees	  ie.	  
sugar	  maple,	  maple,	  white	  oak	  along	  Summer	  Ave.	  	  

-‐ Retain	  current	  trees	  in	  the	  northeast	  corner	  abutting	  176	  Summer	  
Ave	  to	  prevent	  snow	  from	  damaging	  new	  stockade	  fence.	  

-‐ Retain	  current	  trees	  and	  vegetation	  behind	  194	  Summer	  Ave	  and	  
along	  Temple	  St	  abutters.	  Neighbor	  has	  identified	  a	  screech	  owl	  
family	  living	  there	  and	  we	  would	  like	  to	  maintain	  that	  habitat.	  This	  
would	  also	  protect	  stock	  piling	  of	  snow.	  



-‐ Remove	  dying	  vegetation	  in	  area	  previously	  designated	  to	  be	  
removed.	  

-‐ Please	  install	  fencing	  and	  perimeter	  landscaping	  prior	  to	  the	  
beginning	  of	  construction.	  
	  

• Lighting/Security	  (Type,	  #’s,	  Hours	  of	  Operation,	  Motion	  Sensors)	  
-‐ Low	  height	  lights	  are	  preferable.	  Please	  have	  all	  parking	  area	  

lights	  off	  at	  close	  of	  business,	  no	  motion	  sensors.	  
-‐ Remove	  security	  light	  on	  original	  building	  facing	  176	  Summer	  Ave.	  
-‐ Remove	  12	  foot	  lamp	  adjacent	  to	  first	  parking	  space	  and	  one	  next	  

to	  barn.	  
-‐ No	  security	  cameras	  directed	  at	  any	  abutters.	  

	  
• Signs	  (Location,	  Appearance)	  

-‐ All	  signage	  should	  be	  moved	  back	  from	  street	  and	  minimized.	  
-‐ Placement	  of	  Criterion	  sign	  should	  be	  moved	  closer	  to	  main	  house	  

adjacent	  to	  handicapped	  ramp.	  	  
-‐ Prefer	  Criterion	  sign	  be	  placed	  from	  corner	  of	  existing	  house	  back.	  
-‐ Sign	  should	  not	  be	  illuminated	  after	  the	  close	  of	  business	  
-‐ Please	  make	  sign	  out	  of	  engraved	  wood.	  
-‐ Reduce	  size	  of	  stop	  sign	  at	  entrance	  and	  pull	  back	  as	  far	  as	  

possible.	  
-‐ Please	  make	  all	  signs,	  ie	  no	  parking	  and	  handicap	  signs,	  as	  small	  as	  

possible	  in	  size	  and	  height.	  
	  

• Appearance	  of	  Addition	  	  
	  	  	  	  -‐	  	  	  	  	  	  	  All	  windows	  should	  be	  6	  over	  6	  and	  should	  have	  the	  same	  trim	  

and	  fenestration	  as	  the	  original	  house.	  
	   	  

• Snow	  Storage	  (location)	  
-‐	  	  	  	  Snow	  storage	  area	  is	  inadequate;	  need	  to	  design	  a	  barrier	  to	  
control	  run	  off	  and	  prevent	  snow,	  water	  &	  salt	  from	  going	  into	  
abutting	  properties.	  

	  
• Bulk	  of	  Building	  

-‐ We	  remain	  concerned	  that	  the	  size	  of	  the	  proposed	  addition	  to	  the	  
historic	  house	  is	  too	  large.	  From	  the	  street	  view	  the	  new	  building	  
blocks	  HALF	  of	  the	  barn.	  Aesthetically	  it	  detracts	  from	  the	  historic	  
nature	  of	  the	  neighborhood.	  

	  
	  
	  
	  
December	  20,	  2014	  
	  



To:  George Zambouras, P.E., Town Engineer, Reading Massachusetts   

From: Dennis Carr, 61 Temple Street, Reading MA 

RE:  186-190 Summer Ave.– Criterion Child Enrichment Project 

Date: January 5, 2015 

cc:  Jessie Wilson, Community Development Administrator,  Reading  Massachusetts 

 I am an abutter along the lower, southeast corner of the 186 Summer Avenue property.   I have reviewed the 

revised design submitted by Criterion dated December 17, 2014 and as downloaded from the Planning 

Department’s web site.     In this revised design, Criterion has addressed several of the major issues that were 

presented at the public hearing held on December 8.   The use of impervious pavement in place of porous 

pavement has greatly reduced the potential damage from storm-water runoff onto abutting properties.  There 

are a few remaining issues that I observed in my review of the revised design and that were included in my letter 

to the CPDC on December 8.   I would appreciate your consideration of the following suggestions that I believe 

will improve the performance of Criterion’s revised drainage system and continue to minimize impact to 

abutters.  

Issue  #1:  Stockpile for snow. 

Criterion has provided a new location and a new footprint for the area to be used to stockpile snow plowed 

from the parking areas.  Abutters are concerned that excessively high piles of stockpiled snow that contain  de-

icing agents  will migrate across the property lines and impact the soil in their vegetable gardens.   Criterion 

should be asked to provide information on the height of the snow pile that is anticipated from a 12-inch and a 

24-inch deep snow storm.    

Issue #2:  The need for additional test pits in the lower parking area. 

Criterion was asked to conduct additional test pits in the low, wooded area to confirm seasonal high ground 

water levels and suitability of soils for infiltration systems.  No test pit information was provided with the revised 

design.  Alternatively, the revised design included raising the back edge of the parking lot by more than 3 feet 

and installing two catch basin laterals that are intended to convey the runoff from the lower parking lot back to 

Infiltration Basin #2.  The problem is that the both catch basin laterals are designed with sags in the pipe and 

these sags will be difficult to inspect and to clean.  This sag is clearly seen at the Outlet Control Manhole on 

Sheet 5 where the inlet pipe is 2.3 feet lower than the outlet pipe.  Sediment will accumulate in the sag restrict 

flow through the sag.  This will result in ponding water in the lower parking lot and to overflows onto abutting 

properties.   It is suggested that Criterion be required to conduct two additional test pits in the lower parking 

area prior to the start of any construction on the site.  If the seasonal high groundwater level is found to be low 

enough and if soil permeability is found suitable for infiltration, a separate infiltration bed should then be 

designed to handle runoff from the lower parking lot.  This would eliminate the sag in the catch basin lateral and 

the maintenance problem associated with the sag.  This change would require an additional stormceptor for the 

lower parking lot.  

Issue #3:  Due to effects of global warming, use increased rainfall intensities in the hydraulic analysis. 

In my letter to CPDC dated December 8, 2014, I suggested that the intensity of the design storm used for 

Criterion’s proposed project be increased to account for the impact of climate change on rainfall intensities.  

Criterion has provided hydraulic analyses for both the 25 year event and the 100 year event.  In almost all critical 

parts of their design, the impact of the increase in design storm appears to be manageable with only minor 

modifications.  I suggest that the Town Engineer require Criterion to use the 100 year storm event for the 

hydraulic analyses of their proposed project.  The modifications could minimize both onsite and offsite flooding.  



Issue #4: Additional issues with the Impervious Pavement Design.  

Criterion’s revised design proposes to use impervious pavement in place of the previous design that included 

porous pavement.   The revised design includes catch basins to capture heavy sediments, stormceptors to 

capture first flush pollutants, and infiltration basins to dissipate stormwater runoff within the project site.  A 

post construction maintenance plan was provided that should extend the operating life of the infiltration beds 

by capturing heavy sediments before they are loaded on the infiltration beds.   I offer the following suggestions 

on the revised design: 

1. The stormceptor shown on Sheet 7 indicate that the influent pipe will be 180 degrees opposite the outlet 

pipe.  Criterion should confirm that stormceptors can be provided that operate effectively when flow enters 

and leaves at 90 degree angles as shown for Stormceptor SC-1 on Sheet  5.  

2. The catch basin detail shown on Sheet 7 specifies a catch basin with a gas hood on the outlet pipe. It is 

suggested that the Town require Criterion to provide a hood that is removable or that contains a bolted 

cover that allows for inspection and cleaning of the catch basin lateral.  The depth of the sump should be 4 

feet below the invert of the outlet pipe. 

3. For the 100 year design storm, the peak water level in Infiltration Bed #1 is at Elevation 95.19 feet and the 

peak water level in Infiltration Bed #2 is at Elevation 93.39 feet.  It is suggested that an impermeable barrier 

be constructed between the two infiltration beds to prevent lateral flow between the two beds.  Lateral 

flow could increase the peak water level in Bed #2 and result in increased flooding at the lower parking lot.   

4. The purpose of the Outlet Control Manhole is not clear.  If the purpose is to provide an emergency relief 

should the Infiltrations beds become plugged, the result will be overflows at Catch Basin #3 and flooding 

onto property of abutters.   It is suggested that Criterion be asked to clarify the purpose of the Outlet 

Control Manhole. 

 

 

 

 

 

 








	Email_Oneil
	Letter_Carr
	Site Plan Requests 186 Summer Ave_Abutters.pdf
	Cover letter to M Maxwell
	Site Plan Requests 186 Summer Ave


