
City of Waltham 

Zoning Board of Appeals 

June 2, 2026 

The Zoning Board of Appeals held a public hearing at 7:00 P.M. on Tuesday, June 2, 

2026 in the Auditorium of the Arthur Clark Government Center, 119 School Street, 

Waltham, MA. 

In attendance were John Sergi, Chair, and members Mark Hickernell, Matt 

Deveaux, Glenna Gelineau and Stephen Taranto. 

Mr. Sergi: We have four cases tonight, one extension, one new case and two 

continued cases. We are going to go in order of the new cases first and extension to get 

them out of the way, and then we will go into the Comprehensive Permit and the last one 

will be Crescent Street. So with that said, we do have an extension request for Case No. 

2024-18, 222 Bacon Street Waltham LLC. May we hear from the Petitioner or the 

Petitioner's representative, please. 

Attorney Philip B. McCourt, Jr., 272 Bacon Street, Waltham, representing the 

Petitioner at 222 Bacon Street, Waltham LLC came forward. 

Attorney McCourt: So as you recall you agreed to some fairly limited variances 

necessary to build a garage attached to a house that he owned over there and he's been 

working on it. It took a while to get the permits and everything as it often does. And at this 

point it's well under construction. As you drive by you would say is it finished? But there's 

some items inside so he doesn't feel he will be able to get a certificate of occupancy by this 

August so he's asking for the time to finish it. So he has the permit and it's virtually 80% 

done, 75% done, be extended for one year. He doesn't need an additional two years. He 
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just needs one year and it will probably be done long before that but in prudence we are 

asking for a one year extension for the time to complete it. 

Mr. Sergi: Okay, the time to complete it. I'll open it up to question of the board. 

Has anyone on the board have any questions? 

Steve? 

Mr. Taranto: No. 

Mr. Sergi: Glenna? 

Ms. Gelineau: No. 

Mr. Sergi: Matt? 

Mr. Deveaux: No. 

Mr. Sergi: Mark? 

Mr. Hickernell: No. 

Mr. Sergi: I don't have any questions. With that said, may I entertain a motion to 

approve the extension of time for this case No. 2024-18. 

On motion of Mr. Taranto, seconded by Ms. Gelineau, the board voted to grant an 

extension to August 20, 2027. 
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Roll Call: Mr, Taranto, yes; Ms. Gelineau, yes; Mr. Deveanx, yes; Mr. Hickernell, 

yes and Mr. Sergi, yes. 

Attorney McCourt: Thank you very much. 

The second case is Case No. 2026-15, Bruce Bisbano, 880 Main Street Realty Trust. 

May the clerk please read that petition. 

Case #: 2026-15. Petitioner: Bruce Bisbano. Owner: 880 Main Street Realty Trust, 

P.J.E. LLC Tr. Nature Of Appeal/Petition: Application for Special Permit. Subject Matter: 

The petitioner seeks approval to install a new drive-up Automated Teller Machine (ATM), 

including associated shroud and canopy, within an existing drive-through lane at an 

existing Bank of America facility. Location And Zoning District: 880 Main Street; Business 

B Zoning District. Provisions Of Zoning Ordinance Involved: §3. 722 - Rights of Non­

conforming Structures; §3.7222 - Permitting Alteration or Enlargement of a non­

conforming structure not exceeding 10% of the ground floor area by Special Permit from 

the Board of Appeals. Specific Relief Sought: A Special Permit pursuant to §3. 7222 of the 

Waltham Zoning Ordinance to allow the proposed installation and associated 

improvements. 

Mr. Sergi: Thank you Matt. May we hear from the Petitioner or the Petitioner's 

representative, please? 

Mr. Jim Sousa, Bisbano and Associates. That's Bruce Bisano's firm: We represent 

the Bank of America with design work. We are attempting a new drive-up ATM kiosk just 

in front of what the Drive-up ATM was located. And we want to do that, There was a 

canopy over the ATM and a truck took it out. So, we are trying to do a kiosk with covering 

that's a bit higher than the canopy roof until it's up. You can sec it in the design drawings 

you have there. As it's stated, we are doing it within the drive lane that's there, the two 
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drive lanes. One, it's being separated so one is an ATM lane and the other wider one is the 

drive pass lane and it's having a new slab built to sit the ATM on and bring in the electrical 

from the building underground and up onto the ATM. The kiosk is basically dropped on to 

that. That's basically in a nutshell. 

Mr. Sergi: You're not changing the canopy location or anything like that? That's 

going to remain the same? 

Mr. Sousa: The existing canopy that was hit by the truck is being removed. A kiosk 

is being built with an overhang on it. 

Mr. Sergi: The location is pretty much the same, right? 

Mr. Sousa: It's exactly the same. 

Mr. Sergi: Oh, you're getting rid of the canopy. You're not replacing the canopy. 

Mr. Sousa: Yes. 

Mr. Sergi: So you 're just doing the small ATM. 

Mr. Sousa nodded his head. 

Mr. Sergi: Essentially the same location and the same idea. 

Mr. Sousa: Correct. It's going to be a front load ATM that is separated from the 

building within the kiosk by about three or four feet. 

Mr. Sergi: Okay. Let me open it up to the board. 
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Mr. Sergi: Steve, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Taranto: I don't. 

Mr. Sergi: Glenna? 

Ms. Gelineau: No. 

Mr. Sergi: Matt? 

Mr. Deveaux: No questions. 

Mr. Sergi: Mark? 

Mr. Hickernell: No. 

Mr. Sergi: I don't have any further questions. Let me just open it up to the 

audience, Is there anyone in the audience that is against the petition that wonld like to 

speak? 

Seeing none. Is there anyone in the audience seeking information regarding the 

project? 

Seeing none. Is there anyone in the audience that is in favor of the project as 

presented? 

Seeing one. With that said, does any board members have any question related to 

the Petitioner's Petition, Jurisdiction, Site History as presented? 
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(There were no questions.) 

I'll entertain a motion to approve the petition for the ATM as presented. 

On motion of Mr. Hickernell, seconded by Mr. Taranto, the board voted that the 

Zoning Board of Appeals approve the petition for a special permit in this case. 

Roll Call: Mr. Taranto, yes; Ms. Gelineau, yes; Mr. Deveaux, yes; Mr. Hickernell, 

yes and Mr. Sergi, yes. 

Mr. Sergi: Good luck with it. 

The next case we are going to hear is the Comprehensive Permit Case 2025-23. If 

we can hear from the Petitioner or the Petitioner's representative and I don't see our 

Counsel in the audience and I would like to get an update from our Counsel as well. So 

we'll have to track her down. 

Attorney Philip B. Mccourt, Jr., 272 Bacon Street, Waltham came forward. 

Attorney McCourt: So, we've been working very hard on it. Mark Baranski and 

. all of his team have been working hard in relation to doing it. I believe we've reached 

accommodation with them. I believe that Michelle is in the building. We expect her down 

but, Deputy Chief is here and Mark Baranski will just give you a general idea of what they 

have come to and what they have agreed to. 

Mr. Sergi: Okay. I would like to hear from our Counsel as well. 
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Mr. McCourt: Yes, of course. While he's speaking, I'll just call upstairs and tell her 

that we are ready to go. 

Mark Baranski, Trammell Crow Residential, 40 Washington Street, Wellesley Hills, 

MA: As Counselor McCourt has related to you, we have been in contact with Counselor 

Learned all last week and, in fact, up until around ten or eleven and twelve this morning 

working out some of the finer points of the agreement and addressing, I think, frankly, the 

larger concerns or questions were addressed with some finer points that we've ironed out. 

Our counsel from Nutter had sent an updated decision for her review a couple of hours ago, 

I believe. She's just confirming some of the items that she asked us to address were 

incorporated in that decision. So I would say but, again, you should defer to our city 

counsel that we've come to an agreement on the terms that the city has communicated as 

desirous. I'll also note that at this point we've been working with this board, with 

neighbors and with the city for about a year on this project since we've presented to the 

board and the project has changed in ways that I think are for the better for some of our 

neighbors. I think they are great for the project as well and are great for the city, so this is 

why this process happens. It can be at times painful but it's just part of why we have to do 

what we have to do. I'm excited and pleased that what we are going to present to you 

should fulfill most but not all most but most of what has been requested from the city and 

the board. We are available. Some of our professionals are here if there are questions, I 

do think that with all the speaking, most of the finer engineering, traffic and other 

questions have been pretty fairly addressed as we have close out letters from all the peer 

reviewers but to the extent that there is anything further we are available to try and resolve 

them. 

With that I will defer to City Counsel if she is available. 

Okay, I mean, we could hear from Deputy Chief if you would like to step us and give 

us your commentary. 
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Deputy Chief Richard Grant, Waltham Fire Prevention Bureau, 175 Lexington 

Street, Waltham: I would like to give a brief report and let the board know that I have met 

with the applicant and their project team regarding the 40B project. We have had several 

productive meetings where we have discussed specifically fire safety conditions that we 

wanted addressed. For example, a temporary sprinkler system during construction. This 

will help mitigate fire risk while the building is under construction; twenty-four (24) foot 

isle widths which is in the driveway surrounding the property, the two buildings. This will 

allow our largest ladder truck the ability to operate and effectuate a ladder rescue if needed 

in the event of a fire. 

Another topic was pressurized stairwells. This aids in the evacuation of residents in 

the event of a fire or a smoke condition in either of these buildings. 

These were the major fire safety issues that the Fire Department wanted to address 

and they are included in the draft decision. With these conditions being met, the fire 

department will have no further comment on the project. 

Mr. Sergi: Thank you. That's encouraging and I'm glad to hear that we resolved 

that because I know there was an issue with the width, the path width. Thank you. 

We'll just take a short recess for five or ten minutes and give the opportunity for our 

City Counsel to arrive. I call for a ten minute recess. 

After a ten minute recess, the board reconvened to their regular meeting. 

Attorney Learned for the Board, Assistant City Solicitor for the City of Waltham 

representing the city's interest in the 40B Comprehensive Permit. I was back up in my 

office double checking on the final draft decision presented to me in response to the edits 

8 



that I last requested right at the tail end of May. I am going to hand you an edited version 

that went back and forth between the parties so that the record is clear and so that should 

the public want to follow the conversations that were had about various provisions that 

were struck or put back in, they are able to do it in the same way that you are here today 

able to. 

Mr. Sergi: Deputy Grant did make his comments already. 

(Attorney Learned gave a copy of the Final Draft Decision to each member of the 

board.) 

Attorney Learned: So, I will confirm that the Draft Proposed Decision that I just 

handed the board is a decision that in my view as your counsel is ready to be voted upon 

after the public hearing is closed. The public hearing can be closed tonight in that there's 

no additional information that needs to be presented to the board. There is one notation 

that is to be made on a plan, Plan WW, which resulted from additional conversations with 

the fire department to insure that there was a twenty-four (24) foot fire access roadway. 

When asked, they had a meeting with the applicant. The applicant came forward. They 

figured out a way that they would be able to do that without moving anything closer to any 

of the neighbors. So it doesn' t affect setbacks. What it did was it reduced the size of the 

length of a certain number or parking spaces. So that plan, Plan WW, has been provided as 

an addition and our building inspector noted that in the key there needed to be a notation 

about the specific number of spaces that were affected by the request for the twenty-four 

foot fire access road. And so although the plan itself accurately depicts where these 

particular shortened length parking spaces would be, the key itself did not have the 

number specifically identified. So I have asked the applicant to make a change on the plan, 

to make a notation change, which they have agreed to do, apart from that one notation that 

needs to be made to the plan all other correspondence from the department heads and any 
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communication from the applicant themselves has all been submitted to the board. And, 

so, that means that this public hearing could be closed tonight. 

After the hearing is closed, I do concur with I'm sure what the applicant told you 

himself is that this decision is in a position to be voted upon tonight should the board desire 

to do that. We have in the last couple of days a flurry of communications back and forth 

between the leader counsel for the applicant, the applicant himself and myself making sure 

that specific provisions that the city requires in previous 40B applications are all here to 

protect the city and the residents, the city's interests, they were all restored to the document 

as requested. I do point out that this applicant has provided au additional number of units 

at sixty percent (60%) AMI, one more, in fact, than what our prior 455 Totten Pond Road 

40B application provided even though the total number of units for this site are less. So, 

even though the number of nnits are less, they provided an additional sixty percent ( 60%) 

unit. 

Also, unlike the 455 Totten Pond Road application, these applicants have provided 

one free parking space for all affordable units, so that's also better than our prior 40B 

applicant and, again, this applicant has provided the pressurized stairwells for all of the 

stairways which again is a valuable provision that the city has asked for and it does hold 

some value to protect our citizens lives in the event of a fire at that site. 

The height of the building here is less. The density issues on the property are less 

and the area for traffic for entrance and exits, it's positioned in a better area than the other 

application that has been approved already. 

I think I have highlighted, and they have matched the mitigation amount that the 

455 Totten Pond Road 40B applicants had provided so they are providing a $2Million 

contribution that will be specifically used to first address any problem on Totten Pond 

Road with respect to any possible sewer problems that could occur based on the addition of 
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their number of units and they will perform some flow monitoring for that site which is also 

a value to us that that flow monitoring does not come out of the $2Million. The $2Million 

mitigation amount is drafted the same as the last application that was approved in that it 

permits a hierarchy of how that those funds can be spent by the city and for what it is first 

on that any potential sewer problem that might exist and then it goes to the southerly side 

of Totten Pond Road's construction of sidewalks where any sidewalks don' t exist now. We 

had the 455 Totten Pond Road applicant take care of the northerly side of Totten Pond 

Road and this applicant's contributed funds will go to construction of sidewalks for any 

areas that don't have it now on the southerly side. 

Mr. Sergi: Would they be completed before the occupancy permit like the other 

one? 

Attorney Learned: So the funds will be given to the city before the issuance of any 

building permit, I believe is how its crafted and then it would be for the city to contract out 

and put it out to bid and have the whole project done collectively and our city engineer is 

aware of to time it with the occupancy permit. So that the concept for all of this is that 

with the waiver of the required parking which is usually two parking spaces for each 

dwelling unit, that's what our zoning requires. Adopting this decision, we are agreeing to a 

waiver request to reduce that required number of parking spaces and so what that does is it 

puts more pedestrians into the area which is why the upgrade of sidewalks is necessary in 

the first place. And so, given the idea that there will be more people in the area and that is 

a safety issue, the city will indeed be on top of making sure for the timing of making sure 

that the sidewalks are in place before the occupancy. 

Mr. Sergi: That will be great because that was the whole premise of this happening, 

you know, the sidewalks to be built before the building is occupied. So any assurances you 

can give the board will be - - -
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Attorney Learned: The City Engineer and the CPW Director are aware of this and 

I certainly can remind them freqnently to make sure that whatever package is put ont to 

bid gets done just with the regular occupancy permits to time it with that. 

Mr. Sergi: That's important, okay. 

Attorney Learned: Okay, so then after the sidewalk is upgraded, there is the 

opportunity for money to perhaps go to our fire department that is capped at $300,000 then 

there would be the opportunity for the money to go to the school department. The way that 

things are structured is that the Mayor would be given the discretion on what priorities 

after the public infrastructure is handled, how the order would occur with respect to if 

there are any funds available to reach the fire department and the school department and 

the possibility of doing further infrastructure improvements in a different area, still Winter 

Street and Totten Pond Road area, but not what will be guaranteed which is the southerly 

side of Totten Pond Road. 

Separate and apart from that $2Million mitigation payment, the applicant will be 

upgrading from asphalt to cement the sidewalks that are abutting their frontage in addition 

to the sidewalks that abut the Barrington Place Condominium's frontage. And then, in 

addition to that there is an area out to where the bus stop is at 379 Totten Pond Road and 

they will be doing an entire installation of cement sidewalks with granite curbing in that 

area and that's subject, of course, to our city engineer's reviewing their designs that are 

proposed and approving them. So that's an extra area that they have agreed to do in 

addition to the dollar amount that has been put forward by them as part of the mitigation 

package. 

I don't know if the board has any specific questions with respect to anything that 

you have heard the applicant state that you would like me to confirm is accurate or not or 

if you have any questions. 
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Mr. Sergi: It seems like they have agreed to almost all of the requests that we had as 

a result of public input and so forth. 

Attorney Learned: They have. I think it was easier to negotiate based on the terms 

of the last 40B. We want to be consistent with all of the 40B's that we have here in the city 

and they really did a good job of taking that last decision making sure that they kept all of 

the provisions that were in that last decision and then doing a little better in as many 

categories as they could. 

Mr. Sergi: Okay. I'll open it up to the board. 

Steve, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Taranto: No. I don't. 

Mr. Sergi: Glenna? 

Ms. Gelineau: No. 

Mr. Sergi: Matt, do you have any further questions? 

Mr. Deveaux: No further questions. 

Mr. Sergi: Mark? 

Mr. Hickernell: No. 
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Mr. Sergi: I think yon did a good job and the board has done a great job and the 

public inpnt that we had has been really terrific. So I think it's all culminated into this 

agreement. It pretty much deals with all the issues that we've identified. 

Okay. Thank you Counselor. With that said, I'll open it up to the audience. Is 

there anyone in the audience that wants to do a final comment before we close the public 

hearing? 

Sima Zaslavslcy, 255 Winter Street, Barrington Place Condominiums,Waltham: I 

still have questions because at the previous meeting we discussed there was no analysis 

about a fifth one thousand new units on Winter Street and Totten Pond Road. Totten Pond 

Road, 455 also has exits on Winter Street. So Winter Street has thousand new units and I 

do not see where they have reported the effect on the infrastructure combined with three 

new development, thousand units on one street. 

Mr. Sergi: We've very extensively dealt with the impact on traffic and the impact as 

a result of the two project together both in the way of the sewer and the water and traffic. 

They've made all of the improvements that we have suggested and even enhanced them 

with the sidewalks, etc. So I think we've adequately looked at that. 

Ms. Zaslavsky: But do they have a report about the future? 

Ms. Sergi: Yes, we do. We've reviewed all the traffic studies. We've been back and 

forth as you know .. You've been here over the past, I don't know how many months we've 

looked at this information going back and forth and we've made adjustments to 

everything. I think this will improve the traffic flow in the area. 

Ms. Zaslavsky: But what about infrastructure because I don't want to have ice 

water on Winter Street. 
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Mr. Sergi: No, no. The infrastructure has been dealt with completely. We've talked 

about it. We've got the city engineer involved with the impact on the water of the city and 

also the stormwater and in addition with the sidewalks is a dramatic infrastructure 

improvements. We've gotten a new bus stop and they are even doing sidewalks in the back. 

So I think we've dealt with the infrastructure. It's going to be an improvement to the area. 

I think you will be pleasantly surprised. 

Ms. Zaslavsky: If Glenna will tell that she supports the development, it will be okay 

for me because I trust her - - -

Mr. Sergi: I appreciate your input Ms., thank you. 

Attorney Learned: I think it's worth noting just to alleviate some of the residents 

concerns is that the stormwater drainage that will occur meets with DEP standards and 

then more. So they presented drainage reports and calculations and they will be retaining 

on site, I believe, it's over like around eighty-five percent (85%) of the stormwater on site 

and then in the last couple of days what we did was we added some language to the draft 

decision, right now it's based on those calculations, there's no significant run-off but what 

we added in the last day, probably this morning, is a condition that says, if in the city 

engineer's determination, if he determines that any of the shedding water that is allowed to 

come off the site based on the State DEP regulations, if he determines that that water 

canses any kind of safety problem, then this applicant, the landowner must remedy that. So 

if there is any concern that he finds that something happens, if something occurs with 

respect to the shedding water causing ice problems in the roadway or on the sidewalks, he 

has the power to say, no, you've got to fix that. I hope that makes you feel a little better 

about whatever problems that we think could potentially happen with respect to drainage 

onto the street. 
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Mr. Sergi: Thank yon for the clarification, Counselor. Okay, with that done, may I 

have a motion to close the public hearing. 

On motion of Mr. Deveaux, seconded by Mr. Hickernell, the board voted to close the 

public hearing on this matter. 

Roll call: Mr. Taranto, yes; Ms. Gelineau, yes; Mr. Deveaux, yes; Mr. Hickernell, yes 

and Mr. Sergi, yes. 

Mr. Sergi: Okay, so I think we are in a position to vote on the decision. It's hard 

evaluated project here. So, if there's no further questions of the board, may I entertain 

motion to vote for the Comprehensive Permit as presented by our Counselor, Michelle, 

tonight. 

On motion of Mr. Hickernell, seconded by Mr. Taranto, the board voted to adopt the 

Proposed Decision as presented by Counselor Learned tonight. 

Roll call: Mr. Taranto, yes; Ms. Gelineau, no, Mr. Deveaux, yes; Mr. Hickernell, yes 

and Mr. Sergi, yes. 

The vote was 4-1 in favor. 

Mr. Sergi: So it has been granted. And I thank all the public for the input into this 

case. It was a difficult.case going back and forth. I appreciate all the input and I 

appreciate all the work of our Counsel and the board members on this case. 

Attorney McCourt: We thank you very much for all your input. The applicant, his 

team, the attorney from McNutter, we are very satisfied and happy. 
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Mr. Sergi: Thank you. 

All right, the next case is a continued case, Case 2026-06, it's the Crescent Street 

case, so may we hear from the Petitioner or the Petitioner's Counsel, please. 

Attorney Michael Connors, Attorney with Connors and Connors, 689 Main Street 

Waltham came forward. 

Attorney Connors: I am here tonight on behalf of our client, Watch City Ventures, 

LLC in regards to their petition to construct, use and maintain an additional one hundred 

and forty (140) additional units in a location of a currently underutilized parking deck as a 

continuation of a multi-phase redevelopment and adaptive reuse of the Waltham Watch 

Factory complex. 

Berkeley Investment over saw the multi-phase re-development process consisting of 

the rehabilitation and adaptive reuse of the complex into a vibrant mix of office, residential 

and retail uses with riverfront amenities. 

Said redevelopment entailed coming to this ZBA under Case 2008-11, 2008-25 and 

2011-20 before proceeding to the City Council for Riverfront Overlay District special 

permits for earlier phases. 

Subsequently the petitioner successfully operated the Watch Factory Complex 

without an additional requests for zoning relief for well over a decade. 

At our second meeting iu front of this board on April 30th, March 31st was the first 

initial public hearing, there was a request for a site view on May 21st, a Thursday morning 

from 8:00 A.M. until 10:00 A.M. It was well attended by this board as well by at least five 
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City Councilors. The locus is over twelve acres and two parking lots across the street are 

an additional two and a half acres so I might have missed some people in attendance. 

This development is for an increase in Floor Area Ratio from .74 to .90 which is less 

than half of the minimum of 2.0 allowed in the commercial zoning district under the 

Riverfront Overlay Provision, Section 8.451. 

At this time I would like to yield the floor to members of the public here who have 

come out tonight. But after they speak, I would like to address the board if it so pleases the 

board. 

Mr. Sergi: Okay, that's fine. Thank you Counselor. I want to acknowledge to 

people who are iu attendance here tonight that we have been inundated with a number of 

letters, emails and such and I want to assure you that we've read them. There's about fifty 

five (55) against, opposed and eighteen (18) in favor. So rather than read each one into the 

record I am going to instruct the clerk to read the names of each opposed and for and then 

we will open it up for further comments. 

(The clerk read the list of those who arc opposed and then those who are in favor. 

(This is attached to the minutes noted as Exhibit A and Exhibit B.) 

Mr. Sergi: Th;mk you Matt for that and with that said, I'll ask the board members 

do you have any questions before I open it up to the public? 

Mr. Sergi: Steve? 

Mr. Taranto: No. 

Mr. Sergi: Glenna? 
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Ms. Gelineau: No. 

Mr. Sergi: Matt? 

Mr. Deveaux: No. 

Mr. Sergi: Mark? 

Mr. Hickernell: No. 

Mr. Sergi: I don't have any questions. With that said, we'd like to open it up now to 

the audience, the people in attendance who would like to comment on the project before we 

close the public hearing. 

Gail Drakos, 173 Adams Street, Waltham came forward. 

Ms. Drakos: I've been a resident of Waltham my whole life and I've been down 

where I am for forty-two years. 

Ms. Drakos read from her six page statement into the record. This is attached to the 

minutes noted as Exhibit C. 

Mr. Sergi: Is there anyone else in the audience that would like to speak against or 

for? 

Tom Benevides, 308 River Street, #3, Waltham: I definitely feel that this is 

something that belongs in front of City Council. They are the pastoral permit granting 

authority for the riverfront overlay district and for that reason I really hope you approve 
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these variances becanse that way, yon know, this isn't a 40B that you are permitting the 

project. Approving the variances will allow it to pass throngh in front of the city council. 

Because that way the city council can make the determination to approve the special 

permit, you know, including the affordability requirement. Our city council is currently 

working on affordable housing reforms that way instead of $4.2 Million for affordable 

housing which is good, we'll get twenty-one on site units of affordable housing which is 

even better. Even though that isn't law yet but I believe it will be Jaw in the next two 

weeks. The council is working on that so I hope you will respect the authority of the city 

council insofar as you !mow for everything outside of additional variances is you lmow, up 

to city council as you know whether its good for the neighborhood, whether the affordable 

honsing is adequate and all that. But most importantly I want to discuss that this 

expansion is very much within the character and balance of what currently exists on the 

site. You know, going through the list of variances, every single variance pretty much 

applies to the existing Watch Factory structure and the reason for that is that the current 

zoning even for the overlay district simply doesn't reflect the site and the neighborhood as 

it currently exists. You !mow every single setback and height variance that is being 

requested currently is being requested for the building that already exists. They need to get 

the variance for structures that currently exists not just the new one. So in terms of what 

this new structure will look like is modest compared to what already exists there. The floor 

area is far smaller than what already exists and floor area is also far below in total than the 

existing building what's allowed under zoning. And the height is modest excluding the 

Spires and smoke stacks and the height of new building is smaller than the existing 

structure. And then parking even after this new building is constructed there's still going to 

be two hundred and fifty (250) empty parking spots more than enough to absorb any 

overflows from drastic changes and future work patterns. Ya, at the end of the day, this is 

really just in terms of values, you know, but I hope the city values homes for people more 

than we value empty parking lots. Empty parking lots contribute nothing and peoples in 

neighborhoods and neighbors contribute so, so much and I hope that we can have more of 

them. Thank you. 
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Ann Bidner, 71 Brown Street, Waltham: A couple of things to note. I notice that the 

majority, maybe a handful of folks in favor were actually from the neighborhood. Most of 

them, the majority were not. I didn't catch a single address on the fifty-five against that 

didn't actually live in close walking distance to this project. 

Mr. Hickernell: I don't actually think its important that you live adjacent - - -

Ms. Bidner: If you live in the neighborhood, you're kind of, I'm sorry. 

Mr. Hickernell: That's not the requirement to give an opinion here. Obviously we 

do want to hear from the neighbors but we also want to hear from the entire city and I 

think you're mistaken that every single name that was read out in that petition is - - -

Ms. Bidner: Oh, I didn't mean to say every single one. There were at least a 

handful that were walking distance but I think almost all of the others were, those who 

found out about it. 

Second, the parking, I feel like we've maybe been mislead a little about the parking 

because on the day when they had the meeting, it was a Thursday 8 to 10 when the drone 
- -

was supposed to be there and I went down after ten. As I was leaving and anybody who 

had driven down was already gone and there were about, if you subtracted the, I guessed 

five spots will be lost when the island's removed, it could be more than that, plus 

subtracting the handicapped spots are only about thirty empty spaces at 10 o'clock on a 

Thursday and there were more than thirty cars in the riverwalk parking and the garage 

and the electric spots, so literally there would have been a small overflow without the 

building having been built or any residents adding to that. So saying that particular 

parking lot down, you know, across from Robbins and down by the riverwalk is never full 
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is not really true as far as I could see at least on that day and what I've noticed. I walk 

there daily. 

Another thing, I feel like, I don't want to say dissembling some of what's been said 

about the height is pretty misleading. The height has to be taller than at least ninety 

percent of the footprint of the Watch Factory, if I'm over or underestimating there and 

those segments of the Watch Factory which are, there's only two or three that are taller 

than this building will be, they're significantly back from the sidewalk and don't loom over 

the area and I kind of resented being told that this new property wouldn't be any closer to 

the sidewalk than the existing Watch Factory when really there's only maybe ten percent of 

the Watch Factory is anywhere near close to the sidewalk. The vast majority of it is set 

much shorter and set sixty feet (60) or something like that back from the sidewalk, so it 

really doesn't loom over and I think that's an important distinction and I have to concur 

with the prior speaker that when we moderately price housing in this neighborhood to not 

get fourteen units that, you know, would make it affordable for people to stay here because 

I know people currently are being priced out of places like the Watch Factory. That is 

important. I don't see why that couldn't be included. Are there any clarifications about 

what I said? 

Mr. Sergi: No. We've heard your comments Miss, thank you. 

Channing Page, 53 Chester Avenue, Waltham: And I did write a letter to the board 

so I'm not going to go through all those - - -

Mr. Sergi: We've read all the letters. 

Ms. Page: I'm not going to go through all those details, bullet points for you as you 

don't need to go through it twice and I don't think I can be as eloquent as Gail so I'm just 

going to be like brutally efficient and say that I really hope that you will decide that the 
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proposal needs to conform to the regulations. Please don't provide any of the variances 

because when they have to make those adjustments some very clever architect or designer 

will find an arrangement that really fits the neighborhood better. The last time I was in 

front of the board I think we were wrestling with, what were they called, the boarding 

houses in south Waltham and how dense they were in all their transgressions and masses of 

parking that they had brought and you were working very hard to correct that in the city 

and maybe give us a little bit more elbow room. This development is going to set us back in 

the other direction because there will truly be parking overflow and it was going to creep 

into the neighborhoods and creep up to Chester Avenue just when you're doing a good job 

in trying to rectify itso that I don't have to chase people who are parking on the sidewalk. 

I do understand that businesses have return on investments that they like to achieve but 

that is not the responsibility of South Waltham. We have regulations for a reason. We have 

scale for a reason. I think this current rendition is going to visually block access to the 

river and physically they are going to block some existing access to the river. There's a 

path that some people use that will disappear and I think an arrangement that will be 

scaled back would be just in very keeping with the neighborhood with fewer cars streaming 

on to the two lane road that is Crescent Street would be much more manageable and I will 

say that ours is a mixed income neighborhood and this would please have the affordable 

units that the regulations require and it will do a better job of hitting into the neighborhood 

rather than setting itself apart from the neighborhood as a luxury development. So that's 

all I am going to say in respect for your time unless you need more from me. 

Mr. Sergi: Is there anyone else that would like to come to the podium and speak? 

Rachel Parzivand, 50 Adams Street, Apt. 3, Waltham: I've lived there for about ten 

years. I love living there. I can walk to the Watch Factory all the time. Sometimes I think 

I'm having a very different experience from other folks because I am a teacher and I've got 

to get myself to work and I got to get back and the traffic is not, I don't know, but I get 

where I need when I need to go. So that's not the experience that I am having. 
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Additionally, I also walk past the Watch City Towers and there are empty parking lots 

daily. I love the swans and it's beautiful there and it is nuused space and it's a heat sink. 

But I think we are in a position to ask for better and more, right? They want something 

from us and we want something in return. I want affordable housing. I volunteer in 

Mutual Aid Group and the one thing we're constantly dealing with is people calling us and 

saying we can't make rent. Our rents just went up and we are getting priced out. We can't 

stay in our home. We don't have any where to go yet. So that's why we are always 

emergency funding like rent increases. If there's more housing, there's more stock, there's 

less competition and we all like some breathing space. I don't happen to own yet. That's 

like a life goal for me, that might not be realized, I understand. But I think we should kind 

of have housing security. I shouldn't me one rent hike away from a place I happen to make 

my home. So I'm hoping that we can use this opportunity to demand that they increase the 

affordable housing and whatever demands that you want to make for space, size, other 

components like, that's what negotiations are for. That's all I have to say. Thank you. 

Mr. Sergi: Is there anyone else that would like to come to the podium. 

Melissa Downes, 287 Ash Street, Waltham: So a couple of comments both of them 

on the south side. We are bound by the river right! There's only a couple of ways we can 

get over. So one ofth! advantages of the ride services is iou can actually see real time_ 

pricing and for me to leave my house between 4 PM and 8 PM, way longer. So that's one 

issue. The other issue is there are residents who already live on Crescent Street that are 

afraid to leave their children out because people get aggressive during rush hour and that 

kind of nonsense. What I would say is that I think we already have too much development, 

too much density given the road structure. The community already got code once by 

another property between Cherry and High Street, They went ahead and developed right 

on top of the curb. It was an intersection that already had failed law for safety. It cost the 

city about a half million dollars to put a traffic signal so somebody could use that property. 

We have to come up with a more pro-resident, pro-nature approach. We've got a lot of 
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businesses already on the Charles River that we're putting all sorts of pollutants in. So I 

would really like to ask you guys to push back on this. It doesn't really seem like its in the 

best interest between the traffic, the environment and the affordability issue. You have to 

keep in mind just because something is legal doesn't mean it's moral because if it's moral it 

doesn't t make it legal. We kind of have this abstract thing going on in human society 

because it's all about the mighty dollar. If somebody parked in one of those city parking 

official spaces out there and it's very nice but I am highly confident it does not belong to 

anybody who lives in this community. Thank you. 

Shannon Early: I do not live in Waltham although I have worked in Waltham the 

past twenty-five years. I work for Princeton Properties. I am one of the management team 

of the Watch Factory. I just want to get up and speak on behalf of our residents. I feel like 

they have gotten a bad rap in this proceedings and I just want to say that they are fellow 

community members. Our residents are members of the Waltham Community. We have 

residents who have lived at the property since its inception. We have people who have been 

here anywhere from three, five, eight years or more. I believe you even have letters received 

from some of our long term residents in support of a broader diversity in the housing 

options available in Waltham. We have a vibrant community. We have wonderful 

residents who enjoy living in Waltham. Some of them only leave us to go buy homes in 

Waltham. They are committed to this community and I think it's, I understand that there's 

traffic. There's traffic everywhere, All the traffic is not coming out of one building. It's 

coming from the entire area, the entire community. I've been working here for a long time. 

I know how to get to on Crescent Street. I know which roads to take and which times of the 

day to take them. So I understand people's concerns but I don't think we can demonize the 

residents of the Watch Factory and say that it's all their fault and that putting additional 

housing in this area would necessarily be as a negative impact as some people feel they 

would be. I am not going to speak to parking. I know that's been discussed by a lot of 

people with a lot more details than I am. They can absolutely discuss that further. But just 

in terms of demographics of the residents who live here I know the average income I would 
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say of a resident is very, very much in line with the average median income of residents of 

Waltham in general. So the people living with us are not people who have huge amounts of 

extra income to spend on anything that they want or need. They are choosing to live in 

Waltham. They are choosing to live in good housing in Waltham and that's what we are 

trying to build for them is more options of affordable housing. Whenever anybody talks 

about affordable housing, I know it gets really personal. But, for instance, it's just 

currently the two bedroom affordable rates that the Waltham Housing Authority will pay 

for a two bedroom is $3,235, that's the max. Our two bedrooms are rented for $3500 

market rate. That's not even the affordable component. We are so close. We are 

affordable housing for reasonable residents. We're not building the Tajmahal. We are not 

building something that is out of reach for the kind of people you want living in Waltham, 

the teachers, the nurses, the people who are a hard working community. We're just trying 

to have a place for them to live that is a good place. I've been with the Watch Factory for 

over a decade now. It's a wonderful community and we are really looking forward for the 

chance to continue to be part of Waltham and to expand what we offer here. 

Mr. Sergi: Thank you. 

Carl Cincotta, 74 South Street, Waltham: I'm a life long resident of Waltham and I 

can tell you that I always will be a resident of Waltham. My family has lived here for over 

a hundred and twenty years and most of that time has been connected to the south side of 

Waltham. I consider the south side my home. As a matter of fact today, I went out walking 

as I usually do and I don't feel right when I cross the Prospect Street Bridge and leave the 

south side. 

I am opposed to the direction that this city is going in. We arc fifty percent (50%) 

now apartments to single family homes and I think that's too much. We cannot solve the 

housing problems in the Metropolitan Boston area alone. None of our communities around 

us approach that type of apartment construction. And yet, what we are seeing now is a lot 
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of almost exclusively high density apartments being built. And, I can tell you that the 

advocates which you received letters from today are well organized, They will not be 

satisfied until Waltham looks like Cambridge and Somerville. They say it openly. They 

want us to be that type of a community and I don't believe that that's what Waltham 

wants. I see no appetite for making Waltham look like Cambridge and Somerville. I know 

people from Cambridge and Somerville and they have a problem driving around. The 

density is way too much. The traffic is too much. They are building apartments now that 

have no parking and it's causing all kinds of problems and those people are leaving. The 

south side of this city is the most dense part of Waltham. I drive around the south side and 

walk the south side most days and you cannot find a place to park at night. The parking is 

horrendous and we cannot handle more apartments, more traffic, more population and 

congested streets. It's overdeveloped now, it's not the place for more development and 

certainly not the place for high density apartments. 

Now, consider this location, the Watch Factory. We know it's a historic building in 

Waltham and the city provided for that. They said we don't want to tear it down. It was a 

manufacturing facility. The only thing it could be used for was housing and we did it. 

And the city accommodated them. They made the overlay district and they are doing the 

same thing up at Bay Colony. We recognize that buildings, they outlive their use that 

maybe they are not used for manufacturing any longer and so the city is accommodating 

them and so they provided a very liberal zoning overlay district for them. We are talking 

right here with this proposal an eighty-six percent increase over this site. That is way too 

much. And if the advocates of more housing in the city had their way, they would take 

every underdeveloped lot in the city and turn it into housing especially parking. They are 

all in favor of getting rid of parking and building high density apartments. 

And first of all, I firmly believe that what this petitioner is asking for far exceeds the 

authority of this board. The board of appeals is meant to do small variations in lot sizes. 

They don't make to change the zone and that's exactly what this is. This is a reconstruction 
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of our zoning ordinance. I don't believe that's the proper authority. This is clearly the 

purview of the City Council. They are the ones that make the zoning ordinance. 

Now, this developer, they bought this property and they developed it as it is and they 

used this very liberal zoning district. There was no financial hardship involved. They are 

not losing money. They're perfectly satisfied. What they want to do now is maximize the 

profit and the use of this property. Now, I don't blame them but what if everybody did 

that? What if everybody said, I have a two family lot which I happen to have one. What if 

I came in here and said I want to put eight apartments on it and have one parking space 

instead of two. Everyone would like to maximize that. But this area is clearly overbuilt 

and once you build this, it's going to be reversed. If you allow this, this opens the door to 

high density development all over the city and they are going to change the character of the 

city one neighborhood at a time. We probably don't see anyone here from Warren dale or 

Cedarwood or Rangely Acres or North Waltham. But what they will do is they will focus on 

one neighborhood at a time and you know if someone came in which these people have 

proposed going into Warrendale and putting up a four, five or six story building. And I will 

read you some of those quotes and I think it's very important that we look at the advocates 

and you received numerous letters from these advocates and it's very pertinent that we 

bring up what they exactly are looking for and what they openly say what they want 

Waltham and they openly say that they want Waltham to follow Cambridge and 

Somerville. They want to get rid of single family zoning. We have one person here who is 

quoted as saying that they want four story apartment buildings in single family zones. 

Single family housing that they consider and they originally posted this when they started 

this Waltham inclusive neighborhoods. Single family homes is racist and exclusive. They 

took that down after a while and they want no parking. This is anything that says that 

there's less parking they are in favor. Consider the ramifications. 

Now, I'm hearing that this property doesn't need the amount of parking that they 

have and that's one of the reasons why they want to reduce it. Well, just today, I was in my 
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usual walk and part of that walk happens to go by the Watch Factory and I just happened 

to walk in back of the Watch Factory because I wanted to see, what are they talking about 

this underutilized parking. Well, I have ten copies here. I took a picture of every parking 

lot. I was astounded. I didn't even think they would be that full. This is the evidence. I 

have ten copies here and I am going to give them to the board and you can take a look at 

what these parking lots look like. There's a request to reduce the number of parking at this 

location and keep in mind, this property is not being fully utilized and I believe that they 

are going to need more parking and they certainly don't need another hundred and thirty 

six units or a hundred and forty units whatever they are building that aren't providing the 

adequate parking. Now the advocates here are clearly attached to the same organization, 

this is very important, that is operating in New York City. These are the democratic 

socialists of America. The people who are advocating this are members and some are 

administrators of that Waltham organization. So you need to look and see, what is their 

overall goal. Their ideology they really exceed any of their results. They say that more 

housing is going to reduce rents. Well, in New York City have rents reduced? We are 

constantly hearing how people are complaining about rents. They have rent control there. 

Cambridge and Somerville, are people saying, gee, we have really built to the max. Have 

the rents gone down there? I haven't heard that. These same people are advocating for 

rent control. Now, I'm going to give you some of their quotes. I follow social media and I 

know a lot of people don't, but I follow what these people say. These are quotes? "We are 

incredibly under-built. We need more apartments not more suburban single family 

housing. Start with parking lots." Direct quote. 

Here's Waltham's inclusive neighborhoods when they first started. I'm going to read 

the quote right from their page. "Legalize abundant housing and developers will literally 

build themselves into unprofitability. More housing means lower housing costs for renters 

and homeowners." Now, let's consider what that means. Building themselves into 

unprofitably is also these same people advocate rent control. All of these housing policies, 

they all go together. They are not exclusive. So now we are talking about what happens 
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when we have rent control. We tried rent control. We have in the seventies. I remember it 

and they got rid ofit for good reason because property owners became unprofitable and 

what happens when they become nnprofitable? They want the people building apartments 

in Waltham to build themselves into unprofitability. What happens when they are 

unprofitable. They pay their mortgage, they are going to pay their taxes, they are going to 

pay their water bills, they are going to pay their utilities. What is going to suffer? 

Maintenance, okay! That's what happens when you put yourself into unprofitability and 

that's what these people are advocating. They said it themselves. So then when you start 

with reducing maintenance, what happens? The property goes downhill and what we are 

seeing in New York because the mayor there belongs to the exact same organization that 

these people belong to, okay. They are talking about confiscating the property. We had one 

person on social media because I specifically asked them, what would you do with all of 

these rental units and they said, give them to the tenants. I asked them, well I inherited 

property, what should happen? The property should go to the tenants. This is their 

ideology. 

In conclusion, I believe that this is improperly before this board. This supersedes 

your authority. This is a clear zone change and the proper authority for that is the city 

council. I have no doubt that if you pass this, this would go to court and I really believe 

that a court would say you overstepped your authority. This is a zone change in an already 

liberal zone which this developer has used. The neighborhood is opposed because it's 

detrimental to the area. These are the people who are primarily affected. They should be 

listened to, not the people who don't live here that have an ideology that's going to affect 

the city in a way that I don't believe the City of Waltham is ready for. This is going to be a 

precedent setting because this is something that belongs in the City Council to change the 

zone. This city also is overwhelmingly against more high density apartments. We hear it 

all the time. Only the people that are not connected to neighborhoods and see this as 

something that supersedes Waltham's interests, those are the ones that are in favor of 

apartments. This petition should be rejected with prejudice. Thank you. 
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Mr. Sergi: Thank you. 

Kevin Ritcey, 56 Arlington Road, Waltham - South Side all my life. I am here to 

oppose this project. I think it's just too big. It's overstepping the bounds of every possible 

thing that could happen and all you are going to do is let the other developers come in and 

take over. I mean when this went before the City Council twenty years ago, they turned 

around aud the Watch Factory wanted more apartments, less commercial space because 

they could rent it. The City Council gave them the special permit and made the two car 

garage there because of the parking to fulfill the parking needs. Now they want to take 

away the garage, the parking and ninety-one (91) spaces. Where are those ninety-one 

spaces going to go. They are going to go on streets. We had to give up parking during the 

winter because there was no place to put the cars. I mean this is a bad thing aud it 

shouldn't happen. Thank you. 

Mr. Sergi: Thank you. 

Judy Goldberg, 46 Dale Street, Waltham: Tenants need more housing in Waltham, 

more available homes and more affordable ones. Ifwe get this building in our city built, 

where parking is set up but very little space in there is used for parking, we make good use 

of this space. In 2023 and in 2024 I worked with a small housing group who held two very 

large meetings in Waltham Housing Summits. We had a very good crowd at those and we 

spread the word and spread awareness about homelessness in Waltham. There are people 

that would be looking to live here and the need for housing is what we have to think about -

the great need for apartments for homeless and a house for people that want to work here. 

When the building is built here, we get that percentage of apartments for real people that 

are low income and hopefully they can afford one. I urge you to approve this building. 

Let's get all the work done for more housing. 
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Gerard Butler, Law firm of Smith Duggan, 55 Old Bedford Road, Lincoln, MA: And 

thank you again for hearing from me. I've spoken, as you know, at the last two hearings 

aud I will not repeat what I had said. I appreciate your time. 

I want to speak about two things. The first thing I want to talk about is the intent of 

the Riverfront Overlay District, in particular the two ordinances that the petitioner seeks 

the variance from. One is the setback, the sixty-five (65) foot setback from an existing 

structure. In this case it is the two family building that my client owns as the only abutter 

to this parcel. And the second ordinance is the height ordinance which is a maximum of 

sixty-five feet. I would suggest the intent of these two ordinances in this overlay district is 

to prevent a development like this from creating a wall between the riverfront that is 

supposed to be for the public and those that are on the other side of the wall. In this case, 

who live on the other side of Crescent Street. If these variances for these two ordinances 

for the overlay district are granted, the building will be not sixty five feet from my client's 

home or house, I should say, by thirty-one (31) feet. The variance sought for that setback is 

more than fifty (50) percent. As this board knows, the variances are not to substantially 

derogate the intention of the ordinance. This request would substantially reduce any 

benefit that that setback from my client's house will have. And the height restriction which 

is going to be not sixty-five (65) feet but almost seventy-feet (75) will create that part of the 

wall, the higher part of the wall. These variances are exasperated by the variance sought to 

the setback from the lot line. As you know the variance that they are seeking is from thirty 

seven and a haH feet (37 1/2) from my client's lot line to a mere eleven (11) feet. Again, that 

variance essentially negates the purpose of the setback. Now I've heard tonight and I 

heard also the last night we were here that these variances should be granted because this 

board granted similar variances for the Watch Factory. However, I would suggest the fact 

that there were variances of a similar nature granted fifteen years ago does not justify 

granting these variances because the fact that part of the wall was built hundreds of years 

ago and maintained by the variances from fifteen years ago docs not justify completing the 

wall which is what the petitioner wants to do here by jamming in this building and 
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essentially completing the wall between the river and the folks on the other side of Crescent 

Street. 

The other point I want to make is that, as the board knows, to grant these variances, 

these variances are not to substantially cause detriment to the public good. One of the 

purposes of granting the variances fifteen years ago was to protect a public good, the 

Watch Factory. The greatness of communities like Waltham are not just in the people but 

the institutions. The institution that we talked about for the past three nights, it was the 

Watch Factory but there are other important institutions and one of those institutions will 

be threatened if this project goes up and that is my client's business, the Waltham Auto 

Tow. It is an institution in this city. It is part of this city and part of what makes people 

love Waltham. If this project goes up with these variances, these luxury apartments will be 

mere feet from the Waltham Auto Tow business. And you can rest assured that if those 

people that can afford these luxury apartments that are not affordable by any means move 

into these apartments on day one and they see what's next to them and they're looking 

down at that business, you'll hear complaint, after complaint, after complaint until that 

institution, Waltham Auto Tow, is driven from this city and that would be a tragedy and 

that is a substantial detriment to the public good. So I urge you to deny these variances 

because this is not a project that is in the best interest of this community. Thank you. 

Mr. Sergi: Thank you. 

Marina Abromolish, 22 Robbins Street, Waltham: I just wanted to voice my 

concerns over the density of the area and congestion that already exists. Where I live on 

Robbins Street it's that end block, so I don't have a choice. I have to turn onto Crescent 

Street whether I'm driving or walking which I do frequently. In the nine years I have been 

living there, I have seen many, many almost accidents and it's due to the nature of Crescent 

Street and the way cars are coming down from either direction. The cars that are already 

parked there that are blocking views and by adding a hundred and forty units across the 
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street, you're adding a hundred and forty cars. I am not saying those are the cars 

necessarily that will be causing and potentially accidents but it is just adding to that volume 

and it's inevitable whether it's somebody in a car that's going to get hit or somebody 

crossing the street. I just don't see how adding these units are going to deflect from that or 

changing the street. add more parking on the street, I don't see how any of that is going to 

help the current situation which is not good to begin with. I understand we do need more 

housing in the city and I agree with that. We need more affordable housing but that 

particular location is not the place for it. 

Mr. Sergi: Thank you. 

Saul Bloomethal, 223 Robbins Street, Waltham: So, I do live in the neighborhood. 

Just to address the previous commentary's concerns. It's not the developer's job to make 

up the inadequacies of our Traffic Commission to implement traffic calming and make our 

streets safer. That's not the developer's job. We have city officials who are supposed to be 

doing that. You can make that argument to any project that's going to introduce more 

residents. The character of this neighborhood, okay, goes back a hundred twenty five, a 

hundred and thirty years is dense most like multi-family housing. This site, I have been 

told, in 1960 or so had three or four two unit buildings. Building housing here is just 

returning its use to what it was a hundred and twenty-five years ago. To hear people here 
- - -

like advocate for a parking structure is almost laughable, okay in any other context to treat 

it as though its some vaunted public space, okay, it's a parking deck that is willfully 

underutilized. This is not open space. It's two slabs of concrete abutting the river, okay. 

It's almost comically laughable to hear people in this room lamenting the loss of the view of 

a parking structure. So I urge you to return this space to its former use, housing. 

Tim Riley, 100 Howard Street, Unit 2, Waltham: Thanks for the opportunity to 

speak. I am in favor of this development and I hope the board will move to approve it. 

This development will increase the number of residents who have access to river views by 
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replacing what is an unused parking deck that blocks the views of current residents with an 

unobstructed view along with a more pleasant footpath to the waterfront for everyone else. 

On that, city residents will get to enjoy the view with the river. 

After requests of reduced parking which I believe is only about four percent (4%) 

less if I understand that particular variance request, we're still expecting high parking 

vacancies on adjacent lots. This is better for the tenants for sure than what we have at the 

moment. They signaled to us for a decade now already with empty lots and they're not 

driving as much as we expected and this is true in other developments in the city. The 

expectant parking utilization here had been calculated by the developer's team of about 1.3 

adults per vehicle lines up with census track data, I don't know why this particular 

development would be different in nature from everybody else living in the area that has 

access to Moody Street and the commuter rail station, 

I disagree with the concerns that this development doesn't support affordable 

housing. The current parking deck supplies no affordable housing in any way whereas this 

development as proposed will offer funding to the city for us to use elsewhere on 

affordability projects which could include projects we have supported as a community like 

the Leland House on Newton Street. This is already more than we've seen developers have 

been able to provide now for more than six years outside of 40B projects due to our strict 
- -

inclusionary zoning policy since been found to be unworkable. 

This development is strongly in character with the neighborhood. Theres a 

residential development offering homes for rents in a neighborhood that already has sixty 

three percent renters according to American Community Survey Census Data. It's also my 

understanding that the Historical Commission has reviewed this project and concluded it 

makes no impact on the existing Watch Factory. There was a previous comment about that. 
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The zoning here is indeed tongh requiring several variances. This isn't much of a 

surprise and why this board in particular is so bnsy for zoning in this city no longer really 

works for our economic reality. It's not just these homes that will be in a tough zoning 

situation. By my reckoning if you go from north to south on blocks adjacent to the Watch 

Factory Development about one third of the structures are in compliant with zoning. The 

abutters list includes land uses that I doubt would make it through a special permitting 

process today. Ifwe looked at zoning and said anything about neighborhood character two 

thirds of the residents here would have to leave as well as some businesses. 

I heard concerns about the height of the building which I don't particularly agree 

with. Zoning here as I understand it is complicated zoning. It's commercial and allows a 

height of eighty-two feet. The developer is building under the overlay zoning which allows 

sixty-five feet. This seems to me kind of confusing because I would expect commercial uses 

to be more intense, more demanding on traffic and parking in residential. But we said 

basically a whole floor of people can't be here having dinner and sleeping but would be 

okay if they were working here. 

I don't see this development already exists in this area. Nearby just on the other 

side of one of the direct abutters an extended stay hotel has been operating for nearly 

twenty years. The Extended Stay Hotel is pretty close to apartment in usage anyways. That 

hotel has thirty units in I think about a quarter of an acre. This development is about a 

hundred and forty units of one and a quarter acre, I think, unless the numbers work out to 

be about the same. 

Actually I do share concerns about Waltham traffic. I know that it an be hard to 

leave my own street and I'm not in this area but on School Street and Main Street. The 

drivers cut through my area to avoid Main Street. That congestion isn't caused by any one 

specific development. It's a structural problem that we have in our use code. It separates 

residential and commercial land like a toddlers dinner and it forces more car trips for 

36 



every area. This isn't something we can solve project by project that we have been trying 

for many years without success. The right fix for this is in the use code but blocking 

housing. In this specific location I think the argument is even weaker. As I said before 

Moody Street and the commuter rail provide residents real alternatives to not needing to 

drive so much. And the city's own traffic engineer has reported a decrease in peak traffic 

because I understand since the original Watch Factory development was completed. 

So please support this development so more residents can enjoy what is already 

here. Thank you. 

Mr. Sergi: Okay. We have one more. 

Amy Prohaska, 28 Robbins Street, Waltham: Much like someone who spoke earlier, 

that part of Robbins Street is one way. What's going to happen is that Robbins Street 

dumps out where the parking lot, the entrance to the parking lot would be. Robbins Street 

is going to become a cut through even mores than it is now. So because it's a direct line 

from Moody Street to Crescent Street. There are times where cars bomb down that street 

even with stop signs. So an additional hundred and forty units is going to add a lot more 

traffic going down that street. And, I just wanted to comment on somebody's earlier 

comment. I don't think anyone has demonized anybody in the Watch Factory of the people 

who dwell there. I actually have friends there. I think the building is beautiful. I have 

friends in the building and nobody has been demonized. So I think that was a little like 

extreme. And my final thought was if the proposed building were one of the other parking 

lots, I don't think you would hear the uproar because the building, they didn't put it in the 
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alternative parking lots because you don't get the Riverview and you can't charge as much 

money if you don't have the luxury river view. So that's just my thoughts. Thanks. 

Mr. Sergi: Okay with those comments, I'll give an opportunity to Counsel if he 

wants to rebut some of this or attempt to. 

(Mr. Connors submitted a letter to each member of the board requesting leave to 

withdraw without prejudice. This is attached to the minutes noted as Exhibit D. 

Attorney Connors: My comments will be very brief in regards to what I just 

handed out to the board. At the last meeting, April 30th, Ward Councilor Cathyann Harris 

provided an update as to Proposed Zoning Amendments for inclusionary zoning, 

affordable housing provision of the zoning ordinance which is Section 9.1 XE, that's what 

deals with the fee and rule provision for one. It also has the percentage which is being 

proposed to drop down. 

When we began this process well over a year ago it was at the higher twenty percent 

(20%) threshold and under that, that changed in 2020. There have been zero units 

produced under those numbers. So due to that change in circumstances, some other people 

may have mentioned that that's changing, even the people speaking in favor talked about 

the units in the building. With this we a re formally requesting leave to withdraw without 

prejudice at this time. 

Mr. Sergi: Okay. Thank you Counselor. I know board members there's a lot to 

digest here. Does anyone have any questions before we close the public hearing and move 

forward? 
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Mr. Sergi: Steve? 

Mr. Taranto: No. 

Mr. Sergi: Glenna? 

Ms. Gelineau: No. 

Mr. Sergi: Matt? 

Mr. Deveaux: No. 

Mr. Sergi: Mark? 

Mr. Hickernell: I had some things to say but in light of the petitioner's request to 

withdraw the petition, I'll move, I'm all set. 

Mr. Sergi: All right. I don't have any further comments. Without further ado, if 

there's no further objections on moving on the Counselor's request, I'll entertain a motion 

to withdraw this. 

On motion of Mr. Hickernell, seconded by Mr. Taranto, the board voted that the 

petitioner's request to withdraw the petition without prejudice be granted by this board. 

Roll call: Mr. Taranto, yes; Ms. Gelineau, yes; Mr. Deveaux, yes; Mr. Hickernell, 
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yes and Mr. Sergi, yes. 

Attorney Connors: Thank you very much. 

Mr. Sergi: You're welcome. 

One more motion is in order. 

On motion of Mr. Hickernell, seconded by Mr. Deveaux, the board voted to adjourn 

at9:02 P.M. 
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225 Adams Street 
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Dear Members of the Waltham Zonl111 Board of Appeals, 

I am writing to strongly oppose the proposed 140-unlt luxury development at the Watch Factory site and 
the extensive vartances being requested by the developer. The developer knows the Watch Factory is in 
an overtav zone that allows housing to be built BUT THAT'S NOT GOOD ENOUGH FOR PROFITS. 

This proposal is simply too large for the neighborhood and would have major negative Impacts on 
nearby residents, small businesses, traffic, parking. Infrastructure, and the character of the riverfront 
area. Most Importantly, it would permanently diminish the community's line of sight and connection to 
the river in exchange for an oversized luxury project that primarily benefits the developer, not the people 
who live and work here. 

The developer's arsument is essentbilly that they cannot make the project flnanclaliy worthwhile unless 
they build much lllrser than zoning allows. That is not a hardship - that is a profit strategy. 

Under zoning lllw, variances ere Intended for legitlmate hardship related to the property itself, not for 
maximizing returns on Investment. On top of all of the concerns surroundina this project, the developer 
has not proved hardship; they have proved profit. 

The claim that the project must be this larse because of costs is also unconvincl111 given that the 
property has reportedly been owned for more than ten years. The cost of recent land acquisition is not 
driving this proposal. The community should not be forced to accept an oversized luxury development 
simply because the developer wants a larser return. 

The sheer number of variances requested demonstrates that this project does not fit the site as currently 
proposed. Instead of deslgnl111 a project that respects the neighborhood and compiles with zoning. the 
developer is asking the Board to waive multiple protections that exist for a reason. 

Equally troubling is the complete lack of affordable housing in this proposal. There is ZERO affordable 
housing beil'II provided while at the same time the project results in the loss of at least 14 existing 
affordable units in the South Side - the very area where affordability is needed most. Replacing 
naturally affordable housl111 with luxury units only worsens dispiacement pressures and makes Waltham 
less accessible for worldn1 families, seniors, and lonstlme residents. 

Residents and local small businesses will bear the Iona-term consequences of this decision, while the 
financial benefits 10 almost entirely to the developer. Increased consestlon, loss of views, pressure on 
parking and Infrastructure, and chanaes to the character of the area are real Impacts that cannot be 
undone once construction Is complete. 

I respectfully urse the Board to deny these variances and require a smaller, more appropriate proposal 
that better serves the existing community rather than maximizing developer profit. 

Think you for your consideration. 

ff~ "J)tETL ~ /y~ 
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;:-::::::::.- ,_,...,.,they ..... proved profit. i.en - the 

,.,_ dlllrn dNlt the p,oject must be thls la,se because of costs k el.so~ .!.cs acqulsltk,n Is not 
~ NS reportedly been OWMd for fflOft than te'n years. l1'le oost of recent 
~ this pn,pos.al. The community should not be forc:ed u, ec::cept an cwenlzed tumt"f ~ 
_,,,,,., beQuse the devek>per wants a ta11er return. 

The sheer number of variances requested demonstrate~ that thls pro)ect does not flt the ~\\e H ~rren\"1 
pro~. Instead of desigoins a project that respectS the neighborhood and complies w,th mmn&. the 
develope,r fs asking the Board to waiw multipte protections that edst for a reason. 

Equally troubllng Is the oomplete lack of affordable housing In this proposal. Thefe is ZERO affordable 
housing being provided while at the same time the project results In the loss of at least 14 exisung 
affordable units In the South Side - the very area where affordabl\lty is needed most. Replacing 
naturally affonlable housing wtth luxury units only worsens displacement Pfessures and maloes ',/n\lham 
less accesslble for working families, seniors, and longtime residents. 

Residents and local sm~II businesses will bear the lore-term consequences of this decision, while the 
finandaf benefits go •lmost entirety to the deve\ope.r. Increased conge!.'-'On. \oss en "\ews. \l~ft. on 

parking ~nd Infrastructure, and chances to the chan1ete.- of the are.a a~ ,ea\ \m~cu. '-"a'-can'Nl'\. ~ 
undone once construct1on Is complete. 

/ respectfully urge the Board to deny these variances and require a srnallet, mote a-p-pto-ptl:a>'lc 'P«>'l>O' 
that better serves the existing community rather than maximizing develo-pet '\)tofu.. 

Thank )IOU for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 1J.... . j , . 
[YourName] 11.,,,pu}:,~ 

[Your Address] 9 J 1~,J ~ 
Waltham, MA 
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Dear Members of the Waltham Zoninc eo.-11 of Appeals, 

I am writinc to sbOnliY oppose the proposed 140-unit luxury development at the W~ F~ site and 

the extensive variances bell'l8 requested by the developer. 

This proposal Is simply too large for the neighborhood and would have major negative Impacts on 
nearby residents, small buslnes51!$, traffic. partdlll, lnfRstrUC;bKe, and the~ of the ,tvertront to 
area. Most Importantly, It would pemW1e11tfy dimin!Sh the cummunltY"s Dne of slat1t and ex>1•...Cdon 

the rtver In exchange for an oversized IUICUry project tMt primarily benefttS the develo1Jer", not the 

people who l1¥e and work here. 

The: developer's arpment Is essentially that they cannot 111;1ke the project financially worthwhile unless 

they build much la,aer than zoning allows. lhilt Is not a hardship - that ls a profit strategy. 

Underzonlns law, variances are inb!nded for le&itimate hardship related to the po~ itself, not for 
maximtllnl returns on Investment. On top of all of the concerns surroundll'II this project. the developer 

has not proved hardship; they have proved profit. 

The claim that the pralect must be this large because of costs Is also unconvincing given that the 
property has reportedly been owned for more than ten years. 1he cost d recent land acquisition is not 
driving this proposal. The COffln'll.rity 5hould not be forced 1D accept an owerslzed luxury development 

simply becalaethe dewloper -nts a larpr return. 

The sheer runber of variances requested demotb1iates that this project does not fit the site as 

currently proposed. Instead of designing a project that respects the neighborhood and complies with 
zoning, the dewloper i!> ~ the Board to waive multiple piotectiolis that exist for a reason. 

Equaly1roubllngls the com~ lack of affordable housin& in this proposal. There Is ZERO affordable 
housin& ~ prowided while at the same time the project results in the km of at least 14 existing 

affordable units In the South S"lde - the 'MY area where affonlabay Is needed most. Repladnc 
natlnlly affordable housll18 with luxury units only worsens dlsplacement pres'5Ul'eS and makes Waltham 

less aa:esdhle forwonin8 families, seniors, and lor.u,ne residents. 

Residents and local smaa businesses will bear the long-term mnsequences of this decision, while the 

financial benefits go almost entirely to the developer. Increased C01~1, loss of views, pressure on 
pa~ and Infrastructure, and chanps to the character of the area are real Impacts that cannot be 

undone once oonstruction is complete. 

I respectfully urge the Board to deny these variances and require a smaller, more appropriate proposal 
that better serves the existing community rather than maximizing developer profit. 

Thank you for your consideration. 



--- ONr Members of the Waltham Zoning lloard of Appeals, 

1 
am writing to stronsfy oppose the proposed l-40-unlt luxury de,.elopment at the Watch Factort site and 

the extensive variances being requested by the developer. 

This proposal Is simply too l;up fur the neighborhood and would have major nepttve Impacts on 

nearby residents, smal businesses, trafflc:, partdrg lnfrastnleb.R, and the dlaracter of the=:: to 
area. Most Importantly, It would permanently diminish the communltY'5 line of 5IOlt and th 
the river In exchange for an oversized luxury project that prtmanly benefits the developer, not e 

people who live and work here. 

The developer's argument ls essentially that they cannot make the project financially worthwhile unless 

they build much la,ser than zoning allows. Thitt Is not a hardship -that ls a profit strateCY-

Under zoning law, variances are intended for leaitimat2 hardship relat.ed to the property Itself. not for 
maxlmlzfnc returns on Investment. On top of all of tht:: UllteemS sum,undin& this project, the developer 

has not proved hardship; they have proved profit. 

The claim that the project must be this large because of costs Is also unconvincing Bivert that the 
property has reportedly been owned for more than ten years. The cost of recent land acquisition is not 
driving this proposal. The community should not be forced to acoept a1, OW"elsized luxury development 

slmply because the developer wants a larger return. 

The sheer number of variances requested demonstrates that this project does not fit the site as 
currently proposed. Instead of deslgnl .. a project that respects the neighborhood and complies with 
zonin& the developer Is asking the Board to waive multiple protections that exist fur a reason. 

Equally troubll .. ls the complete lack of affordable housing in this proposal There is ZERO affordable 

~ ~ provided while at the same time the project results in the loss of at least 14 existing 
affordable unlls In the South Slde - the very area where affordabllly Is needed most. Replacing 

naturally affordable houslnt with luxury units only worsens d1splacement pressures and makes Waltham 

less acxess!hle for wcxtdne families, seniors, and ~me residents. 

Residents and local small businesses will bear the long-term consequences of this decision, while the 
financial benefits 10 almost entirely to the developer. Ina-eased ~. loss of views, pressure on 
partlrw and Infrastructure. and changes to the character of the area are real impacts that cannot be 
undone once construction is complete. 

I respectfully urge the Board to deny these variances and ~ulre a smaller, more appropriate proposal 
that better sen,es the exfstlng community rather than maximizing developer profit. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

(YourNameJ Ga.i/ ~. ~rlYJJif 
(YourAddress] nf!}p,b-Ave., 
-m,MA I/" ~ 



o ear M e m bers of the Waltham ;rnn inr· lio,H d ,11 •11 1 •pc ,ri•,, 

1 am writing to strongly oppos,, the p1 npo-..c'd I Ill u1111 luxury development at t h e Watc h Factory site and 

the exte ns ive varia n ces b eing , cq11P:..te cl by till' d1•v C'lnp1 •1 I 11 , · d evelo p e r knows the W atch Factory i s in 

a n overlay zone that a llo w s h o u sing to b e ilull t l3U I I ~1/\ r ''-. NOr GOOD ENOUGH FO R PROFITS. 

Th is proposa l is simply too l.i rec> for the rn~iehborhn,Jd c1nd \ ·nultl l 1avc major n egative impa cts on 

n ear b y r eside n t:, , s m a ll businesses, t r 'lffic, p a r kin g, ir1frastrucLUre, a nd the cha racte r o f t h e rive rfro nt 

area. M o st importantly, i t would p e rm a ne ntly cf11 n ,n,c;h t 11, community's line o f sight and connectio n to 

the river in exch ange for an o v ersized ll1xury p rc,ject l11ul primdri ly b e nefits the d e v e lo p e r, n o t t he p eoµ\e 

who live and work here. 

The developer's argu ment is es.sentialiy t h;.it tfi 1::y c;,; nn":Jt nia l<e the project financia lly w ort h w hile un\ess 

they build much larg er than zon i, 'h ,1_ //, ,w:.• r-!1.:-,t 1:., n ni: a har dsh ip - that is a p rofit st ~at~V-

Underzoninglaw: varfancesare intended for legitimitehar dsnip- re lated-to the property itself, not for 

maximizing returns on investment. On top of all of the concerns surrounding this project, the developer 

has not proved hardship; they have proved profit. 

The claim that the project must be this large because of costs is also unconvincing given that the 

property has reportedly been owned for more than ten years. The cost of recent land acquisition is not 

driving this proposal. The community should not be forced to accept an oversized luxury development 

simply because the developer wants a larger return. 

The sheer number of variances requested demonstrates that this project does not fit the site as currently 

proposed. Instead of designing a project that respects the neighborhood and complies with zoning, the 

developer is asking the Board to waive multiple protections that exist for a reason. 

Equally troubling is the complete lack of affordable housing in this proposal. There is ZERO affordable 

housing being provided while at the same time the project results in the loss of at least 14 existing 

affordable units in the South Side - the very area where affordability is needed most. Replacing 

naturally affordable housing with luxury units only worsens displacement pressures and makes Waltham 
less accessible for working families, seniors, and longtime residents. 

Residents and local small businesses will bear the long-term consequences of this decision while the 
financial benefits go almost entirely to the developrjr !ncrciasl!d congestion, loss of views ~ressure cm 

parking and infrastructure, and changes to the character a t t he area are real impacts t ha~ cannot be 
undone once construction is complete. · 

I respectfully urge the B~a~d to deny th:se variances and require a smaller, more appropr,ate µroµos< 
that better serves the existing community rather than maximizing developer protit. 

Thank you for your o ideration. 

Sincerely, ~ 
{Your Name] 

Your Address] 

'altham, MA 
~'\) \ ~V\~ pn--i~" 
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From: cindy PeUetjer 
To: 

Date: 
Doucette Pam PM 

d May

26 20266:35:35 =======---- -Tues ay, ' 



Yahoo Mail: Search, Organize, Conquer 



From: Celest;na c;m;no 
To: Doucette Pam 
Subject: Luxury Apartments 

Date: Wednesday, May 27, 2026 11:21:56 AM 

Hello I'm forwarding I'm forwarding two more of these papers that are signed by Neighbors 
I'm ·ust sendin it for them see the attached hotos thank you so much. 





From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Doucette. Pam 

FW: Watch Factory Luxury Development 

Tuesday, May 26, 2026 2:06:34 PM 

From: Pamela Osborne-Williams <pamelaosbornewilliams@gmail.com> 

Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2026 8:58 AM 

To: Vizard, Joseph <jvizard@city.waltham.ma.us>; Doucette, Pam <pdoucette@city.waltham.ma.us> 

Subject: Watch Factory Luxury Development 

Dear Members of the Waltham Zoning Board of Appeals, 

I am writing to strongly oppose the proposed 140 unit luxury development at the Watch 

Factory site and the extensive variance being requested by the developer. 

This proposal is simply too large for the neighborhood and would have major negative 

impacts on nearby residents, small businesses, traffic, parking, infrastructure, and the 

character of the riverfront area. Most importantly, it would permanently diminish the 

community's line of sight and connection to the river in exchange for an oversized luxury 

project that primarily benefits the developer, not the people who live and work here. 

The developer's argument is essentially that they cannot make the project f inancially 

worthwhile unless they build much larger than zoning allows. That is not a hardship -

that is a profit strategy. 

Under zoning law, variances are intended for legitimate hardship related to the property 

itself, not for maximizing returns on investment. On top of all of the concerns 

surrounding this project, the developer has not proved hardship; they have proved profit. 

The claim that the project must be this large because of costs is also unconvincing given 

that the property has reportedly been owned for more than ten years. The cost of recent 

land acquisition is not driving this proposal. The community should not be forced to 

accept an oversized luxury development simply because the developer wants a larger 

return. 

The sheer number of variances requested demonstrates that this project does not fit the 

s ite as currently proposed. Instead of designing a project that respects the 

neighborhood and complies with zoning, the developer is asking the Board to waive 

multiple protections that exist for a reason . 



Equally troubling is the complete lack of affordable housing in this proposal. There is 

ZERO affordable housing being provided while at the same time the project results in the 

loss of at least 14 existing affordable units in the South Side - the very area where 

affordability is needed most. Replacing naturally affordable housing with luxury units 

only worsen displacement pressures and mal<es Waltham less accessible for working 

families, seniors, and longtime residents. 

Residents and local small businesses will bear the long-term consequences of this 

decision, while the financial benefits go almost entirely to the developer. Increased 

congestion, loss of views, pressure on parking and infrastructure, and changes to the 

character of the area are real impacts that cannot be undone once construction is 
complete. 

I respectfully urge the Board to deny these variances and require a smaller, more 

appropriate proposal that better serves the e3xiding community rather than maximizing 
developer profit. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Sincerely, 

Pamela Osborne-Williams 

72 Riverview Ave 

Waltham, Ma 02453 
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Dear Members of the Waltham Zoning Board of Appeals. 

I am wrltinl to stronatv oppose the propmed 1-40-Unlt luxury development at the Watch Factory site and 
the extensive variances beilll requested by the developer. 

This proposal is simply too large for the neighborhood and would have major negative tmpKts on 
nearby residents, small businesses, traffic, park11111, Infrastructure, and the character of the riverfront 
are• . Most lmport1mtty, It would permanently diminish the community's line of sight and connection to 
the river In exchance for an 011ersittd luxury project that primarily benefits the developer, not t he 
people who live and wol1< here. 

The developer's argument Is essentially that they cannot make the project flnanclally worthwhlle unless 
they build much larger than zoning allows. That Is not a hardship -that ls a profit strategy. 

Under zonlne law, variances are inte nded for legitimate hardship rela ted to the property Itself, not for 

,_..mlzin& ,wwms on ~'}A top~ ~~~ •111 this~ 
has not pnMld hwdshlp; they ... prcJIMd prallt. 

The dalm that the pra1ect must be this laJe became of rmts Is also 111011ffl111ICIIW.,_. thltthe 
property has niport.dly been owned for l'IICll"e than 1111n years. lhe Cllllt af .....t land aapsltlon Is not 
driving this pf'Clpmal. The community should not be forc:af to aa:iec,t an CMnlzed lumry-develapnent 
slmplv because the developet wants a laraer mwn. 

The sheer number of variances requested demonstrates that this project does not fit the* as 
currently proposed. lnstl!ad of designing a project that respects the neighborhood and a,mplles with 
zoning. the del,elopel Is~ the Board to waive multiple protectlolis that exist for a reason. 

Equally troub11nc Is the ~ lack of affordable housint1 In this proposal. There ls ZERO affoi dable 
housing belrc provided while at the same time the project results in the loss of at least 14 l!Jdsllr.i 
affordable units In the South Side - the very area whert! affordablllty Is needed most. Replaclrc 
naturally affordable~ with luxla'y units only worsens dlsplacement pressures and makes Waltham 

less accessible for working families, seniors, and longtime residents. 

Residents and local smal businesses will bear the lonc-term consequences of this decision, while the 
financial benefits 10 almost entirely to the developer. Increased C01igestion, loss of views, pressure on 

parti111 and lnfrascructure, and c:hences to the c:haracter of the area are real Impacts that cannot be 

undone once construc:tlon is complete. 

I respectfully wge the Board to deny these variances and require a smaller, more appropriate proposal 

that better serves the existing community rather than maximizing developer profit. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

fYourName) 

fYour Address) 

Waltham,MA 

\\'\ G\ ,~ -t Z.C".\ \J ~<2Y\ zu e\ C\ 
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.. 
Dear Members cA the Waltham Zoning Board of Appeals, 

I am writinl l'o stroogly oppose the proposed 140-unft luxury development at the Watch Factory site and 
the elltlensM! variances being requested by the developer. 

This proposal Is simply too large for the neighborhood and would have ma tor negative Impacts on 
nearby residents, small businesses, traffic, parking. Infrastructure, and the character cA the riverfront 
area. Most lmportandy, it would permanently diminish the community's line of silht and connec:tion to 
the rtver In exchange for an oversized luxury project that primarily benefits the de¥eloper, not the 
people who 11¥1! and work here. 

The devl!loper's argument Is essentially that they cannot make the project financially worthwhile unless 
they bufld much lal')ler than zoning allows. That Is not a hardship - that Is a profit strategy. 

Under-zonln, law, variances are Intended for lqitimate hardship related to the property itself, not for 
- .-.-0n1111paiafiril.m.iiinii'~1Ji tt I ae,,w 

has notprOllld t.dstllp;hya-pn,ved prallt. 

The claim that the project must be this lqe because af a>sts Is also 1111CD1Mldlig given that the 
property has reportedly been owned for more than ten years. The c:mt m nant land acquisition is not 
driving this proposal. 1he aJl11fflU!lity should not be forced to accept ar. owulzed luxury de\. elnpment 
simply beca.. the developer wants a larger return. 

The sheer number of variances requested demonstrates that this project does not flt the* as 
currently proposed. lnstmd af designing a project that respects the neighborhood and complies with 
zonl~ the developer is aslling the Board to waive multiple p,utections that exist b a reason. 

Equally troubling is the complete lade of affordable housing in this proposal. 1here Is ZERO affordable 
hoU51ng bei,w provided while at the same time the project results in the loss mat least 14 aistlnl 
affordable units In the South Side - the very area where affordability Is needed most. Ra!pladns 
naturaly affordable housq with kmlry units only worsens dlsplacement pressures and makes 'Waltham 
less + I B Je far wartinl famlles, senlorS, and lo.,clll,• residellts.. 

aes1-o.11s..s 1Dca1...a~• bear the 1cq-mm C1111NqUen1:m mtt.isdedllan. whllethe-
&midal belllllis•alnlCllt tothcdevl!loper.lnaeasedCCffl• 11n--.1aaar--.pressureon 
pal'lcq and Infrastructure, ct.nges tothe-characm af the area ftt1W lmpecll ht~ be -
undone once construction is complete. 

I respectfully wi,e the Board to deny these vartances and require a smaller, more appropriate proposal 

that better serves the existing community rather than maximizing developer profit. 

Thanlc you for yolM" consideration. 

Sincerely, 

[Your Name] 
[Your Address] 

Waltham,MA 

5 lo ~'ob~V\\ s~ · 
W °'-, t V\..<>- vv\ ~\A"'°'- . 



-- Dear Memben of the Waltham Zani .. 8oard of Appeals, 

I am --. tlO ~ oppose the propmed 140-unlt luxury dftelopment at the Watch FactDry site and 
the exlensivie variances being requested by the developer. 

This proposal Is simply too larp for the neighborhood and would have major negative Impacts on 

nearby residents, small businesses, trafflc. partd111, lnfrastrudure, and the character of the riverfront 
area. Most lmponantty, It would permanently diminish the axnmunlty's llne olf slat1t and CXJMeCtlon to 
the rtver In exchange for an oversized luxury project that primarily beneftls the cte,,eloper, not the 
people who live and worf( here. 

The ~pe,'s argument Is essentlally that they cannot make the project financially worthwhile unless 

thev build much larger than zonlna allows. That Is not a hardship - that Is a profit strateaY. 

Under zonln& law, Vilriances are ln12nded for fecitimab! hardship related tlO the property Itself, not for 

~11llUfflisonlii.Ji, • ._"On tDiidal«tfia__...,_....thlil'jlnijad,,tf!! 
has not pn,v,ed hardship; they NM! pnMd praftt. 

The claim that the projett must be this lqe because of casts Is-. WlmlMlldlw ... dliltthe 
property'- ,epc11...,llw'l-.formorett.1111n years. lhecmtof._. ..... ..,...,.. .not 
d.Mncthls ~ The COffli'IIU!1lty niuld nat beformd to accept•~ uuv• el~ment 
simplf a-...the de I :per -.-its, ..... return. 

The sheer numberolvariances requestlld dei,MHbtiab:S that this prujl!ct does not flt the slle as 
wmntty proposed. n1ad of deslpqa pniil!ctthat respm:s the.~ wl Cllfflllles with 
_.., 1he de elmpe Is~ the ao.d to walwll inultlpla,, ,-utlt:dloiisthatelllstfara-. 

~~Is the a,mplala 1aci1 of affordable hausq lnthls prapoaL lhffl! lsZERO affladilble 
houslns~ prCllllded whlle lltthe-tlmethe project results In the laa of lltleast14adslq 
affordable units In the South Side - the wry ara where affonlabat¥ Is needed 11101t. lllpladrw 
naturally lffllidlllil: hausq wllh luxury units onlyworans dlsplacement ,......_ and mmswaltham 
Ilsa 71 far_.,.famlTIS,-.lols,andlcqdrneNlidl!nu. 

Rlllkllntlandlacal ... ...._ .. barthe~~althlscledlbl, .... the 
flnMdal beneflts91>alfflolt_..1Dthe dMllaPlf. lncrww co,wa,t1a11, ms a1--. pressure on 
par1dng and Infrastructure, and cha~ to the charact:et- of the area are real lmpac.ts that cannot be 

undone once construction is complete. 

I respectfully urge the Board to deny these variances and require a smaller, more appropriate proposal 

that better serves the existing community rather than maximizing developer profit. 

Thank Voll for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

(YourNameJ 
(Your Address} 
Waltham,MA 

r-. <; 1 ueo (;.s ;l/J cik 

5 ~ 1? a66,~"'-S SJ 
lu°'\ +\\G\ ~V\ 1,A q . 



Dear Members of the Waltham Zoning Board of Appeals, 

I am writing to strongly oppose the proposed 140-unit luxury development at the Watch Factory site and 

the extensive variances being requested by the developer. 

This proposal is simply too large for the neighborhood and would have major negative impacts on 

nearby residents, small businesses, traffic, parking, Infrastructure, and the character of the riverfront 
area. Most importantly, It would permanently diminish the community's line of sight and connection to 

the river In exchange fur an oversized luxury project that primarily benefits the developer, not the people 
who live and work here. 

The developer's argument is essentially that they cannot make the project financially worthwhile unless 

they build much larger than zoning allows. That Is not a hardship - that Is a profit strategy. 

The claim that the project must be this large because of costs is also unconvinclns given that the 

property has reportedly been owned for more than ten years. The cost of recent land acquisition Is not 

driving this proposal. The community should not be forced to accept an oversized luxury development 
simply because the developer wants a larger return. 

The sheer number of variances requested demonstrates that this project does not fit the site as currently 

proposed. Instead of designing a project that respects the neighborhood and complies with zoning, the 

developer Is asking the Board to waive multiple protections that exist for a reason. 

Equally troubling is the complete lack of affordable housing In this proposal. There is ZERO affordable 

houslns being provided while at t he same time the project results in the loss of at least 14 existing 
affordable units in the south Side - the very area where affordability Is needed most. Replacing 
naturally affordable housing with luxury units only worsens displacement pressures and makes Wlltham 

less accessible for worklns families, seniors, and lonstime residents. 

Residents and local small businesses will bear the long-term consequences of this decision, whlle the 

financial be'.!li!!!S 10 almost entirely to the developer. Increased a>ngestlon, loss of views, pressure on 
parking and Infrastructure, ancl changes to the character of the area are real Impacts that cannot be 

undone once construction is complete. 

I respectfully urge the Board to deny these variances and require a smaller, more appropriate proposal 

that better serves the existing community rather than maximizing developer profit. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

(Your Name] 
(Your Address] 
Waltham,MA 

L'ri~ ~lb 
'S,$ 'eddo-11\...) I v\.JCl~CX. vvt . 
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Dear Members of the Waltham Zoning Boord of Appeals, 

1 am writing 10 strongly oppose the proposed 140-unlt luxury development 11 the Watch Factory site and 

th• mensiw vwnces belnc requested by the d...,loper. 

This proposal Is sn,pty too tars• for the nel&hborhood and would have 1111jor nep1M! Impacts on 
nearby resld•nts. ,man businesses, traffic, parking. lnfrntructure, 1nd the ch1rocter of the rivemont 
arH. Most importantly, It would permanently diminish the community's line of ,Jght Ind connection to 
th• nwr in eicchlns• for 1n owrsized luxury project thlt primarily beneflu the d..,.loper, not the people 

who IIYe and work here. 

The d=loper's argument is essendally that they cannot make the project financially worthwhile unless 
they buffd much larger than zoning allows. That Is nor a hardship - that is a profit strategy. 

Under zoning law, Ylllriances are intended for le1itim.1te hardship related to the property itself, not for 

fflllllmizlnl mums on-On 1111po111ort11e .._,,. IUffOUndlrWlllls prDjecl, Ille dowloper 
his not..,_,, hlnlshlp; they haw proved profit. 

The clalm - the projoct must be this large baause of costs Is 1l,a unconvlncfrw 1lven that Ille 
prupeny his reportadly been - for more thin ten years. The cost of,_.. land acqulslllon Is not 
drMng this proposal. The community should not be forced to accept 1n owrslled l11111ry development 
simply because the d ... loper wanU a larpr mum. 

The si- number of variances requested demonstrates that this projoct does not flt the sill! n a,m,ntly 
proposed. IMll!ld of de51&nlng • project that respects the nel&hborhood and complies with mni"I, the 
-loper Is askln& the Boord to wa!Ye multlple prolKllons that oxist for I renon. 

Equally troubling Is the complete lack of 1fford1blo housing In this proposal. There ls ZERO 1flordlble 
housing bei111 provided while II the same time the project results In the loss of at least 14 existing 
alfonllble units In the 5outh Side - the very area where 111'11rdabll1ty Is needed most. Repiadng 
_,,.11y-.111e housing with luxury units only ..,,..ns dlsplacem1nt p,euures 1nd maus -m 
less~ for-"l,. lamillls, so-., and longllmo rnldonts. 

-llld local small buslnesslswll -1111 long-mm-.. ncesof lllls dedsion, whllo Ille 
--IO•lrnostont!mytolhl-...,.,. Inc..- mrwatltHl, losoolvlaws,-on 
parting and Infrastructure. and CNl•s to the character of the area ire re.I Impacts that cannot be 
undone once construaton ls compJete. 

1 l'Hptttfully u,ae the Board to deny thew variances and require I smaller, more appropriate proposal 
thM better serves the existw1C t'Ommuntty rather thin mulmlzln1 developer profit. 

Thank you lor your considemfon. 

Si~ly. 

IYout lllmeJ 
(',bur Addms) 
WMtham.MA 

5/11 /i~ 
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C-ar Membffl of the W1ltham ZOnl,w &Nrd of Appe1ls, 

11m writing to won,ty oppose the proposed 140-unft luxury dtwJopment et rhe w .. ch Factory sltt and 
the txtrnsfve vulance-s beina requested ~ the ~k,per. 

This proP0Sfl is simply too large for the ~hbol'hood and would haw major neptfw tmpilcts on 
nearby resicknb, sm,I businesses, traffic. ~rtr.ltg lnfrutructure, and the character al the riverfront 
area, Mosi lmpomndy, tt wouJd ~anentfy dlmlntsh rh~ community's lfn~ of Jisht and connection to 
the mt, in uchlntr for •n O'ttnbed luxury project that prlmarify benitfiu the ~pe-r. not lhe people 
who llve ind wort htre. 

The cfew:lope,r's: ¥gumtnt Is essentf1/ly that thev cannot tNlce the p,ojttt flnanc.blly 'NOrthwhll4! unJess 
they build mud! IIIJCt' than ionln1 1/jows. Th1t Is not I hardship - tlwt ls a profft st,atqy. 

Und~r zonln,: Jaw, variantts are intrndied for legltlmate hardship relat~ to the propeny itself, not for 
nv.dmlzfng rc-tums on Investment. On 'fill of illl ~ h! concern~roun~ ne, this project. the d~k>per ,., __ ,_......,,llwy __ praftt. 

Tta dalmthat tho pn,je<t ""'" bo thklorp-ola,51s 15also ~-- tltat lllo 
_ .... 11!ponadybotnownedlormon,ti...ton_.. Tbe-ol-ntland----isnot 
dtm,w this Pfoposal. The community should not bt forced to Keept 1n ~ luxwy dewlop,Nnt: 
simply ~ the dewlope, wants I llrp, mum, 

The shttr number of variances requested demonstmts that this project does not fit the sJte III c:urrenttv 
propowd. Instead of deslsninc • project that respects the nefshborhood and c:ompfM'S With zoning. t~ 
develop.r ts •skins IN loird to waitve multlple pn,tectjon, th1t exi11 ior I reason. 

Equaly troubfina: is the Q)fflp6ete i.dt of affonW>lt hoU51nt In this pmpos1I. Thera Is ZEllO aNorda~ 
hoUSffll beq Pf'IMded while at the um. tifnl thie project results in the k>ss of at least r, ~ 
1ffonbbtt units In the South Side - lhe vwy are.a~ affonuti,lity Is needed most, fie..,. 
n11u,1111y affordable houSq wtth luxury units ontv wrot"Rns dlsp&acement i,m.su,as and ffllll:es Waltham 
lessaccaslbAe bworklfll famllin, seniors, and lonstfrne mfde-nts. 

llnlcltnts and local na1 businessH wil beat tht ~·term cons.quenc:a ofthls decWon. wllle aw 
"'-nclaiblneflls1D...,._endrety101ti.dftreloper.1ncraasedco,__11, loaofvfews,Pf'IUurean .....,_and infrlslruaure, and chanps to the d'laradff of the .-ea •re,. .. lmpaas that cannot M 
undone once constructfon is complete. 

I riespect/ull'I u'!'e rhe Board 10 deny t~se variinc.es and require a smaUer, ~ appmprla,;e propo5.1\ 
that better setws the ex.lstin& cornmunJly rather than nwilmizing CkVeloptr profit. 

Thank you br ycur consider.ition. 

Sincerely, 

ll'ourNa~J 

{l'our.Addr~J 

Wakham.MA 
~~ 

St i<tJfJ81/IS' s_i: 
Ul4LTl-l1!1 M,1. OJ$Lf3 



Dur M•mbon olth• Wllthom loninl Boord of Af>pNh, 

I om writjnc to stronslv oppose tho proposed 140-unlt 1...,.,, dM!iopment It the Walth Factory site ond 

the extensive v1Nnces belnc requested by the devek>per. 

This proposol ls simply too tarwe for th• nolthbomood 1nd would how mojor neptiYe lml)ICU on 
n .. rby rwdents, smoU buslnHSeS, trof!lc, po<fdnc. lnfmtructure, ond the CNfleler ol lhe riwoffronl 
area. Most Importantly, it would perrmnentty diminish the community's line of silhf: and connectk>n to 
the riwf In e..:h•nc• to, on ._rslzed lwru,y project thlt pnmorlly benefits the -lope<. not tho people 
who live and wont here, 

The d~loper's argument is essentially that they cannot make the project "nanc~lty worthwtlile uNHS 
thry build much larger than zoning allows. That ls not a hardship - that Is I profit stralflY. 

Under zonlns liiw, variancH a~ Intended for legitimate hardship related to the property itself, not for 
mu1m1z1,.-.on--. 0nmpotllottho_,,,........,..._PRJIKt. lhode¥eioptr 

hos - ......... hlnlshlp;""" - .,,_ profit. 

The dllm lhlt the proje(t mus1 I» tllls "'"° boause of costs is 1110 unc0f1Ylndnc riven that the 
pn,pefty his n,portedty l»en owned for mon, thin ~n ~ars. The mst ol reant lond ocquisltlon Is not 

drivinc this proposal. The community should not be ~ to act~ in Olilef'Slzed luxury development 
simply becouse the devoloper w1nts • lorwer mum. 

lhe sheer numbff of wirilncM requested demonstrite'S thit this projKt ~ not fit the site as culfffltty 
proposed. lnst1!1d of dnicnlng I project that ,apect.s the ~rhood and complies with wnina, the 
dfteloper Is asklng the Board to w1iYe mult1pte p,otectton, that exfst for a reason. 

Equolly troublina Is the comple~ lock of 1fford•ble housins in thb proposol. lhen! Is ZEIIO offordoble 
housln& l»lnc provided whlle 11 the some tjm, Ill• project results in the loss of II le1st 14 e,cisti"I 
.1ffordable untts In the South Side - the ve<y .1rea where affordablltty is needed most. llteplaclf'II 
notunllyollonlable hou ... willl l""""f unlUonly-sdlsplocement pn,ssurosond rnolies Wllthom 
loss occnslble for -1tlna flmilles, seniors, 1nd lonrtfme ruldents. 

llesldenb and local Sffllll buslneuet will bear the k>l'll.f•rm consequences of this dedsJon, whlle the 

--.,-~1Dthe-.,.-~1ossot....,.-,ureon 
parting and lnfrutructurt, and ch1nges to the character of the UH are real Impacts that cannot be 
undone once constructk>n is complete. 

I respe,ctfulty u,se: the 8oltd to deny these v,rilncas and require a .smaller, more appropriate proposal 

11111 better serves the .. lstlnc community l'lthor lllln rnulmlzlnc -•• proot. 

Thanlc you fo< '/OIK consldero~on. 

Sincerely, 

('lburNlme] /t~\~<f;,µ:.,\,-
('lbur Addma) ~ J 'P'r:, o-r 11" I 
wa•hlm,MA 



DNr Members of Ille W.llllom Zonl,. Bo.rd of Al>Pf•ls. 

I Im wrftlna to slroffllY - the ~ 140-<,n" luxury development at the Watch F•cto,y tile •nd 
the..,..,.... varlancos btt,. ~-by the d ... loptr. 

This proposal Is slmply too iuae lor Ille nelshbomood •nd would'- Njor MPflw lrnpacts on 
n.1rtr, resldfflts, small businaHs, mlllc, parld,._ Infrastructure, ind tho <NflctRr of the ""9rfront 
ire•. Most Importantly, " would ptmwinently diminish the community's lino of ,w,t •nd connection to 
the riYer In eJa:1ut,., 1or 1n DW!l3fzed luxury project that primarily benefits lht doffloper, not Ille people 
who IM! Ind WOn< hero. 

The d""'lopor', •raumeni 1, •ssen11a11y that they cannot m.111! the project ftnanc1111y-,,.,.,11e unleu 
they build much Jara~r th.an zonfns aUows. Thlt ls not I hardship - that Is a profit lb'lltqy. 

Under zonins ~w. variance-' are Intended for lqitimate hardship related to the property Itself, not for 

~-o,.-..__,On 11,p or•o1a.._,..........,... thlsproJ«t. the dowlopor 
has not 111-«1 hardslllp; 1hly ._ Pl'CMd profit 

The dalrn - Ule prlljea ,_ be this 11,... because of costs Is also UOOM1Ylncifw ,.,.n that the 
propeny has reponadly boen owned for more than tan yurs. The cost of recent land acquisition Is not 
drlvtrc this pn,posaL The community should not be lon:ed to 1cxep1 •n ow,rsln,d luxury development 
limply beQi,.. the "-loper wants• i.,... mum. 

The"'- number of variances ~---demonstrates that this project does not flt the site., currently 
proposed. lnSll!•d of desisnlns I project that ~ the neflhborhood 1nd complies w~h zoning, the 
dewlope,r Is uJdns the lolrd to watw mutttpte prot:ections thit exist for a reason. 

Equally troubllna ls the complete lack of •llo,dab/e housi,. In this propo,.1. There Is ZEIIO •llormble 
housi,. bei,. provided wllle II the -tfme the project results In the lou of at least 14-. 

•-ble units In the South Side - the very • tel when, 1flord1bllity Is Meded most. llepl•dns 
naturally •-ble houslns with kJ-v units only wonem dllPl•mment .,._,,...nd melll!s Wallllom 
--lor-ti,.f•milos,-.•nrl io,.,tmo residents. 

-------...... ,tho ........ ...__o1thls--.-fho ._......._.., _ _.., .. .,,....,,..._....__,,_ol~-... 
parting •nd lnfrostructure, •nd r:h•nps to Ille r:11•..-, ofthe •te1 are real lmp•ets that cannot be 
undone onoe a,nstrucdon is a>mP'ete • 

I respectfully u11• the Board to dtny these "'rt.oms and require I SINlller, more 1pproprtote propos.l 
IN! better s•rws the edstinl community mh•r than mnlmlzlnl dewlopor profit. 

Thank you for your mnslderotlon. 

Sincerely, 

!Your Nome] 
(Your Address) 
W.lthom,MA 

K.tTUA-tl 11~ /( '1) 
1.J. K. en !.uO o '- Aflnt:­
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Dear Members of the Waltham Zoni'W Board of ~•Is, 

I am writins to stron1tv oppos,e the propoS!d 140-unlt tu.ury dnelopmeot at the w.tch Factory site and 
the extensiYe wri1nces bein1 requested by the developer. 

This: propogl is simply too large tor tM ne!~d ind woukl hive ffliljor ne,tlttve lmp,acts on 
~•rbv residents, JmaU tn.ai~s, traffic. pan.Ina, Infrastructure, and the chlract!r of the riverfront 
lrN. Most l~ntty, It waukt perm;,nently diminish the communitys line of sight and connection to 
tM riwr In e>Chanae tor an owrsiMd luxury ptqtCt thlll primarily benefits thf dewtoper, not the people 

who live and 'N0t't here. 

The d~per's arsument Is @s~ntially that they cannot make tht project fln..:ially wcnhwhlle u~ 
they build much larger than ronina ~11ows. That is not a hardship - that is a p,ofk strltllV. 

Under zon'11 llw. va~ are: W'ltended tor legitimate hlrdship n!1at.ed to th@ property Itself, not for 
mnimizin& returns on IMYestment. On top of all of the co nee ms surround Inc this pro)tc:t, the ...,_toper 
has not proved hardship; they hlYC proved profit. 

The dollnlhatltlo PffliKt must bo 1111s larp btclusaofCDSIS k Ilsa-· .... n lhlt tho 
1MQPlfty his repartedty been owned tor 1110re thin tl'ft ye1rs. The cmt of recent llnd acquisition ;snot 
drivl .. 11\is -L The community ihould rot be lura,d to oca,pt on "'""''ed lu,ury development 
simply bKal.M ttw ~r wants a ll'Bff mwn. 

The sheet' number of v•ri.nc.es requnted demon5llates thit this project ~snot At the 51te., currently 
proposed. Instead ot dnlcnlne a pn:,jed that respect:S the nelf:hbomood 1nd complies with mnlnl, the 
developer Is Hklrc the loard to wafve multiple protaetions that uist for a ,.ason. 

Equ,tiy trou~ Is the c.omplete lack of afford.lb It- hou~n1 •1 lhi!. propo.wl. TIM:te I) ZERO iilff(N"diilblc 
housina: bff1t provided whlla at tnt saJM time the projKt resutts In tM ms of at lltast lA histing 

atlordmle units In the South Side - the very aro wt.er. afrofdlbility ts nNdad most. ReplKlna 
Nturilv afl'o,d1ble hou5qc with lu,wry units onfywonen.s dbpf,cement press.um and rNkes With.Im 
leU aa:t:uiMe for WOBfll famllles, seniors, and lonctlme: l'!sldents. 

Residents and local smell businesses wll bear the bna•term consequencet of tNs dec:Won, while the 
fl!Wldll beneftlS so 1mosa entirety to the dtwloper. lnaelNd co,.estk>n, loss ot•wi. pras.ure on 
parti,& and infrastructurl, and c:hqes to the dwlcter of the na 1,e real lfflpam tnat cannot be 
uftldona ~ conttructton is compltq. 

I rc~ulty urge tile Boud to deny these v,ri1nc:es ind ffllulre I smale-r, rmre ipp1op,ltlte PfOposal 
that better Sf!M!S thf! erlst1n1 commooltv nither than mulmfz1n1 developer profit. 

Thank 'f'OU for vour considentlon. 

Slncerety, 

(lburN-1 (l'lc.<n, ~..,.,_,~ 
(lburAddmsJ33 ?iobb\, J !>I i, J. 
W1lhem,MA 

1/fflw~ 



De•r Mombon of the W•lthom loflkll Boord of Appeals, 

I om writi,. to stTor,.ty _,. the propoMd 140-<.nt lulru,y-loprnor,t at the Watd! Foctory ale • nd 
the emnSM! varllnaos 11e1,. r,q......., by the-~-

This p-oposol Is 51mi,ly too IQ• for tho ,,..i,borhood and__, hlwo major....,._. impKts on 
nurby l'ftidenu. StNII tuirwssn, traffic. pa~ kdnstructt.n, and the character of the fM!t"'fn>nt 
er-ea. Mo,t lmpo11antty, It would permanently diminish the community's line of siBht and c;onn«tion to 
rhe riwr in ecchlnge for., OV8liled lu,uy projKt thlt primartty benefits the dew loper, not the people 
who Ihle and work here. 

The dtwk>per"s i l'lumt'ftt 1s esse~I~ that they cam'IOt m,ke tM project ftnancillly worthwhle unless 
they build much la rger then zoning allows. That Is not• hardship - that Is a proftt stratesv. 

Und~r roning la\l(. Vilrlil~ are Intended far leglHm-tte hard.ship related to the property ltsetf, not for 
I - -- ,_,.....,.,......,.. Dn"-0n"IOpOhll ol"tl•-11u -ounrlirW u.. p,ojo<t. the-• 

hn not prOftd honhhlp; they- pr-.1 profit. 

Tho: doimthll the pn,jo<t must be 1111s aug.-of mSb isabo .,_,.-.,;_. that the 
~hls~_,""'"fdformorwtllani.,yoan. Thecostof-landlQIUlsltloolsnot 
drwl,. this pn:,posal The community should not be for<ed to - ., o,;enlzN IUllllry del/elopment 
simply beaYse lhe dneloprer w.ants a --.er retvm. 

Tho: sheer number of vorioncu roq.,.Sl<d domonstratos tllat thb project does not tit the site IS cum,ntly 

p<OIIOSed. lnst•ld of d ....... • pm)l,cr rt,ar 1MJ10C1S tho noigllbomood..., cornplle wltll ,onl,._ tho 
deltek,per is ukirw the loa:rd to waive muttiple protections that exist for I reason. 

Equalty troubHnc ~ thll!' awn~ Lad( d affordable IY!mlng In this proposal. ThHI'! l:s ZEIIO afbmbfe ho.,... bei,. pruvlcled wtile at the samo lime !he project r<SUlts in tho loss of at leasl 14 er1st1,. 
• flonlable units ill the South Side - the very-• who,. allordobi~y Is - n-. ftepl«lr'C 
natur>llyaflord.,bJo housir1Jwlth IUXllryunitsonly_..,,.cl<p_rnerrt _,..,..,nd mabs W.illlam 
leu O<aSllllle lor_,. fornllles, ,.nlon. and lonatt,ne ..-.is. 
IMklf'nb and IDcll unall buDnlsNs will be•rtne ao..terffl 0IH'lMqUenCN of this dectsion, while the 
--.. -_..., .. ,..._.,,_ _ __,lossof-.in-n,on 
partdna: and Infrastructure-, ai,d changes to the charamr of the aru are ,eal imPoM:b lhilt cannot~ 
undone once c:onstructfon Is comptete. 

I rcsp•ctlullv ..,.. the lloonl to deny tt-v• rioftCtS and ,_in,• smakr, more appropriate """""31 
that better s.rves rhe erlstirc mmmunlly rattler thin muill"Ulnt d1N91oper profit. 

Think -,ou for your cooslderMion, 

-iv. 
['Qrr No .. J t,J',J,,o\t,> ./J~w""t.olA. 
1-•MdoessJ ·13 i<:obb:,, d- l,).._,1 2_ 

Wolti9"'MA N. ~ 



Dou Momben or the W1~h1m Zonlnc Board or Appoal>, 

I am writing to stro<11t, oppo,o the proposed 140-una lwlury -lopmtnt II the Watch factory site •nd 
the ext.en~ 'ilrtlntts beint rpquest@d by the ct.Y•lop.r. 

This proposal tS ,imply too lorJ• for the nelghbomood ond would have m,jor nepllv< Imp.act, on 
ne1rbv residents. ,md bu.»Msscs, traffic. Plrkins. mfrlstructure, ald thechatK1«ofrhe Mrfmnt 
areo Most impora rntv, it woutd permanentty dlmrish the community', line of sight 1nd connection 10 
the rtv<r In exchange lor an ow,.w,d luxury pro)Kt llwt pmwrit, b<nefll, lhe devetopor, not the people 
who Uve and woril here • 

The devoiopor's •rg,,mcnt is essent\illy lh>t 11,ey cannot m,je the p,ojtct finand>lt, worthwtule unless 
they build much lair,c.er than zonlna: alk>ws.. Th,t Is not a hardship - that is I profit sttM.e,v. 

Undw :zonlos laiw, v~riance.s are intended for IPBithNte hardship related to the property ltselt not for 

mulmbln& mums on - On top of 111 of tho c:oncems ....-..1111s p,o)ea. the -lopor 
..... -~ hanbhip; they ..... ...-prallr. 

n. claim 11\at tho project must be this lorp be(..,.. or ams k aim unconvlncl"I siYon that the 
property ha reportedty been OWMd for ff'IOA than ten rt•rs. The cost of recent land K,quisition Is not 

d"""'I tllls ---"· The community >hould not b< rorCll!<I to ~ ,n OVfflized luxury - ioprnont 
.imi,ly beAUSe tho ~rw,nts, l>'ltr mum. 

The sheet- maT1ber of variances requested demonstrates that thlt project does not Ht tht sft1 as currentfy 
~ - lnsu,ad of doticnl"I • project th>t respects tho neighborhood ind compllos wtth zonin«, the 
deYek>per ts a..,_ the 8olrd to w.ive mutttpe PfOl«tkmi that extst tor I re1son. 

EqU11lty troubllnc Is the a,mpaete l.,ck of affotd1ble housing In this proposal. There i), ZfRO 1fford1ble 
bouslnc beins provided while 11 the s,me ttme rhe project rHUtt5 in the k>ss of at le.st l • nisti,. 
11fotdo1>11 unas in tllo South Side - the very are, whore ,llordabilty Is noeded most. Rcplocins 
nmnly oflonloblo houslllt with 1wuy unitscrit _,.,,.dlsjllooomenl prusns •nd ,_ w-m 
less acmsslble fl:M' wottc.11, tamllft, seniors. and lofllldme rnldents. ---1-• -wllbo•tholo-ffllconRQ-rildlls_,_tllo __ .,_......,,.,..,.......,._...........,mril~-on 
p,ricln, and inhstructu.-e, and c:NnSes to the CNlracttr of the lf'!:11~ rnl Impacts thlt CMW'!Ot be 
undone onc.e consr.ructton Is complete • 

I respectfully Ufle the BorArd to ~ thest variances and require I smaller. more approD(llte proposal 
that beallr Yt'WI the exlStlnl community mMr tMn nmlmtzinl dewk,pw profit. 



Oeor Membffl of the WaMham Zonlna eoant of Appeals, 

\ am writlnc to stron1tv oppose the propgsed l~unit lu1tury denk>pment at the Watch Factory sita and 

tlM! extensive mlancts being requestod by tt,o dowlopor. 

n,1s prupo>Ol ls simply 100 larp, far the noiat,bomood and would '-major ._u .. impacts on 
nearby rosldtnts, small buslntsses. trallk. porklng, lnfnistru<llft, ond Ille dlarxtor of the rlllerfront 

•~•- Most importantly, it would permanently dlmlnilh tM community's Qne of sfcht and connection to 
tM rtwr In l'Xci'lanse for an OV'efllmd lulwry project thlt primarly beneftts the dr,,-e&oper, not~ people 

who he tnd work here. 

The dev1loper's qument is euentiaUv that thrt CJnnot mMe the project fhwlciaUy worthwhile unless 
they build much l1rwe,- than zoning allows. That is not a hardst-iip - that is a profit suateav. 

Under zoning law, varl.inccs are inte nded for legitimat• hardship relued to the property itself, not for _,__on - On tap of • I ol 1111 concamsun>Uftdlnl this projlct. the dftWloper 
hal not pnMd hlnlshlp; th•y "-prOlld p,o11t. 

The cl• lm that the pru)lct must bo this ia,.. boclust al CD<IS Is alto una,m,lndng l!lWn 1h11 the 
properw has~ been owned for more thin ten years. The cost of racent &and acquiltdon Is not 
drwlnl this proposal. Tho community should not bf lotced m aa:ept on overshed luKury development 
slfflllly ~ the de,,eloper wonts I larser mum. 

The sheer number of varilnttS requested demonstrates thM this projKt does not fit the site as currenrlv 
proposed. lnft.t of desllnlrw a project thll respects the new,t,orhood and complies witft zonlnc, ttle 

-lope• Is •sl<lng th• lloanl to wallle multiple pruteatonstllat exist Ion, rNson. 

Equally tnKtl>lnc ls the a,mpletf lack ohtlordoble hou>lnc in this pruposol. There Is ZUO otlonlablo 
tlluslng belrc provided wlllle 1t the sorn• dme tho proJect results In thf loss of• least 14 mstlng 
- UnitS In rho 5outll Side - the ft'Y a!N where •llonl1bllty is needed most. Aoplodng 
Nbdlly ollordlble hoUlingwhll luxury units on!vwo110M dls!lllament p<n>11rnand mamW•Mhem --lo< ..ting llmlles, ,enlon, ond longtme mldlnts. ----bodlnea•swllburlllo.,.,..tannco-sol!Ns-whllethe 
--... -•-IOlhl.......,.<lncnn•dco ...... n,lonof-.-on 
p,rkJng and infrastructwe, and d't1n1es to the character of the are, ue reel Impacts thlt cannot be 

undone once construction is complete. 

I respecdullv urge the Board to deny theH variances and require a unaU~r, more appropr\lte p,opoSil 
tNt better saf'\oti the ~lstln& community rather thin maxlmlzlrc devek)per profit. 

=lo<vo~or:·~!QJd 
r-,u, -.1 ~r:!i fldo.1115 ~ 
('lburAddr,ssJ 

Wolthom,MA 



Dear Members of the W.1tham Zoninl lolrd of Appeals, 

I •m writing to strorcly oppo,e the p,opo,-d 140-unlt 1UXUtY d ... lol)ment It the Wlleh flctory site Ind 

tha-n•lve variarns bolng requested by the ir,eloper. 

This proposal I~ stmply too la,ae ror the nelshborhood and would h._.. major neptNe imp.cu on 
nnrby residents, small t>uslnesHs. traffic, park ire, Infrastructure, 1nd the character of the riverfront 
area. Most lmponantty, It would permanenttv diminish the a,rnnnty's liM of sishl and ccr,nKl'ton to 
the river in e>Change for ,n ownllN lu>cury project that prlmll1ty beneflU the developer, net the people 

who 11\fe and wcrk here. 

The deve~s argument Is essentially that they cannot m;ike the projKt flnandaltv wO(thwhile unless 
they build much laraer than zonlna allows. Tnat ls not a hardship - that is :i proflt stnitiegy. 

Under zoning l.iw, v,rlances are intended for legitimate h.lrdship related to the propenv ibelf, riot for 
moximw<11 returns on l1Wesa·nent 0,1 u,p ul • 11-ul Lho caranu ............. .,_.p,Ojilct;.,._pe, 
his not pilMd llald,ltlp; !hey ..... pilMd pdlt 

The cloim that the p!l)joct- bo this larp because of costs Is also unamvlndrw pen lltat the 
..-iY tas ,-por10dly been owned !or roore thin ten years. The cost of rocant - •cqui,itlon is not 
clrlvl,w this proposol. The community should not be lora!d to •cc,pt il'1 .-.t,,d luxury -pmonl 

slmply boa1112the d"""lope, -.u a lorser mi,n. 

The sheer number ol wrilnces requested demonstrates that this prot«t d<M!5 not ftt the site u, currently 
p,oposed. 1.-ad of do..,,1"11 • pro)ect thlt respecU the neighborhood •nd a,mpllos with zoning. tho 
developer is 1•1na the 8olrd to .,.ive muh:lple protections th•t emt for ii n5Hon. 

EQuoly troubll"11 is the coffll)lol9 l•ck of aflordallle hOU>rC In tllls proposol. There i, ZERO aflordolJI• 
hoU11,w being provided whle It tho some ~me tho projlct mull In the loss ol ilt least 14 exlstl111 
alloruble units In thl 5outh Side - the very 1reo where llflordoblllty Is needed most. Replod,w 
niltllrllly lfford1iltr hollll• with ucu,y unlU only -,.ns dlsploc:ement oressure• and males W.khom lol&-lor~--Mllo,wllrM-
_and ___ _._tho'°"'"'"""-ofllllsdedslon.-the 

--.. -.-olyto111o_,.._..........,.loaof.....,.,,._on 
p.1rkins ,M infrutructu,e, and chlnaes to the ch1rac.1er of the area are real Impacts that tannot be 

undone once construction Is comptetc. 

I respectful>t urge the Beard to deny these vartanc.e1 and require a smiiller, more approprlile p1cpos1I 

thlt bftter servts the existtrc community rather than m1,dmtzlns developer profit. 

Thank you for your ccnskteradon. 

Slnm,oiy, 

(YourNameJ ~i'?J/lc J~ ('R)IM'Aodrl!SS) ' fh 
Wolthlm,MA 

& {JaJ._ ~ I t'JVSJ 



our Membln oA Ille Waltham lOnlnl llolrd of Af>peols, 

I om writ1n1 to strofll)y oppose the p..,_.i 140-unlt IUIGJ<V d ... lopnent II tho Watch Factory site and 

lho .,_,,.._ .,.r1,na,s brlnt roqUOSffll I>/ the dneloper, 

Thi> .,.,.,.so11s slffll)lv too .,.. ror the noflhborhood and -•Id haw! major neptlve Impacts on 
neart,y ~ents. sm11H businesws. tntNc, partln&, kdrutructure, and the chliraet@r of the rtWrffont 
..-.1. Most importantly, • "°"Id ~ diminish the community'• lino oA sllhl and a,nneC11on to 
the river In ecch1nce for an owrslffll luxury project tlllt prlmeritv benafib tM developer, not tM people 

who he•ndworti here. 

The dewlopet':J •rgument is: essentlaly that they cannot male the project flnandally worthwhile unless 

they build much lit1er lhitn lonlng •llows. ThDt is not a hardship - that Is• profit stratesv. 

TlltcWln-llllpn,)lct-la1'111 ..... becNaof-ll1110..-....,.penlhllllll 
-'Yhls~.._,ownetlfor mon,thlntan.,.,._ 11amltdl'ICltfll llnd~ 1111111 
clrt.qthls.,._.i. ThoClOfflinunlly-notbebudtoo«opt1nCMnilodlulalry....,._ 

llmplybecl_the_per-a la--
The sheer numberof-rtquutld dlffloM11111S lhll dis pn,ject does notlll lhl site as currenrl\l 
_,..i. 1nsreldoAdesllJ1ins• projoctlhltn,speaslhe neflhbomood ondClOfflplleswilh mninl, tho 
~lsasldni die lolrd to-mulllple pn,IKllon> INlo>d!tlora reason. 

Equally_.,.. ls tho complele lad: ol ollordible housina In this proposal. lher9 ls ZERO allonlable 
hou51nt brlns provldod whle at die ..... 11ma lhe proJKt results In the 1o5,, ol III lout 14 OldllllnC 
-unttslnlhe5au111Sldo -tboveryotawhereoflo<dabllllyls-lllOlt.Roplockla 
-.1y.-bllhoull,. wtdl luuy_onlJ__..dlspiammtnt praouraand makes Wlllhlm __ tor_._,_-.,........,anc1....-ftllldents. 
_ ........... ......,._ .................. _.._.,.dlclslon,-1111 
-...-...... lliillllrtil'L;!_!J_ ti;:p,.L..-,i~llt!,/1!!.....,_..0II 
pmc1n1 and lnhstructurr, and chan,es to the CNtamr of the a rel-11' ;.~ 1MpaCt$ ~ caiinot be 
undon~ onu constructfon Is mmplett. 

i l'l'speafully uri• tho Boord to deny these vorionc,, and r,quiro • smaller, more appropriate pn>f>OSII 
111ot bettor sem,s the oxlstlng community ralhtr thin mi>dmlllnt dewloper p10ftt. 

Thant you for your C0"5id•radon, 

Slnurely, 

!Your N1mel (; \('t~ Cic,~ l(Jet-
/YoutAddl'l'ss) I\ 11 .\n.l\ '> t- CUu )I-J1u/fl 
W1tt11am, MA l'\ul"-



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Kevin Ritcev 
Doucette Pam 
Watch Factory Variance 
Tuesday, May 19, 2026 2: 14: 13 PM 

Dear Members of the Waltham Zoning Board of Appeals and City Council Members, 

I am writing to strongly oppose the proposed 140-unit luxury development at the Watch Factory site 
and the extensive variances being requested by the developer. 

This proposal is simply too large for the neighborhood and would have major negative impacts on 
nearby residents, small businesses, traffic, parking, infrastructure, and the character of the riverfront 
area. Most importantly, it would permanently diminish the community's line of sight and connection 
to the river in exchange for an oversized luxury project that primarily benefits the developer, not the 
people who live and work here. 

The developer's argument is essentially that they cannot make the project financially worthwhile 
unless they build much larger than zoning allows. That is not a hardship - that is a profit strategy. 

Under zoning law, variances are intended for legitimate hardship related to the property itself, not 
for maximizing returns on investment. On top of all of the concerns surrounding this project, the 
developer has not proved hardship; they have proved profit. 

The claim that the project must be this large because of costs is also unconvincing given that the 
property has reportedly been owned for more than ten years. The cost of recent land acquisition is 
not driving this proposal. The community should not be forced to accept an oversized luxury 
development simply because the developer wants a larger return. 

The sheer number of variances requested demonstrates that this project does not fit the site as 
currently proposed. Instead of designing a project that respects the neighborhood and complies with 
zoning, the developer is asking the Board to waive multiple protections that exist for a reason. 

Equally troubling is the complete lack of affordable housing in this proposal. There is ZERO 
affordable housing being provided while at the same time the project results in the loss of at least 14 
existing affordable units in the South Side - the very area where affordability is needed most. 
Replacing naturally affordable housing with luxury units only worsens displacement pressures and 
makes Waltham less accessible for working families, seniors, and longtime residents. 

Residents and local small businesses will bear the long-term consequences of this decision, while the 
financial benefits go almost entirely to the developer. Increased congestion, loss of views, pressure 
on parking and infrastructure, and changes to the character of the area are real impact s that cannot 
be undone once construction is complete. The hardship related to this project is on the residents 
and they are not the ones that are applying for these variances. 

I respectfully urge the Board to deny these variances and require a smaller, more appropriate 
proposa l that better serves the existing community rat her than maximizing developer profit. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Kevin M. Ritcey 



From: Alana Morris 
To: Vizard. Joseph 
cc: Doucette. Pam 
Subject: Protesting 140 unit development next to watch factory 
Date: Friday, May 29, 2026 8:10:35 PM 

Hello, 
Please see letters attached. We strongly believe that these new developments will harm our 
neighborhood. 

Thank you for your time 

Alana Morris & Roy Nagar 
177 Adams Street, Waltham 



Sent from my iPhone 



1 am "'rltins t o Slrongl y OfJposc the ,, .-:pc,scd .LIIO: ~ n lt tu,cu r'V dev,..loprncnt; 0 1 the Watc.h J:ac.t_ol"'( site 
3nd 

fhC cxtcn.§"ive va,inncc.t bein g rcq11cs1c ct b y lhc d c.vcloper. ·rhe d evelo p er know :1; the w:,t.eh F-,ct.o"'t' \s ln 

a n o verlay zon e flt.Jt allows h o u s in g t o be 1.> 1..,ill llUT T MAT'S N O T GOOD Ef'IIOUG.,_, FOi"\ P ROJ=.t1'S. 

Th is p rop osal 1~ sim ply too la rge for t he neigh borh ood ;,1 nd w-ou1d h ave m a 1or ncgatt;:;r:::e3~1:e~~ont 
nearby rc.si~enfs, small busine sses, t,.Jm c, parking. Jn frasl ruc.ture, and the Ch<tf"ac t : a n d connectlon to 

area: M o _st rrnportanfly,. H woufd p c rm~nc ntlv d im inish the community's tin e o f sig t ,. not t he e..o \e 
the n ve r ,n e >«:hange for an o v e r sized luxu .-y p .-oj ect th.;tt p r imar ily b e n e fits the d e v e l o pe • P P 

who lfve and work h ere. 

evelo r 's af"J5ument is e ssentially that they cannot , nake t h e. pro tect f1nanch,Uv w orthwhile un\e.'!i.<s. 
The d pe I fl s Thal is- n o t a hardship - u,at. is "' pro1tt. st.rat.e gv. 
they build much larger rhan zon ng a ow • . 

. • ces •re intended for legltfmate hardship related to the property itself, not for 
U d r zomnll law, varoan ~ . . h d I 

" e . t nl On top of all of the concerns surrounding this proiect. t e eve oper 
maximizing returns on inves me · 
has not proved hardship; they have proved profit. 

The claim that the project must be this large because of costs is also unconvincing given that the 
property has reportedly been owned for more than ten years. The cost of recent land acquisition is not 
driving this proposal. The community should not be forced to accept an oversized luxury development 
simply because the developer wants a larger return. 

The sheer number of variances requested demonstrates that this project does not fit the site as currently 
proposed. Instead of designing a project that respects the neighborhood and complies with zoning, the 
developer is asking the Board to waive multiple protections that exist fo r a reason. 

Equally troubling is the complete lack of affordable housing in this proposal. There is ZERO affo rdable 
housing being provided while at the same time the project results in the loss of at least 14 existing 
affordable units in the South Side - the very area where affordability is needed most. Replacing 
naturally affordable housing with luxury units only worsens displacement pressures and makes Waltham 
less accessible for working families, seniors, and longtime residents. 

Residents and local small businesses will bear the long-term consequences of this decision, while the 
financial benefits go almost entirely to the developer. Increased congestion, loss of views, 1nessufe on 

parking and infrastructure, and changes to the character of the area are real impacts that cannot be 
undone once construction is comple te. 

I respectfully urge the Board to deny these variances and require a smaller, more appropriate propo!.a\ 
that better serves the existing community rather than maximizing developer profit. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sin~ly, £~ 
{Yo'J:-N~ 6 b_yr, L, . .J> Q..-J 

{Your Address] ::i.J... M/JJ(et11 IZ-- ff ve,. 
Waltham, MA 
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Dear Members of the Waltham Zoning Board of Appeals, 

I am writing to strongly oppose the proposed 140-unit luxury development at the Watch Factory site and 

the extensive variances being requested by the developer. The developer knows the Watch Factory is in 

an overlay zone that allows housing to be built BUT THAT'S NOT GOOD ENOUGH FOR PROFITS. 

This proposal is simply too large for the neighborhood and would have major negative impacts on 

nearby residents, small businesses, traffic, parking, infrastructure, and the character of the riverfront 

area. Most importantly, it would permanently diminish the community's line of sight and connection to 

the river in exchange for an oversized luxury project that primarily benefits the developer, not the people 
who live and work here. 

The developer's argument is essentially that they cannot make the project financially worthwhile unless 

they build much larger than zoning allows. That is not a hardship - that is a profit strategy. 

Under zoning law, variances-are intended for legitimate hardship related to the property itself, not for 

maximizing returns on investment. On top of all of the concerns surrounding this project, the developer 
has not proved hardship; they have proved profit. 

The claim that the project must be this large because of costs is also unconvincing given that the 

property has reportedly been owned for more than ten years. The cost of recent land acquisition is not 

driving this proposal. The community should not be forced to accept an oversized luxury development 
simply because the developer wants a larger return. 

The sheer number of variances requested demonstrates that this project does not fit the site as currently 

proposed. Instead of designing a project that respects the neighborhood and complies with zoning, the 

developer is asking the Board to waive multiple protections that exist for a reason. 

Equally troubling is the complete lack of affordable housing in this proposal. There is ZERO affordable 

housing being provided while at the same time the project results in the loss of at least 14 existing 

affordable units in the South Side - the very area where affordability is needed most. Replacing 

naturally affordable housing with luxury units only worsens displacement pressures and makes Waltham 
less accessible for working families, seniors, and longtime residents. 

Residents and local small businesses will bear the long-term consequences of this decision, while the 

financial benefits go almost entirely to the developer. Increased congestion, loss of views, pressure on 

parking and infrastructure, and changes to the character of the area are real impacts that cannot be 
undone once construction is complete. 

I respectfully urge the Board to deny these variances and require a smaller, more appropriate proposal 

that better serves the existing community rather than maximizing developer profit. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

[Your Name] c/4-yce..- Ga.nrelcc 
[Your Address] Jo 7 LI n co/n S/ree-f­
Waltham, MA (!Zyq 

G3Ai 383 tl 
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Dear Members of the Waltham i!o1\ll1s Doard of Appeals, 

1 am writing to stro,;gty opi')ose the proposed uo-unlt luxury develoi,ment stthe Watch Faeforv site and 
the extensive variances bel11g requested by the developer. · · ·· 

This proposalls simply too large for the nelghborhood and would hav11 major negative lmpai:tt (ln ·.· . 
nearby :residents, small bush1esses, traffic, parking, Infrastructure, and the character of the rWerfr<Ynt. 
area. Most l1nportantW, it would permaliently diminish the community's fine ofslght and ooii.neettcm to 
thel'tver 11, exchange for an overslted luxury project that primarily benehb the developer, riotthe pe,,ptEr: 
who live 1md work here, 

. ',' .·.',• 

The developer's argu111ent is essentially that they cannot make the project hnanclally worthwftileunles~ < 
they build much latgerthan zoning allows. That Is not II hardship - that is a profit strategy,.· · 

Under zof'llflg law, variances are intended for legitimate hardship related to the property itself, n<>tfor 
. il\llXii'nli1nfg returns on investment. on top of a 11.of the concerns surrounding: ttm, project; thtdm'Ff~~lii, 

has not ,provl\\tl htmlshlp; they have proved profit. . . " .. 

·. The .t:lalm that the project must be this large because of costs is also unconvincing given that the 
j)r(IJ)e/ty has reportedly be.en owned for more than ten years. The cost of recenfland acquisition is not 

· driving this ,proposal. The community should not be forced to accept an oversized luxury development· 
;slmp/ybetause the developer wants a larger return. 
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ttie sheer number of variances requested demonstrates that this project does not fit the site as ¢1.1rr~J~ · 
pr!lposed. ,Instead of designing a projectthat respects the neighborhood and complies with :aoninif, i~f;; ... 

. -0,ve'lop.erisas'king the Board to waive multiple protections that exist for a reason, 

· · .. •~gJatlytroubling is the complete lack of affordable housing in this proposaL There isZEROiiffutdabl~ 
.. <> ho~siAgbelngprovidedwhile at the same time the project results in the loss of at teast 14el<.~~>\ .· 
· .. \ ,aff.or,11b]e units in the South Side.- the very area where affordabiHty is needed most; [ler>la~inwrc ;•/ . . ·. ~,t .. ral(r.~ffc,rdable housing with Jyxury units only worsens displa(:eme(\tpressures an~ ~a~s Wal~~\ 
'/Ae$$i!~!le$$!bleforworking families, ~eniors, and longtim!! residerit$. .· .. ·· .·. . .· , / ·· · 
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From: Doucette Pam 
To: 
Cc: mconnors@connors!aws com 
Subject: FW: [IslandNeighborhood] proposed high rise luxury housing at the Watch Factory 

Friday, May 29, 2026 11:50:15 AM Date: 

From: Julie <juliesueb@comcast.net> 

Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2026 8:52 PM 

To: Joan Friedman <joan.friedman2003@gmail.com>; Vizard, Joseph <jvizard@city.waltham.ma.us>; 

Doucette, Pam <pdoucet te@city.waltham.ma.us> 

Cc: Island Neighborhood Association of Waltham <lslandNeighborhood@googlegroups.com>; Mayor 

<mayor@city.waltham.ma.us> 

Subject: Re: [lslandNeighborhood) proposed high rise luxury housing at the Watch Factory 

I agree Joan. Thank you fo r sending this out. 

On 5/27/2026 8:21 PM, Joan Friedman wrote: 

To the Zoning Board and City Council, 

As a resident of the Island neighborhood: the proposed new luxury high rise 

on the Waltham Watch Factory property is a bad idea. Approving a stack of 

variances for it would be a mistake. 

The city's 10% requirement for affordable housing in new buildings is a bare 

minimum, not an inconvenience to be brushed aside with a payment. The 

developer's claim in the Waltham Times that the units will ease Waltham's 

housing crisis? Nope. Our need is for affordable housing for our young 

people starting out in life, not for luxury units. No one who can afford luxury 

housing is currently ill-housed in any way. 

The proposed seven stories amount to a skyscraper in this neighborhood. 

Justifying that by pointing to the height of the tippy top of the watch tower 

would be a joke if it were not a real attempt to push through a project that 

violates multiple sensible zoning laws, neighborhood aesthetics and actual 

housing needs. 

No one will move into these apartments to spend all day enjoying the river 

view that would be taken away from neighbors uphill. 140 units would add a 

large number of cars to current traffic on Crescent St and Prospect St. 



Prospect St is already at a crawl during much of the day. Plus, the street has 

frequent road repairs necessitated by the already heavy usage. 

In short, I urge you to tell the developers to return when they have a plan that 

meets all zoning requirements and will enhance Waltham life, not degrade it. 

Sincerely, 

Joan Friedman 

51 Riverview Ave 

Waltham 

You received this message because you are subscribed to the Google 

Groups "Island Neighborhood Association of Waltham" group. 

To unsubscribe from this group and stop receiving emails from it, send an 

email to lslandNeighborhood+unsubscribe@googlegroups.com. 

To view this discussion visit 

https://groups.google.com/d/msgid/lslandNeighborhood/CAEHSW1F18x%3 

Do8dWGMf3k JyTHbGZ9tRNB8K8aC3P1 Ev UxJ1A%40mail.gmajl.com. 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

~ 
Vizard. Joseph: Doucette Pam 
140-unit luxury development at the Watch Factory 

Thursday, May 28, 2026 12:05:49 AM 

Dear Members of the Waltham Zoning Board of Appeals, 

I am writing to strongly oppose the proposed 140-unit luxury development at the Watch Factory site and the 
extensive variances being requested by the developer. The proposal is simply too large for the neighborhood and 
would have major negative impacts on nearby residents, traffic, parking, infrastructure, and the character of the 
riverfront area. 

Approving this project sets a terrible precedent akin to the recent decision by the Waltham Historical Commission 
allowing for the demolition of35 Woerd Ave, whereby a buyer decided the historic home they purchased in a 
private sale didn't meet their needs. Why is it OK for individuals/developers to come into historic neighborhoods 
and decide they're going to change the look and feel of it without regard for the impact on the existing community 
and its resources? 

I respectfully urge the Board to deny any variances on this project and encourage the developer to provide a 
proposal w ith a smaller footprint, which is inclusive of affordable housing, as to avoid negatively impacting nearby 
residents, traffic, parking, infrastructure, and the riverfront area. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Bruce A. Reynolds 

4 Riverview Ave, Waltham 02453 
917-414-9284 



From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 

ajcc29@verizon net 
Doucette Pam 
Councillors 
Watch factory apartments 
Wednesday, May 27, 2026 11:04:02 AM 

I cannot attend the ZBA meeting on June 2nd. 

I want to express my thoughts against this project. 

I have lived on Ash St. since 1996, obviously a lot of changes have happened. Some for the 
better of the neighborhood but many have produced no benefit to this neighborhood. 

Most of the changes have increased traffic in the area. With an additional 140 new apartments 
this area will be gridlock. There are times during the day that I know not to drive anywhere as 
you can ' t get thru Crescent St and forget about Prospect St which is at a standstill at these 
times. 

I read an article in the Waltham Times praising this project stating the Watch Factory has too 
many parking spots which are unused. Why don' t they offer parking to all of the renters in the 
many multi family homes that do not provide enough parking for their tenants. These tenants 
park all over this area at times blocking driveways. 

The article also mentioned proposed traffic calming measures! While I praise the addition of 
safer crosswalks, to think that adding on street parking will make Crescent St safer is a laugh. 
On street parking on all of the area streets have not made this area safer. Cars still speed in the 
area and continue to go up wrong way streets. 

This neighborhood has dealt with a lot of issues over the years, most not addressed at all. Fitch 
School is one of them. Although it has finally come down we are now left with an empty 
space for what I understand could be 5-10 years!! 

Please consider my concerns as you vote on this project. 

Thank You 
Carol LeBlanc 
29 Ash St 

Sent from the all new AOL app for iOS 



Kathleen Horrigan 
14 Hamblin Road 
Waltham, MA 02453 
Horrik4@yahoo.com 
May 18, 2026 

Dear Waltham City Council Members and Zoning Board Members, 

I am writing in opposition to the proposed building of an additional 140 units at the Watch 
Factory. The south side of Waltham is already far too dense and faces traffic congestion and 
parking nightmares. 

This proposal will only increase traffic congestion and parking shortages. We will also lose 
visibility to the Charles River and sunlight to neighbors. 

Please consider a scaled down version of the plans for this site. We should not allow 
developers to build large just to maximize their profits. South side neighborhoods should be 
preserved. 

Sincerely, 

Kathleen Horrigan 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Deanna Goldner 
Yizard Joseph: Doucette Pam 
Proposed Luxury Development at Watch Factory Site 

Tuesday, May 26, 2026 3:34:34 PM 

Dear Members of the Waltham Zoning Board of Appeals, 

I am writing to strongly oppose the proposed 140-unit luxury development at the Watch 
Factory site and the extensive variances being requested by the developer. 

I am seriously concerned about the traffic patterns and safety of pedestrians that such a large 
influx would cause in this neighborhood. The neighborhood already has dangerous traffic 
patterns and poor visibility, and a lack of safe sightlines for crossing for the many pedestrians 
in the area. We really cannot handle the increased congestion and pressure on the existing 
infrastructure without adequate safeguards in place. At the very least, a traffic light to exit the 
watch factory, and better pedestrian sightlines for crossing at existing crosswalks need to be 
added. Scaling back the size of the front of the building, and moving it further back from the 
road would also be needed. The lack of affordable housing included in the project is also a 
concern of mine. 

I respectfully urge the Board to deny the variances requested, and require a smaller, more 
appropriate proposal that better serves the existing community and puts safety and 
affordability first, over maximizing developer profit. 

Thank you for your consideration, 
Deanna 

Deanna Goldner Britton 
19 Orange Street #2 
Waltham, MA 02453 

www liokedin,com/pub/deanna-goldner/25/15b/788/ 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Doucette Pam 

FW: [walthamma] Proposal for 140 Units at Watch Factory (Sent by Channing Page, cmpage@mail.com) 
Tuesday, May 26, 2026 12:13:55 PM 

From: Contact form at walthamma <cmsmailer@civicplus.com> 

Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2026 4:18 PM 

To: Doucette, Pam <pdoucette@city.waltham.ma.us> 

Subject: [walthamma] Proposal for 140 Units at Watch Factory (Sent by Channing Page, 

cmpage@mail.com) 

Hello pdoucette, 

Channing Page (cmpage@maiJ.com) has sent you a message via your contact form 
(https·//www.citywaltham.ma.us/users/pdoucette/contact) at walthamma. 

If you don't want to receive such e-mails, you can change your settings at 
https·//www.city,waltham,ma.us/user/J 41 /edit. 

Message: 

To Members of the Zoning Board of Appeals: 

I am writing to oppose the current proposal for 140 units of luxury housing at The Watch 
Factory site. 
I would welcome development at an appropriate scale, and in a format that aligns with the 
character of the neighborhood, but the existing proposal has neither of those qualities. 

It is unreasonable that the proposed building should nearly double the size of the Watch 
Factory in much less space. The scale is too intense, and would bring repercussions to traffic, 
parking, noise, and public access that would be deleterious to the neighborhood. Architects 
and designers are clever people; they could readily propose a more reasonably scaled 
development that would consider the community interests more closely. If the developer paid 
too much for the parcel to secure the preferred profit margin, that would be a pity for them, but 
that would not be a problem for Waltham's South Side to have to solve. 

Zoning regulations exist for a reason - to preserve qualities that the community values. 
Variances from those regulations reflect an effort to cut corners at the expense of those 
values . .. at the expense of the neighbors. I therefore urge you to deny the variances requested 
by the developer. 

The proposal for 140 units would intensify the problem of congestion in the South Side. 
- The proportions of the building are hulking 
o they would create visual crowding by blocking views of the river 
o they would create visual crowding with reduced setbacks from the streets and the waterfront 
o the reduced setbacks would reduce open areas 



- The proposal would compound the problem of parking congestion 
o the proposal would eliminate existing parking places along the river (it retains public spaces, 
but eliminates private spots ... where will those drivers go?) 
o the proposal does not add sufficient spaces on site 
o human nature favors convenience, and new residents would prefer to park closest to their 
homes, taking available street spaces, causing a ripple effect as other existing cars move to 
spaces up the hill 
o the suggestion of adding parallel parking to nearby city streets would increase congestion 
there. The proposal should be self-contained, and not expect the community to manage the 
proposal's shortcuts. 

- The proposal would increase traffic on Crescent Street 
o Cars for 140 units would bring additional noise, pollution and traffic to a two-lane 
residential street 
o 140 units would create demand for Uber pick-ups and food delivery 
o There is no public transportation available 

The proposal would reduce neighborhood access to the river 
- One of the walking paths to the river would be eliminated 
- The building would block views of the river 

The proposal does not match the character of the neighborhood 
- In an area with mixed economic incomes, the proposal separates itself from the 
neighborhood by declining to include affordable units. The allocation of 10% of the units to 
affordable housing would create a long-lasting resource for residents with lower incomes, 
compared to the one-time payout of compensation to the City that is currently proposed, which 
would immediately dissipate. 

With these misgivings in mind, I urge the Board to deny the requests from the developer, 
thereby compelling the designers to bring a more reasonable, more sensitive alternative to the 
Board for consideration. 

Channing Page 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

MLW 
Doucette Pam; Vizard. Joseph 

In opposition to the proposed development of 140 units at the Watch Factory 
Thursday, May 21, 2026 1:06:50 PM 

To the Waltham ZBA and City Counci l: 

Despite my vigorous support for more housing in Waltham, I am writing to express concerns about the proposed 
140-unit development at the Waltham Watch Factory site. 

First, the variances being sought are eye-opening. ft's not just the unusual number (at least five, as I understand it). 
It's that there is such an expectation that the granting of those variances is a rubber stamp. That the developer is 
owed these variances and will be injured if they aren't obtained, because they need this to maximize the value of that 
parcel. 

Now I certainly have no business telling the ZBA what the purpose of zoning ordinances is; they surely understand 
that better than I ever will. So I won't try. And I certainly won't suggest that the availability of variances isn't 
important; it surely is. The entire South Side is one big variance. Instead, I'll ask: how many variances is too many? 
Why are variances supposed to be granted? Is this why? This project... is this what variances are for? Because I feel 
like maybe it isn't. 

Second, I am deeply unhappy about the proposal for Berkeley Investments to contribute 20% of their project budget 
to the city in lieu of affordable housing. As I understand it, this is a loophole that the city council has already 
discussed closing. 

But there's also a math problem with that. As I understand it, the minimum target for affordable units is 20% of 
units. Suppose the project were going to cost $100 and they were making 20% of units affordable. 20% of the 
project amount would be $20. But, instead, they propose spending $80 and making a 20% contribution to the city. 
That's only $16. 

Similarly, the $4.2M figure is 20% of a roughly $2 1 M budget. If the city is going to take the developer's money in 
lieu of affordable units, it should be 20% of a budget *including the contribution*. That would be equal to 25% of 
the $21M, or about $5.25 million. At a minimum. $21M for development (80%) and $5.25 for affordable housing 
(20%). 

The $21M development cost also zero-values the land because they already own it. Does anyone think that land is 
worthless? No. The value of that land is part of the cost of the project whether they paid for it today or 10 years ago. 
If we're really going to let them buy their way out of that obl igation, let's have 20% of that, too, please. 

Similarly, if this project is 140 units, none of which are affordable, then this project should create a total of 175 
units: 140 market rate (80%) and 35 affordable (20%). Is that the figure being used? Or did the exact same math 
trick again and claim that it's only 28 (20% of 140)? 

Does the city have a viable plan in hand to create 35 affordable units from $4.2M? $120,000 each? Including the 
land costs? ls that even remotely feasible? If not, that's because it's simply not enough. 

This project and all the variances and exemptions it's seeking strike me as just another example of "laws are only 
suggestions if you have enough money." 

Our home on the South Side is very small. We could really use some extra space. I've been thinking about having 
plans drawn up to extend all the way out to the property line, square off the attic to full ceiling height, and add a 
rooftop deck. Bottom line, we just won't be maximizing the value of the land we've already invested in without 
doing that. I certainly hope that the variances for that project would meet exactly the same amount of success as 
these do. 



Of course, if these variances aren't granted, that would be a good sign that I should take a step back and see what I 
could do instead that would fit better within ordinances and zoning restrictions that represent the big picture view of 
making our community grow and thrive together. Maybe I would still need a variance due to some unintended 
consequence of the rules, but that1s what they're for, right? Not this. 

Sincerely, 
Jeff Wheelhouse 
234 Ash St 
Waltham MA 02453 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Doucette. Pam 
ZM 
FW: Watch Factory - 140 unit proposed development 
Tuesday, May 26, 2026 11:22:44 AM 

From: John Pizzi <pzonline@rcn.com> 

Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2026 3:33 PM 

To: Doucette, Pam <pdoucette@city.waltham.ma.us> 

Cc: Harris, Cathyann <charris@city.waltham.ma.us> 

Subject: Watch Factory - 140 unit proposed development 

To: Zoning Board of Appeals Clerk - P. Doucette 

RE: Watch Factory-140 unit Luxury Housing 

As a 51 year resident, property owner and registered voter residing at #34 Robbins Street, I wish to 
express my firm opposition to the proposed development of a 140 unit luxury apartment building on 
the Waltham Watch Factory site. 

The building, as proposed, is over 74 feet in height to the average grade of the site and built only 10 
feet setback from the street line on Crescent Street. A bu ilding of that height and locat ion would be 
out of scale with t he residential neighborhood and not in-keeping with the historic look of the 
nineteenth century original Wa ltham Watch buildings. 

The building, as proposed, would cause irreparable and long lasting difficulties, and damage to the 
character of the residential community. 

In addition to those concerns, the proposed development would cause neighborhood residents to 
be burdened with parking shortages, an increase in density, an increase in traffic congestion, and 
resulting in the approval of several variances to zoning laws. 

I will not be available to attend the hastily prepared "Community Drone Event" on Thursday, May 

21
5
\ at the Watch Factory, due to familial medical obligations ..... however, I firmly expect to attend 

all related ZBA events, and City Council meetings, to show my opposition to the proposed 
development. 

Respectfully you rs, 

John T. Pizzi (former Sr. Engineering Inspector) Retired 
34 Robbins Street 
Waltham, MA 



From: l2b.n...£iili 
To: Doucette. Pam 
Subject: Watch Factory - 140 unit proposed development 

Date: Monday, June 1, 2026 4:03:35 PM 

To: Zoning Board of Appeals Clerk - P Doucette 

RE: Watch Factory - 140 unit Luxury Housing 

As a 51 year resident, property owner and registered voter residing at #34 Robbins Street, I wish to 
express my firm opposition to the proposed development of a 140 unit luxury apartment building on 
the Waltham Watch Factory site. 

The building, as proposed, is over 74 feet in height to the average grade of t he site and built only 10 
feet setback from the street line on Crescent Street . A building of that height and location would be 
out of scale with the residential neighborhood and not in-keeping with the historic look of the 
nineteenth century original Waltham Watch buildings. 

The building, as proposed, would cause irreparable and long lasting difficulties, and damage to the 
character of the residential community. 

In addition to those concerns, the proposed development would cause neighborhood residents to 
be burdened with parking shortages, an increase in density, an increase in traffic congestion, and 
resulting in the approval of several variances to zoning laws. 

I will not be available to attend the ZBA meeting on June 2nd at Government Center due to medical 
concerns .... . however, if necessary, I firmly intend to express my opposition to the proposed 
development during the next relative City Council meeting. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Glenda M. Pizzi 
34 Robbins Street 
Waltham, MA 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Doucette. Pam 
ZBA 
FW: Luxury condo units at watch City 

Tuesday, May 19, 2026 12:11:51 PM 

From: Celestina Cimino <salisadancer@yahoo.com> 

Sent: Sunday, May 17, 2026 7:26 AM 

To: Doucette, Pam <pdoucette@city.wa ltham.ma.us> 

Subject: Luxury condo units at watch City 

I live on corner of Adams and Robbins Street in Waltham. The purpose of th is email is to 

tell you that I am not in favor of the 140 additional luxury condo units that is being 

planned for the watch City parking garage area. The area is short on parking spaces now 

and this will make it much worse. 140 units is just too many for this area . Traffic is 

already bad and again I think this will make it much worse. When I talk to my neighbors 

they feel the same way. Please represent our wishes in this matter thank you very much 

best regards 

Yours sincerely, 

Celestina Cimino 

Yahoo Mail: Search. Organize. Conquer 



From: 

To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Doucette. Pam 
lM 
FW: NO to Watch City building proposal 
Tuesday, May 19, 2026 12:17:53 PM 

From: Hana X <hana23.png@gmail.com> 

Sent: Sunday, May 17, 2026 9:37 AM 

To: Vizard, Joseph <jvizard@city.waltham.ma.us>; Doucette, Pam <pdoucette@city.waltham.ma.us> 

Subject: NO to Watch City building proposal 

To whom it may concern, 

I am 100% AGAINST the building proposal for the Watch City site. This is a 

proposed decimation of the functioning of our town that has ZERO upside to city 

residents. The appeal of Waltham comes from our ability to be a functioning city while 

remaining close to nature and retaining the ability to enjoy quiet, comfortable living. If 

the ZBA approves this proposal, this will lead to disgusting levels of congestion on and 

around Crescent st, which already has a multitude of unresolved issues, including 

traffic, limited parking availability, road rage, and acccidents. We already have severe 

traffic congestion problems in South Waltham, making it nearly impossible to travel in 

and out of the city during peak traffic hours; Adding an additional 140 units to an 

overesized building would put traffic into hyperdrive, pushing congestion further down 

our streets and making it horribly stressful for residents to come in and out of our 

homes. Adding a building that towers over the city will also take the visual appeal of the 

area down to 0, blocking sunlight and nature views, and making our quiet city more 

closely resemble the ugliness and overdensity of Boston buildings. 

As a resident currently living on Crescent St, I am beyond repulsed by this proposal, and 

cannot overestate how enraged I am. This would ruin our neighborhood permanently in a 

way that could not be reversed. Particularly during a time of housing crisis it is especially 

abhorrent that this kind of luxury housing is being proposed with absolutely no 

affordable housing included. My disappointment in the ZBA for even considering this 

proposal is immeasurable. 

This project MUST be scaled down to fit the neighborhood without permanent 

community devastation. Think about the long term impacts to current residents in 

this community. DO NOT ruin what we are fighting so desperately to preserve in favor of 

a luxury housing money grab. 

Sincerly, 



Hana Ajalat (a deeply displeased resident) 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Doucette earn 
Zoning Board of Appeals 

FW: [walthamma] Berkeley investments 261 Crescent St. (Sent by Greg Leblanc, walthamauto@outlook.com) 

Monday, May 4, 2026 2:47:39 PM 

From: Contact form at walthamma <cmsmailer@civicplus.com> 

Sent: Thursday, April 30, 2026 3:06 AM 

To: Doucette, Pam <pdoucette@city.waltham.ma.us> 

Subject: [walthamma] Berkeley investment s 261 Crescent St. (Sent by Greg Leblanc, 

walthamauto@outlook.com) 

Hello pdoucette, 

Greg Leblanc (walthamauto@outlook.com) has sent you a message via your contact form 
(https:Uwww city.waltham.ma.us/users/pdoucette/contact) at walthamma. 

If you don't want to receive such e-mails, you can change your settings at 
https://www.city.waltham.ma.us/user/l 4 l/edit. 

Message: 

My name is Gregory LeBlanc. I am the owner of GBL Crescent Realty trust which owns the 
property at 275 279 and 281 Crescent St. which abut this proposed development. I am against 
this project. back in November 2024 the day before their first Neighbourhood meeting I met 
with Berkeley president Young Park and his employee Esther Byun. We went over to the 
proposed site and I suggested that they put their building in their rear lot and another level of 
parking on their parking deck. Mr Park stated to me he didn' t want to do that because his 
tenants would not be able to see the river I suggested that my tenants wouldn' t see the river 
nor the neighbors and that was unfair. I went to that Neighbourhood meeting and suggested 
my opposition to the project. two months later he went to the city of Waltham and offered $4 
million to the affordable housing fund, in lieu of, putting any affordable units on his property. 
to me This seems like he' s buying his special permit to do his project. since then through my 
attorneys we've tried to mediate my initial plan of where the building should be in another 
level of parking on the deck, Berkeley's response from their Boston attorneys was a less then 
friendly letter. they talk at these meetings that there's a 50 foot buffer from the river to 
develop anything but if you look at Cooper Street they did the same apartments on the 
Riverwalk so yes, it can be done. at the last ZBA meeting last month, their attorney stated that 
if they weren 't allowed to build this, it was a hardship on them. They don't seem to understand 
the hardships This is causing myself and the other people in this neighborhood I went to a 
neighborhood meeting tonight and they still stick with their initial plan. Don't acknowledge of 
the parking problems in the neighborhood and the traffic .they come to these meetings with 
paid engineers that are going to promote their idea. I can tell you firsthand I'm down here 
every day and those two are going to be big problems. Traffic and parking the relief that 
they' re looking for through the board of zoning of appeals with setbacks should not be 
allowed both on my property and on the sidewalk level. This building if built will change the 
neighborhood and not for the better. We are a 70 year business that has been providing a 



valuable service to the city removing cars that have been involved in accidents or other 
incidents in storing them on our property. My dad started the business in the 50s and after his 
untimely death in 1995 I took over the operation. I have not changed anything that my dad 
started to do at my property. growing up at this location, The Watch factory was always 
industrial and other types of businesses there it wasn't till the mid 2000s that Berkeley 
changed the usage to residential at this site at that time I did not oppose it because I knew the 
building needed to be used for something and when they propose to put the parking deck next 
to my building, I did not oppose to it, but what they're trying to do now will change the whole 
overlay of this area and it should not be allowed. this whole project is about greed and nothing 
else. I have apartments on my site as well as other landlords in the city and we provide 
affordable housing. These people offer $4 million to the city and not one affordable unit on 
their Property. I would humbly ask the board to reject this project. It is not a good thing for 
Crescent Street or this area. Thank you very much. 



From: 
To: 

Subject: 
Date: 

Doucette. Pam 
zoning Board of Appeals 
FW: [walthamma] Proposed crescent Street development (Sent by Lisa wise, Lisa1992@gmail.com) 

Monday, May 4, 2026 2:46:53 PM 

From: Contact form at walthamma <cmsmailer@civicplus.com> 

Sent: Wednesday, April 29, 2026 9:42 PM 

To: Doucette, Pam <pdoucette@city.waltham.ma.us> 

Subject: [walthamma] Proposed crescent Street development (Sent by Lisa wise, 

Lisa1992@gmail.com) 

Hello pdoucette, 

Lisa wise (Lisa! 992@gmai l.com) has sent you a message via your contact form 
(https·//www.city.waltham.ma.us/users/pdoucette/contact) at walthamma. 

If you don't want to receive such e-mails, you can change your settings at 
https ://www .city. waltham .ma.us/user/ 141 /edit. 

Message: 

Hello, 
I'm writing to you to voice my opposition to the proposed development on crescent street as it 
will add to the traffic congestion in the area creating more dangerous situations with increase 
in accidents and possible pedestrian strikes as well as taking up parking spaces in the area that 
are hard to come by as it is. The height of the building will also block views of the river from 
that area as well. I'm sure there is a more suited parcel for the proposed development nearby. 
Thank you for your attention in this matter. 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 

Date: 

Doucette. earn 
Zoning Board of Appeals 

FW: [walthamma] Apartments at Watch City Garage crescent St. (Sent by brian doherty, 
bmdoherty23@gmail.com) 

Monday, May 4, 2026 2:46:23 PM 

From: Contact form at walthamma <cmsmailer@civicplus.com> 

Sent: Wednesday, April 29, 2026 6:14 PM 

To: Doucette, Pam <pdoucette@city.waltham.ma.us> 

Subject: [walthamma] Apartments at Watch City Garage crescent St. (Sent by brian doherty, 
bmdoherty23@gmail.com) 

Hello pdoucette, 

brian doherty (bmdoherty23@gmail.com) has sent you a message via your contact form 
(https://www.city.waltham.ma. us/users/pdoucette/contact) at walthamma. 

If you don't want to receive such e-mails, you can change your settings at 
https://www.city.waltham.ma.us/user/141 /edit. 

Message: 

Dear ZBA Board 

I am a resident of Waltham and i am in support of denying the variance for the proposed 140 
unit apartment building on the current Watch City Lofts property. 

This is not the neighborhood for this type of apartment building. They want to build a 140 unit 
apa11ment building with no parking spaces avai lable on a already busy street will only create 
grid lock. This street is filled with off street parking issues without this apa11ment complex and 
to add to it would only increase the pressure on current residents to find parking. If the 
variance is granted and when the watch factory and the apartment building are at full capacity 
traffic and parking will be a complete nightmare. 

I respectfully ask that you deny the appeal of the builders. 

Thank you for your time. 
Brian Doherty 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 

Date: 

Contact form at walthamrna 
Doucette. Pam 
[walthamma] Berkeley investments 261 Crescent St. Waltham mass (Sent by Lucas A Taddeo III, 
taddeo7024@yahoo.com) 

Monday, May 4, 2026 9:06:28 AM 

Hello pdoucette, 

Lucas A Taddeo III (taddeo7024@yahoo.com) has sent you a message via your contact form 
(https ://www .city.waltham.ma.us/users/pdoucette/contact) at walthamma. 

If you don't want to receive such e-mails, you can change your settings at 
https:Uwww.city.waltham.ma.us/user/141 /edit. 

Message: 

Dear Pamela , I am writing to express my strong opposition to this proposed Berkeley 
investment housing development. While I understand, there' s a need for housing in our city, I 
believe this project would have a detrimental impact on our community . First and foremost, 
the proposed development is simply too large for our area. The increase in population density 
will put a strain on our already over burdened infrastructure , leading to increased traffic, 
congestion, noise, pollution, and the strain on our public services. Also , the construction of 
this project would result in significant environmental damage, destroying natural habitats and 
putting wildlife at risk. I strongly encourage you to reconsider this proposed housing 
development. while I recognize the need for housing, I believe this project is simply not the 
right fit for our neighborhood .. thank you for your attention to this matter sincerely, Lucas 
Taddeo III 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Contact form at walthamma 

Doucette Pam 
[walthamma] Berkley investments 261 crescent st (Sent by James Mayo, Jmayo.sales@hotmail.com) 

Monday, April 27, 2026 4:44:24 PM 

Hello pdoucette, 

James Mayo (Jmayo.sales@hotmail.com) has sent you a message via your contact form 
(https ://www.cjty.waltham.ma.us/users/pdoucette/contact) at walthamma. 

If you don't want to receive such e-mails, you can change your settings at 
https://www.city.waltham.ma.us/user/141 /edit. 

Message: 

In regards to the project at this location there are numerous issues that could be overlooked. 
Besides the size of the building and amount of units compared to available parking is a big 
impact to the neighborhood. In relationship to construction the building will be erected on 
partial wet land and this would require likely piles driven into ground. This process will 
disturb the silt in the river which is known to have contaminated debris from a former body 
shop and transmission shop that were known for disposal of hazardous waste on the site. As 
far as permanent underground contamination from the former Waltham Chrome Plating 
company This type of contamination is basically "capped". And disturbance of the ground 
would expose the contaminated soil. Removing such soils has guidelines that must be 
followed and testing I had been a site engineer in heavy construction and worked with the 
Army Corps of Engineers. At the Super Fund site in Watertown at the arsenal project. I was 
trained and educated by the Army Corps on various hazardous waste and proper disposal 
When testing the river in proximity to the site it had depleted uranium and various chemicals 
that could not be cleaned up as the silt would be disturbed and move down stream. This is 
exactly the same case in the Watch Factory contamination. And disturbed ground by 
uncapping and or the pounding vibration from pile driving would impact the area around and 
downstream. There are cans or liquid that were discovered and automobiles in the river. 
Primary Contaminants and Pollutants from Chrome plating operations 
Hexavalent Chromium (Cr(VI)): A highly toxic, carcinogenic mist released when bubbles 
form in plating tanks and burst, releasing Cr(VI) into the air. 
PFAS (Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances): Used in chemical fume suppressants to reduce 
surface tension and control Cr(VI) air emissions, PF AS are now recognized as a persistent 
contaminant in the industry. 
Other Heavy Metals: Lead, cadmium, and cyanides are commonly used in the process and can 
pose severe environmental hazards. 
Bath Impurities: Iron, copper, aluminum, nickel, zinc, and chlorides are metallic impurities 
that can accumulate, degrading bath quality and potentially causing environmental issues. 
Trivalent Chromium (Cr(III)): A common impurity formed by the reduction of hexavalent 
chrome, which can hinder plating, though it is less toxic than Cr(VI). 
Finishing and Coating 
Finishing and Coating 
+7 
Environmental and Health Risks 
Air Pollution: Chromium compounds are classified as hazardous air pollutants (HAPs), with 
many facilities located near residential areas and schools. 



Wastewater Hazards: Wastewater containing Cr(VI) must be treated and reduced to less toxic 
trivalent chromium before disposal. 
Health Hazards: Acute and chronic exposure can lead to lung cancer, asthma, skin ulcers, and 
organ damage. As in the site in Watertown and Waltham they are described as uncleanable 
and left undisturbed was the only solution. Thank you for consideration in this matter. 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Contact form at walthamma 
Doucette. Pam 
[walthamma] Berkley Investments Project 261 Crescent Street, (Sent by Wayne F. Brasco Sr., wbrasco@aol.com) 
Thursday, April 23, 2026 5:10:43 PM 

Hello pdoucette, 

Wayne F . Brasco Sr.(wbrasco@ao).com) has sent you a message via your contact form 
(https://www.city,waltham.ma.us/users/pdoucette/contact) at walthamma. 

If you don't want to receive such e-mails, you can change your settings at 
https://www.city.waltham.ma.us/user/14 l /edit. 

Message: 

To Whom it may concern; 

Re: Relative to the Proposed development for the property on the South Side of Waaltham 
located on 261 Crescent Street. 

I am a resident of Ward 8, having lived on the South Side of the City for my entire lifetime, I 
am opposed to the approval of this project, having lived and worked here for my entire life 
time this project will definitely increase the burden put upon residents of this area. 

I believe in affordable housing but I think per capita we have more multiple affordable 
housing than any neighborhood in this city, you will notice the overabundance of housing does 
not exist in Newton or Weston and Lincoln, but is a lways targeted for Waltham, when is 
enough, enough. 

I would hope that the board would consider density of the area and the increased burden this 
brings to Ward eight residents. 

Respectfully, 

Wayne F. Brascco Sr. 



From: 
To: 

l.....flQl!Q 

Doucette Pam 
Subject: Fwd: Zoning permit Watch City Ventures 

Tuesday, April 21, 2026 11:48:41 AM Date: 

To Whom it may concern . 
I am told the Hotel next to us is looking to change this property to 30 Units . This is a real 
concern for us . Especially considering the Watch Factory is asking for 140 more Units also. 

From : Boudreau Living Trust 295-297 Crescent St Waltham 

1. Traffic congestion+ cumulative impact - traffic delays , safety issues at 
driveways. 

2. Road capacity and emergency access - fire trucks, ambulances will not 
function well especially in winter conditions. 

3. Parking spillover - Overflow spills on to nearby streets - increased 
congestion 

4. Infrastructure strain (water, sewer, utilities) - Stress on aging 
infrastructure - sewer capacity during peak flow or storm events 

5. School and municipal service impacts - More demand on schools, public 
safety , trash collection & road maintenance 

6. Construction phase disruption - Road closures, noise, dust, multiple 
projects overlap time. 

7. Cumulative neighborhood character change - Density shifts - Mixed 
residential / commercial 

8. Stormwater and drainage impacts - Increase impervious surface area , 
worsen runoff issues . Effects on adjacent properties . 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Good morning 

Dan McCormack 
Vizard Joseph: Doucette Pam 
Zoning Board of Appeals Case #2026-06. Watch Factory Expansion Project 
Monday, June 1, 2026 1:04:31 AM 

Thank you for reading allowing me to contribute comments concerning plans to expand the 

Watch Factory commercial/apartment project. My name is Daniel McCormack, and I am a 24 

year resident of Robbins Street. For a number of years the Watch Factory project has 

operated with varying impacts on the surrounding neighborhood. Before you today are a 

series of variance proposals that, if enacted, would have a significantly negative impact on the 

surrounding neighborhood and the entire south side of the city. 

When the original Watch Factory plan came into being nearly 15 years ago, many of t he area's 

residents welcomed the prospect of a creative reuse of this long dormant property, albeit with 

a wary eye toward its impact on the surrounding neighborhood. At that time, many of the 

concerns expressed by neighbors involved matters such as density, traffic, parking, impacts on 

the environment. Today, many of these issues arise again. The fact that the developers are 

seeking so much relief from the 20ning ordinances is itself a clear indication that this project 

has problems. Taken individually, each variance w il l each impact the neighborhood to a 

certain degree. Viewed collectively within the context of the proposal, they will have a highly 

negative impact on health, safety, and the qual ity of life we enjoy in our homes. 

The number, scope, and scale of the variance proposals indicate that this represents an 

entirely new Watch Factory concept. Six specific items from which the developers are seeking 

relief reference the Board of Appeals Case (2011-20) that permitted the original Watch 

Factory project 14 years ago. However, the proposal in front of you involves a significant 

expansion with more intensive and expanded uses than allowed back then. As such, requests 

for relief that reference the previous zoning case are irrelevant to the proposal now in front of 

you and to the situation at hand. 

Certain of the dimensional variance requests appear to be in compliance with the zoning 

bylaws. Of some concern is the side setback, where the proponent seeks to shrink the 

required distance by 4.5 feet. Th is places the structure much closer to its neighbors than 

envisioned under section 4.12, Considering t he height of the bu ilding, neighbors alongside the 

building will be looking will lose whatever vistas they currently have and will be forced to look 

directly into the wall of the proposed building. I don't suppose the neighbors will be 

compensated for this by a lower property assessment. 

Quality of life related to the environment will be adversely affected specifically if two other 

proposed va riances are granted. Perhaps a building lower in height could fit onto the property 



with only minimal impact to the environment. However, the proposal to extend the building 

height by nearly 10 feet beyond that required under Section 8.452 is an example of overreach 

by the developer and carries with it significant impacts. Together with the request to reduce 

the 65 foot setback from an existing structure under 8.472, the proposal would essentially 

place a large block in front of residents along Crescent, Brown, Robbins, and other streets 

bordering the complex, with a loss of views and sunlight. As it is, the existing Watch Factory 

building blots out the sun 20 minutes prior to sunset during the summer. The proposed 

structure would sit directly where the sun sets starting in late October, and would significantly 

reduce the amount of sunlight available to neighbors during what is already the darkest time 

of the year. 

Parking in the neighborhood is tight, from Moody Street down to Crescent, and on the streets 

in between. The proposal to reduce the required amount of parking spaces under section 5.47 

is particularly odious and would place an additional burden for parking spaces on neighbors. 

For those living on surrounding streets who work particularly late this will be a difficult task, as 

most parking spaces in the area are filled by early evening, and even earlier during months 

when snow clogs the streets. 

These are only some of the ways that the variance proposals will adversely affect the 

neighborhood. Many residents, such as myself, believe that the proposal will exacerbate 

certain other issues in the neighborhood beyond these. Traffic, for example, has long been a 

source of controversy and concern for years. While developers have claimed that there will be 

minimal impacts on local traffic and travel as a result of the project, their assertion that 140 

units placed in an area with demonstrated access, speed and safety concerns will not 

exacerbate these problems certainly stretches the bounds of credulity. To accommodate the 

increase in vehicles that will use the complex, developers need to adjust the existing curb cuts 

and access to Crescent Street beyond what is in the current plan. Even this will address only 

half of the issue, as the entire corner of Robbins and Crescent will require a redesign and 

improvements to ensure a safe flow of traffic. Realistically, any such expansion and changes to 

the overall Watch Factory campus should not take place until transportation studies are 

undertaken, and improvements made, that address traffic throughout the entire South Side. 

Those traffic concerns are perhaps the clearest existing signal that the Watch Factory building 

proposal is fraught with problems that will adversely affect and burden the neighborhood. 

With a great amount of building taking place not only on our doorstep, but also in the nearby 

environs, any large scale proposal, such as the Watch Factory project, needs to have its impact 

viewed in the greater context of development throughout the area. It is not unreasonable to 

consider that the extensive nature of this proposal should even trigger a redrawing of the 

special permit from 2012. At minimum, the cumulative effect of the proposed variances will 

negatively impact the neighborhood and create new burdens for residents. 



The developers seek variance relief, claiming that the zoning code creates a hardship 

preventing their project from taking place. Granting the requested variances would instead 

produce a new set of hardships for the neighborhood and amplify problems that are already 

here. While housing is needed in Waltham, this is not the way to solve it. A scaled down 

project with fewer variances and less of an impact on the surrounding area is one idea. Let the 

developers come back with a smaller, less obtrusive project and we can start the conversation. 

Until then, please reject this proposal. 

Sincerely 

Daniel McCormack 

10 B Robbins St., 

Waltham, MA 02453 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Eric Britton 
Vizard. Joseph; Doucette Pam 
Zoning For Proposed Luxury Development at Waltham Watch Factory 
Monday, June 1, 2026 10: 15:09 AM 

Dear Members of the Waltham Zoning Board of Appeals, 

I am writing to oppose the extensive variances being proposed for the 140-unit luxury 
development at the Watch Factory site by the developer. 

Waltham has a large community of pedestrians and already has difficulty with the traffic 
patterns in that area. The safety of those pedestrians with the added pressure that such a large 
influx of renters would cause would be at serious risk. I already struggle with crossing the 
street on foot in that area due to these traffic patterns and poor visibility at intersections. 

The current proposal has the building situated directly on the sidewalk, forcing cars to pull 
into that sidewalk blind to see onto the road. The building needs to be situated further back to 
ensure the safety of the current residents both pedestrians and drivers. 

While my main concern is the safety of the people in the area and the increased traffic 
congestion, we also risk the loss of some green space, the loss of sight lines to the river and a 
building that does not match the general atmosphere of the rest of the neighborhood, with no 
improvements to the surrounding area put in place to make up for these zoning variances. 

Respectfully I urge the Board to deny the variances requested, and require a scaled down, 
more appropriate proposal that better serves the existing community and puts safety and 
affordability first, over maximizing developer profit. 

Thankyou for your time, 
E ric Britton 

Eric J. Britton 
1 9 Orange Street #2 
Waltham, MA 02453 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Joe Kolomyjec 
Vizard Joseph; Doucette. Pam 
Opposing Watch Factory Development 

Monday, June 1, 2026 10:34:22 PM 

Dear Members of the Waltham Zoning Board of Appeals, 

I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed Watch Factory development. The 
proposed expansion does not fit the character of the neighborhood, will have extensive 
impacts on traffic, parking, and infrastructure, and will negatively impact our open spaces and 
the riverwalk along the Charles. 

Specifically regarding traffic, I understand there was a study performed which found there 
would be no impact to the Level of Service of the surround intersections. Having sat in the 
morning / evening traffic on Prospect (backed up from Highland onto Crescent) I cannot see 
how an additional 140 cars will not cause significant further congestion. Further, reading 
proposed reductions in street parking ( of which we just increased when parking was moved on 
Crescent) and preventing left turns onto Highland will further negatively impact our neighbors 
(all traffic will now route up Bellevue and Sharon - two small residential streets). 

I respectfully ask the ZBA to deny these variances and require a build which is more in 
character with our neighborhood, and an expansion which can be supported by our 
infrastructure. We want our neighborhood to work together, and an oversized luxury 
apaitment tower will unfortunately only harm our current residents. 

Kind Regards, 

Joe Kolomyjec 
225 Adams St 
Waltham, MA 



From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 

John Cheetham 
Doucette. Pam 
Vizard. Joseph 
Watch City Ventures LLC Application for Variance 
Tuesday, June 2, 2026 11:27:53 AM 

Dear Members of the Waltham Zoning Board of Appeals, 

I am writing to strongly oppose the proposed 140-unit luxury development at the Watch 
Factory site and the extensive variances being requested. 

This proposal is oversized for the neighborhood and will negatively impact traffic, 
infrastructure, and riverfront character. Most importantly, the project fails to meet the legal 
criteria for a variance. The developer has not demonstrated a legitimate hardship related to the 
prope1ty; instead, they are requesting these waivers to maximize profit strategy and return on 
investment. 

Key concerns include: 

- Excessive Scale: The number of requested variances proves the project does not fit the site 
or respect existing zoning protections. 

- Community Impact: Residents will face increased congestion and a loss of riverfront 
connection while the developer reaps the financial benefits. 

-Parking: The requested forgiveness of the required parking spaces for the new 
development. 

I respectfully urge the Board to deny these variances and require a proposal that complies with 
zoning laws and serves the existing community. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

John R Cheetham 
40 Arlington Road 
Waltham, MA 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Melissa Downes 
Vizard. Joseph; Harris Cathyann; Doucette Pam 
Watch factory variance 

Tuesday, June 2, 2026 1:23:01 PM 

Dear Zoning Board of Appeals & Waltham City Council, 

I am writing to oppose the proposed 140-unit luxury development at the Watch Factory site 
and the extensive variances being requested by the developer. This proposal is too large and 
all of its impacts would be negative. 

It would be so refreshing to grant exceptions only as intended - for legitimate hardship related 
to the property itself. There is already high use of the water front there. We need protected 
space for the turtles and birds. The dog owners are not all responsible either not picking up 
poop or leaving filled poop bags is a regular sight. Dog waste is a pollutant for the wildlife and 
nver. 

The sheer number of variances requested demonstrates that this project does not fit the site 
into which they are attempting to cram it for personal profit. The developer is asking the 
Board to waive multiple protections that exist for good reason. 

Also ZERO affordable units being provided???Waltham is surrounded by the wealthiest 
municipalities in the state. We have the weakest energy code which means the cost of utilities 
will be higher unless we mandate passive housing standards. All the abutting cities have this in 
place. Weak zoning enforcement is a major factor why Newton's property values are higher 
than Waltham. 

Short version: I urge you to be vote NO - residents and natural beauty before sanctioning 
profits at any cost. I understand some city councilors have family businesses that benefit from 
development. I expect them to put the public's best interests before their personal financial 
interests. 

Sincerely, 

Melissa Downes[s}~]287 Ash St 
Waltham, MA 



Support-

• Andrea Kushman 
• Brad Onken 
• Ana Sheehy 

17 Alder Street 
25 Virginia Road 
308 River Street 

• Trevor Boe 6 Nathan Road 
• Amanda Walkins 54 Calvary Street 
• Nick Hammond 210 Lake Street 
• Molyna Richards (Chamber of Commerce) 84 South Street 
• Judi Goldberg 46 Dale Street 
• Gus Michelson 
• Tracy Phillips 
• Jean-Louis Rochet 
• Nadene Stein 
• Tom Benevides 
• Amy Hoobler 
• Jane Hundley 
• Brelundi/ Michael Colomba 

12 Russell Street 
89A Charlesbank Way /325 Speen Street 
20 Robbins Street 
4 7 Lowell Street 

185 Crescent Street 
185 Crescent Street, Apt 209 

• Downtown Waltham Partnership 
• Susan Siefer 185 Crescent Street, Apt 30-1 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Alli!J:e.a. 
Doucette Pam; Councillors; Vizard Joseph 
Support for Watch Factory Expansion 

Monday, June 1, 2026 3:37:27 PM 

Good afternoon, 

My name is Andrea and I am a Waltham resident who owns a condo at 17 Alder street. 

I hope that you do the right thing and will vote to approve the proposed Watch Factory 
Expansion along Crescent Street. Housing costs in Waltham are very high due to the 
ongoing housing shortage, which has caused a large amount of unnecessary pain and 
displacement for families who just want to call this wonderful city home. 

I can think of no better place to build housing than on an empty parking lot. Over 450 
parking spots sit permanently empty at the Watch Factory, and even after this project is 
built out there will still be 250 extra parking spots! This is incredibly wasteful , and it would 
be a travesty if we as a community chose to prioritize empty pavement over people who 
need homes to live in. 

I also believe these 140 homes are of an appropriate scale for the neighborhood. Even if 
you ignore the very tall spire and smokestack of the existing Watch Factory, this proposed 
apartment building is still shorter than what already exists, and is also shorter than other 
apartment buildings along the river like Cronins Landing. The setbacks also match the 
existing buildings. 

I am not overly concerned about losing the view of a parking deck which blocks the river, 
and would much rather the deck be replaced by both an apartment building and also the 
proposed pedestrian path so that neighbors can access the river path without needing to 
walk through a parking lot. 

I am also not overly concerned about traffic, given this project is only projected to add less 
than one car per minute onto the roadway during rush hour. And that's ignoring the fact that 
new homes near downtown improve walkability and transit use, reducing vehicle traffic 
overall. 

Lastly, I hope the ZBA approves this Expansion and the city council approves its 
lnclusionary Zoning reform so that this project has the opportunity to build on-site affordable 
housing. I am certainly happy that the developer is offering $4.2 M to Waltham's affordable 
housing fund ! But if city council creates an option to build 21 on-site affordable units 
instead, and those units are economically feasible to build, I think that would be the better 
option. 

Regards, 

Andrea Kushman 

Sent from my iPhone 



From: 
To: 

Subject: 
Date: 

Brad Onken 
Doucette. Pam 
Public Input: Support for the Watch Factory Housing Expansion (Crescent Street) 
Tuesday, May 26, 2026 10:02:40 AM 

Dear Members of the City Council, Zoning Board of Appeals, and City Clerk Vizard, 

My name is Brad Onken and I'm a Waltham resident living at 25 Virginia Road in Paul 's 
Ward 7. I'm writing today to ask you to please vote to approve the proposed Watch Factory 
Expansion on Crescent Street. 

Like so many of my neighbors, I am incredibly worried about housing costs in Waltham. The 
ongoing housing shortage is pushing out families who love this city and just want to stay here. 
Honestly, I can't think of a better place to build new homes than on top of an empty parking 
lot. Right now, over 450 parking spots sit empty at the Watch Factory every single day. Even 
after these homes are built, there will still be 250 extra spots left over. It feels incredibly 
wasteful to prioritize empty pavement over homes for people. 

Replacing all that asphalt is also a huge win for our local environment. Huge open parking 
decks trap solar heat and make the whole neighborhood hotter, which goes completely against 
our city's goals in the MVP program to fight the urban heat island effect. Swapping out hot 
pavement for a modern building and landscaped green spaces will help cool the area down and 
better manage rainwater runoff right by the river. 

I also think these 140 homes fit into the neighborhood perfectly. The new building is shorter 
than what's already standing at the Watch Factory, and it's sho1ter than nearby buildings like 
Cronin's Landing. I wouldn't miss looking at a parking deck that blocks the river! I would 
much rather see it replaced by homes and the proposed pedestrian path so we can all safely 
access the river walk without dodging cars in a parking lot. It makes the connection to 
Auburndale Cove, which my wife and I use frequently, much safer. 

As for traffic, adding less than one car per minute during rush hour is negligible. Plus, 
building homes so close to downtown means more people can walk or take transit, which 
helps reduce traffic overall. 

Lastly, I really hope the ZBA approves this expansion, and the council passes the lnclusionary 
Zoning reform. The developer' s $4.2 million offer to our affordable housing fund is great, but 
having 21 actual, on-site affordable units built right here in the neighborhood would be even 
better for our community. 

Thank you so much for your time, your hard work, and for listening to residents. 

Sincerely, 
Brad Onken 
25 Virginia Road 
Cedarwood 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Hello, 

Ana Sheehy 
Doucette. earn; councillors; Vizard Joseph 
Support for Watch Factory Expansion 
Monday, June 1, 2026 9:17:17 AM 

My name is Ana and I am a Waltham resident who lives at 308 River st. 

I'm writing to share my hope that you will vote to approve the Watch Factory Expansion along 
Crescent Street. Housing costs in Waltham are very high due to the shortage, and I can't think 
of a better place to build housing than over those empty parking spots. 

Over 450 parking spots sit empty at the Watch Factory, and this project will turn this space 
that is currently sitting unused and wasted into walk-able homes. The project also wouldn't 
eliminate all of the parking spots, leaving 250 extra spots for people to use. 

I truly believe that there are no downsides to this project. The proposed houses will fit into the 
existing neighborhood with similar sizes and set-backs, as well as add a path for residents to 
take to the river path. The project is also estimated to add less than one car per minute on the 
roadway during rush-hour (not to mention the fact that these homes would be improving walk­
ability and increase transit use), and so I do not believe that traffic should be a bug concern. 

It would be a travesty for our city and community to value empty pavement over people who 
need homes to live in. This is an incredible city, and I want nothing more than to have more 
people safely housed, contributing to our local economy and culture. 

Lastly, as a bonus I hope the ZBA approves this expansion and I hope the council approves the 
Inclusionary Zoning Reform so that the site will be able to build affordable housing as well. 
While I'm happy the developer is offering $4.2M to Waltham's affordable housing fund, if the 
city chooses to build 21 affordable units instead it would be the more economically feasib le 
option. 

I hope you take this into consideration while voting on the Watch Factory Expansion. I believe 
that our city values people and residents over empty parking spots, and I hope you vote to 
reflect those community values. 

Thank you, 
Ana 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Hello. 

Trevor Boe 
Doucette. Pam; councillors; Vizard. Joseph 
Support for Watch Factory Expansion 
Monday, June 1, 2026 7:35:21 PM 

My name is Trevor Boe and I am a Waltham resident living at 60 Nathan Rd in Ward 7 and 

I frequently walk my dog on the other side of the river from the Watch Factory. 

I hope that you will vote to approve the proposed Watch Factory Expansion along Crescent 

Street. Housing costs in Waltham are very high due to the ongoing housing shortage, which 

has caused a large amount of unnecessary pain and displacement for families who just 
want to call this wonderful city home. 

I can think of no better place to build housing than on an empty parking lot. Over 450 

parking spots sit permanently empty at the Watch Factory, and even after this project is 

built out there will still be 250 extra parking spots! This is incredibly wasteful, and it would 

be a travesty if we as a community chose to prioritize empty pavement over people who 
need homes to live in. 

I also believe these 140 homes are of an appropriate scale for the neighborhood. Even if 

you ignore the very tall spire and smokestack of the existing Watch Factory, this proposed 

apartment building is still shorter than what already exists, and is also shorter than other 

apartment buildings along the river like Cronins Landing. The setbacks also match the 
existing buildings. 

I am not overly concerned about losing the view of a parking deck which blocks the river, 

and would much rather the deck be replaced by both an apartment building and also the 

proposed pedestrian path so that neighbors can access the river path without needing to 
walk through a parking lot. 

I am also not overly concerned about traffic, given this project is only projected to add less 

than one car per minute onto the roadway during rush hour. And that's ignoring the fact that 

new homes near downtown improve walkability and transit use, reducing vehicle traffic 
overall. 

Lastly, I hope the ZBA approves this Expansion and the city council approves its 

lnclusionary Zoning reform so that this project has the opportunity to build on-site affordable 

housing. I am certainly happy that the developer is offering $4.2 M to Waltham's affordable 

housing fund! But if the city council creates an option to build 21 on-site affordable units 

instead, and those units are economically feasible to build, I think that would be the better 
option. 



Best, 

Trevor Boe 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Hi there, 

Amanda Walkins 
Doucette Pam; Councillors; Vizard Joseph 
Support for Watch Factory Expansion 
Monday, June 1, 2026 9:37:58 PM 

My name is Amanda Walkins and I am a Waltham resident who lives at 54 Calvary Street. I 
live in Ward 9 and frequently use the Riverwalk and river for leisure. 

I encourage you to vote to approve the proposed Watch Factory Expansion along Crescent 
Street. We all know that housing costs in Waltham are very high due to the ongoing housing 
shortage, which causes unnecessary challenges and d isplacement for folks who just want to 
call this city home. 

I can think of no better place to build housing than on an empty parking lot. Over 450 parking 
spots regularly sit empty at the Watch Factory, and even after this project is built there will 
still be an excess of 250 parking spots. We cannot design life around vehicles; communities 
don't thrive on pavement but in multi-use areas with desirable third spaces. 

I also believe these 140 homes are of an appropriate scale for the neighborhood, blending into 
the existing structural skyline that I so enjoy as I paddle down the river on summer evenings. 
The proposed apartment building is below zoning standards and other existing structures, 
allowing it to seamlessly fit in. 

If you haven't, I highly recommend you walk in the cemetery across the river or -- better yet -­
support a local business and rent a kayak from Paddle Boston at the Moody Street Dam and 
see the view for yourselves. The parking garage is an eyesore. To know that the data shows it's 
barely used adds insult to injury. Replacing a grossly underused parking deck with homes for 
people to enjoy the natural beauty of the area, alongside safer pedestrian access for non­
residents to also enjoy the Riverwalk and river, would be an enormous upgrade for this space. 

I am also not concerned about traffic, given this Expansion is only projected to add 5 vehicles 
per hour onto the roadway during rush hour. The City Traffic Engineer and Traffic 
Commission both reviewed and accepted the TIA with no comments. In addition, offering new 
homes near downtown improves walkability and transit use, reducing overall vehicle traffic. 

Lastly, I hope the ZBA approves this Expansion and the city council approves its Inclusionary 
Zoning reform so that this project has the opportunity to build on-site affordable housing. I am 
certainly happy that the developer is offering $4.2M to Waltham' s affordable housing fund! 
But if the city council creates an option to build 21 on-site affordable units instead, and those 
units are economical ly feasible to build, I think that would be the better option. 

Thank you for your attention and consideration, 
Amanda Walkins 

Amanda Walkins (she/her) 

Connect with me on Linked/a 



From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Doucette. Pam 
Z.M 
mconnors@connorslaws.com 
FW: Support for Watch Factory Expansion 
Friday, May 29, 2026 11:59:24 AM 

From: Nicholas Hammond <hammondnsh@gmail.com> 

Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2026 8:29 AM 

To: Doucett e, Pam <pdoucette@city.waltham.ma.us>; Councillors 

<councillors@city.waltham.ma.us>; Vizard, Joseph <jvizard@city.waltham.ma.us> 

Subject: Support for Watch Factory Expansion 

Hello city councilors and ZBA members. 

This is Nick Hammond at 21 0 Lake St. 

I've owned a home in North Waltham since 2018, and before that I rented on the south side 
first near Brandeis, and then on Walnut street near Moody and near the Watch Factory 
Lofts, where I often walked by the river and noticed the vast empty pavement that is their 
parking lot. 

Thanks to pro-housing organizers, I became aware of the proposal for the Watch Factory 
Lofts to transform some of their empty parking spaces into more housing. I'm writing to let 
you know that I think as a city we should prioritize building homes over empty pavement. 
Especially with the housing affordability crisis where it is, I view any addition to our city's 
stock of homes as a step in the right direction! 

I believe these 140 homes are of an appropriate scale for the neighborhood. Even if you 
ignore the very tall spire and smokestack of the existing Watch Factory, this proposed 
apartment building is still shorter than what already exists, and is also shorter than other 
apartment buildings along the river like Cronins Landing. The setbacks also match the 
existing buildings. 

I hope the ZBA approves this Expansion and the city council approves its lnclusionary 
Zoning reform so that this project has the opportunity to build on-site affordable housing. I 
am certainly happy that the developer is offering $4.2 M to Waltham's affordable housing 
fund ! But if city council creates an option to build 21 on-site affordable units instead, and 
those units are economically feasible to build, I think that would be the better option. 

Best, 

Nick 



Zoning Board of 

Appeals City of 

Waltham 
119 School Street 
Waltham, Massachusetts 02451 

March 23, 2026 

RE: Letter of Support for Board of Appeals Case No. 2026-06 Watch City Ventures 

Dear ZBA Members, 

I am writing to you in support of Watch City Ventures & Berkeley Investment's proposed 

residential development and requested zoning relief at 185-241 Crescent Street, 261 

Crescent Street, 267-269 Crescent Street, 180 Crescent Street, & 224 Crescent Street. 

The relief requested (including, but not limited to, height, setback, and parking) is 

appropriate given the context and challenging conditions of this particular site. 

This planned development is crucial to the Downtown & Moody Street area, providing 

much needed housing, patrons for businesses, and enhanced river access for the 

public. It will also provide the Watch Factory with the stability and resident base it 

needs to both maintain and grow their vibrant live-work-play campus by making better 

use of a currently under-utilized parking structure. 

Berkeley has been a proud member of the Waltham business community for decades, 

making great effort to revitalize the Watch Factory building and creating a dynamic 

environment for businesses, a wonderful home for residents, and access for the public 

to enjoy the Charles River and local walking trails. We look forward to Berkeley building 

upon its successes with this next project, and we appreciate their continued investment 

in our City. 

Please do not hesitate to reach out to me if you have any questions or concerns, 

~~ 
Executive Director 

Waltham Chamber of Commerce 
84 South Street, Waltham MA 02453 

781.894.4700 
www.walthamchamber.com 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Judi Goldberg 
Doucette. Pam; Councillors; Vizard Joseph 
New housing on Crescent St . Waltham 

Thursday, May 28, 2026 3:58:42 PM 

Hello everyone. I write to you this afternoon to emphasize the importance of gaining 
more affordable housing units at the Watch Factory building. We could get 140 units 
with parking and still have many parking spaces vacant. A lot of spaces are vacant. A 
lot. 
I fully support Waltham Inclusive Neighborhood (WIN) and many residents of 
Waltham when they contact you on this issue. We need more housing. Near this 
section of Waltham, downtown, is an excellent area to develop. 
Please know I support this building to help us in Waltham: have more apartments to 
which tenants can apply. 

I am Judi Goldberg from 46 Dale St. Waltham near Leary Field. Thanks for reading 
about our opinions. 

Judi Goldberg 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

Gus Michaelsen 
Doucette Pam; Councillors; Vizard Joseph 
Support for Watch Factory Expansion 
Monday, June l, 2026 11:53:43 AM 
image png 
image.pnq 

Hello Councilors, 

My name is Gustaf Michaelsen, and I am a Waltham resident living at 12 Russell St. 

I am writing to urge you to approve the proposed Watch Factory Expansion. 

While many people have focused on the housing benefits of this proposal, I would like 
to highlight its fiscal benefits for the City of Waltham. 

The project would provide a substantial contribution to Waltham's affordable housing 
efforts, whether through the proposed payment to the City's affordable housing fund 
or through on-site affordable housing if that option becomes available. Either 
approach would help address an important community need without requiring 
additional local tax dollars. 

Just as importantly, this project would strengthen Waltham's tax base at a time 
when cities across Massachusetts are facing increasing budget pressures. A 
multifamily development of this scale places a large amount of taxable value on a 
relatively small parcel of land. Hundreds of residents can share the same streets, 
utilities, and public infrastructure, making apartment housing one of the most fiscally 
efficient forms of development for local government. 

The result is that the costs of city services are spread across more taxpayers and 
more assessed value. Every new taxable property helps support schools, public 
safety, parks, roads, and other municipal services. When Waltham adds housing in 
locations that are already served by existing infrastructure, it can grow its tax base 
without needing to build extensive new public facilities. 

By contrast, the existing parking lot contributes relatively little economic value and tax 
revenue compared with what this site could produce. It is difficult to see how 
maintaining hundreds of largely unused parking spaces represents the best use of 
valuable land along the Charles River and near downtown Waltham. 

I also think this discussion should be considered alongside ongoing proposals for the 
City to acquire additional land for parking, including sites such as 600 Main Street and 
14 Spring Street. While there may be valid reasons for those acquisitions, city-owned 
parking lots generally generate little or no property tax revenue. This project moves in 
the opposite direction by creating new taxable value that can help support 
municipal services and reduce pressure on existing taxpayers. 

It is also worth remembering that the Watch Factory site historically contained 
substantially more buildings and economic activity than it does today. The proposed 



expansion would not be introducing an unprecedented level of development to the 
area. Rather, it would help restore some of the economic productivity and vitality that 
once characterized this historic industrial site. 

For all of these reasons, I believe approving the Watch Factory Expansion is not only 
a housing decision but also a sound fiscal decision. It will support affordable housing, 
expand the City's tax base, make more productive use of underutilized land, and help 
ensure that the costs of municipal government are shared more broadly across 
residents and property owners. 

I respectfully ask that you vote in favor of the Watch Factory Expansion. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Gustaf Michaelsen 

Watch Factory Complex - 1940"s 

• Historically there have been varied 
industrial uses on a working rivertront. 

· At the proposed site, these included · 
residential use and industrial buildings· 
along the river's edge. 

B RKELEY smma 





From: 
To: 
Subject: 

Date: 

IE 
Doucette. Pam; Vizard. Joseph; Councillors 
Good Afternoon. Thank you for your service. Please vote to approve the Watch Factory Expansion along Crescent 
St. Thank you 
Monday, June 1, 2026 2:12:39 PM 

Good Afternoon . 

First of all. thank you for your seNice to the city It is very much appreciated 

This email is regarding the proposed Watch Factory Expansion along Crescent 
Street. The request is to please vote to approve this proposal. 

This issue is personal for the following reason: I work as a tech data analyst. and 
have lived in Waltham for many years However, unfortunately, I have been priced 
out of Waltham, and had to relocate to Natick, MA, therefore bringing my tax dollars 
there! 

Therefore, I have been personally affected by the rising costs of housing in 
Waltham. These rising costs are a result of an ongoing housing shortage in 
Waltham. Supply and demand says that, the fewer houses, the higher the cost. 

I look forward to one day being able to move back to Waltham, and to be able to 
bring my tax dollars here. 

Thank you for your time and your seNice 

Regards, 

Tracy Phillips 

tcpbells@gmail com 

Former address: 89A Charlesbank Way, Waltham, MA 

New Address: 325 Speen St Apt 51 6, Natick, MA 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Hello, 

Jean-Louis Rochet 
Doucette Pam; Councillors; Vizard Joseph 
Comment on Waltham Watch Factory building proposal 
Monday, June 1, 2026 8:50:16 PM 

My name is Jean-Louis Rochet. My wife, son and I live at 20 Robbins Street, half a block 
away from the proposed residential building at the Waltham Watch Factory. I'm writing to 
you in my personal capacity as a Waltham homeowner and resident. 

I would like to express my qualified support for the project. While the proposal has its 
flaws, I believe that, if built, it would be a net positive for our neighborhood and the city as 
a whole. 

On the plus side, the project would bring several street-level enhancements, such as rapid 
flashing beacons for the Robbins Street / Crescent Street crosswalk and a sidewalk from 
Crescent Street to the riverwalk, that would improve pedestrian safety. As a father who 
frequently crosses the street and walks down to the riverwalk with a toddler in a stroller, I 
would benefit from these features. The new building would also add to the city's tax base, 
helping to keep residential taxes in check for current residents. And the building would add 
a meaningful number of homes to a region that is in dire need of more housing of all kinds. 

I 've discussed the project with several of my neighbors, some of whom oppose it. While on 
balance I think it's a worthy project, I acknowledge some of the critiques I've heard. 

For example, from our block on Robbins Street, we have a great view of the river and the 
tree line on the other side of the Charles River. The building would block most of that view, 
which would be a loss for us. And, while the developers proposed a significant contribution 
to the city's affordable housing trust fund, I would strongly prefer to see affordable units 
included in the project. (To that end, I support the MAPC inclusionary zoning 
recommendations that would make it more viable for developers to include affordable units 
in future housing projects.) 

On the other hand, I do not share some of the concerns around traffic and parking. Given 
the scale of the project and the results of the traffic study, the potential traffic impacts 
appear to be minimal. And the parking study confirmed that there is enough parking to 
accommodate the proposed building. My personal experience aligns with these findings. I 
have a view of the upper parking deck from my house; it is nearly empty most of the time. I 
also see plenty of spots available in nearby surface lots when I walk around the 
neighborhood. 

Overall, the project seems like a good opportunity to transform an underused parking deck 
into much-needed homes and an asset for the community. I hope that the ZBA approves it. 

Respectfully, 
Jean-Louis Rochet 



From: 

To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Good evening , 

NADENE STEIN 

Doucette. Pam; Councillors; Vizard Joseph 
Support for Watch Factory Expansion 
Monday, June 1, 2026 9:39: 13 PM 

My name is Nadene Stein and I am a Waltham resident who lives at 47 Lowell Street. 

I writing to urge you to approve the proposed Watch Factory Expansion along 
Crescent Street. It makes great sense to me to build housing on an empty parking lot, 
especially now that I understand that after construction there will still be 250 extra 
parking spots. Prioritizing these 140 homes over empty pavement is the right thing to 
do. 

I am aware of the concerns that have been raised. Replacing the parking deck with a 
building with a proposed pedestrian path gives neighbors and community members 
ready access to the river path . Adding these homes near our downtown will improve 
walkabilty and transit use and not necessarily add to traffic. 

Finally, I hope the ZBA approves this Expansion and the city council approves its 
lnclusionary Zoning reform so that this project has the opportunity to build on-site 
affordable housing . I have heard that the developer is offering $4.2 M to Waltham's 
affordable housing fund - this is an awesome proposal, for sure. I believe, however, 
that a better option would be for the city council to create an option to build 21 on-site 
affordable units instead, with those units being economically feasible to build. Too 
many individuals and families have had to leave Waltham due to the high cost of 
housing/ongoing housing shortage. This is not good for our community. 
Sincerely, 
Nadene B. Stein 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Tom Benavides 

Doucette. Pam 
Support for Watch Factory Expansion 

Tuesday, June 2, 2026 11:43:05 AM 

Hi Pam Doucette, 

Please forward my comments on to the Zoning Board of Appeals. 

I kindly request that you vote to approve the Watch Factory's requested dimensional variances 
so that their special permit can move on to City Council, who has the authority to modify the 
affordable housing component and approve the Special Permit. 

As has been presented, the vast majority of dimensional variances requested are variances to 
accommodate the Watch Factory building that already exists- the fact that you have to approve 
these at all is evidence of our zoning code's failure to respect and represent our neighborhoods 
as they already exist. 

The variances that actually impact the proposed expansion are modest and reasonable. The 
developer is requesting setbacks which match the setbacks of the existing building, and a 
height which is considerably shorter than the existing building (even if you disregard the 
Watch Factory's towering spires and smokestack). The building floor area is also considerably 
smaller than the existing building, and the total FAR of the site is less than half of the 2.0 
which the area is zoned for. 

And as I hope the site visit persuaded you of, neighbors' parking & traffic concerns are 
simply not rooted in reality. We stood by the empty parking deck from 8-10 AM during rush 
hour. Traffic never backed up. Even with the parking deck blocked off, the lower parking area 
never had fewer than 92 empty parking spots (which unsurprisingly lines up with the 
developer's drone data), and the Brown St parking lot had hundreds of empty spots. 

Dense housing close to downtown really does reduce traffic! Just last month the Traffic 
Commission presented data which shows that rush-hour traffic at the intersection of 
Prospect and Crescent Streets has decreased by 18% since the original Watch Factory 
redevelopment took place, despite traffic volumes increasing citywide over the same period. 

Most importantly, new housing is very good for our community and the people who live here. 
Only looking at the 40Bs which have been built in the past five years (and are currently all 
>93% occupancy), there are 800 families across 4 different developments who have homes 
that wouldn't have existed today without your support. None of these developments have 
resulted in any of the negative consequences that the detractors always fear-monger 
about; our neighborhoods continue to exist and thrive. Please continue your good work by 
approving these dimensional variances, so that City Council can pass their Inclusionary 
Zoning reform and then work with the developer to get this expansion permitted with 21 new 
affordable homes (rather than the $4.2M payment). 

Best, 

Tom Benavides 



From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Date: 

arny hoobler 
Doucette. Pam 
Sheri Apprjlle 
Waltham City Council Meeting 6/ 2/2026 
Tuesday, June 2, 2026 2:21:05 PM 

To the Waltham City Council, 

Thank you for considering my feedback regarding the proposed residential building to be built 
on Crescent Street, adjacent to Lofts 241 and the Watch Factory Lofts. Having been a resident 
of Waltham for 8 years and living in the Watch Factory Lofts (185 Crescent Street) the entire 
time, I can whole-heartedly say that the new residential building would be a welcome addition 
to our community. 

Parking would not be a problem whatsoever as there is ample parking in the lot on Cherry 
Street as well as in the Crescent Street lot. The property is run beautifully, with excellence and 
care for the community. More housing in Waltham would be useful. I do not hesitate to 
recommend that this new residential building be built. Please do not hesitate to contact me if 
you have any questions or would like to discuss further. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 
Amy Hoobler 

185 Crescent St, Waltham, MA 02453 
amyhoobler@gmail.com 
84 7 .922.5079 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Jane Hundley 
Doucette. Pam; Sheri AppriUe 
Proposed New Building by Watch Factory Lofts on Crescent St 
Tuesday. June 2, 2026 3:44: 28 PM 

Dear Ms. Doucette, 

I have lived at 185 Crescent St for the past year and have come to love the neighborhood. The 
beauty of the river walk and the historic watch factory provide a real bonus to the area. 
It is my understanding that a new building is proposed on the site which is currently a two 
story parking garage. I anticipate that this new structure will provide much needed housing 
and be a fitting bookend to the current buildings. 
I have heard that there are some concerns about parking . There is ample parking for 

all of the tenants and the business employees and I don't see a problem with another 
building . 

Kind regards, 

Jane Hundley 
185 Crescent St 
Apartment 209 



Brelundi 

Date November 5, 2025 

RE: 140 Residential units on Crescent Street 

To whom it may concern: 

ZONII\J G BOARD OF APPEALS 
CITY OF WALTHAM 

I Michael Colomba, owner of Brelundi Restaurant and long-time Waltham businessman 

wish to offer my support for this proposed project by the Berkley group. 

The proposed project will bring additional needed housing to the community which in turn will 

produce additional support to the local business community. These are the kind of projects that 

makes Waltham a more vibrant and attractive destination. 

With the caliber of Berkley behind the project this wi ll surely be a successfu l project. 

~ gards 

Q\~\ ~\\ 
Michael Clom'ba 

Brelundi Corp 

' 

VILLAGE u 
SPORTS CLUI 

J ARANCINIUS Iii 
I/ l 1 ! Colomba ! (Lt' 

® !?e!~t~l~n~J 

MicltAEl ColoMhA 
OWNER 

0: 781.489.7340 
C: 6 I 7.448.2222 

2 Executive Park Drive 
BIiierica, MA O 1862 
mc@mcolomba.com 
www.aranclnius.com 
www.brelundl.com 

www.ltallanreadymeals.com 
WWW. villagesportsclub.com 

Telephone: i _ ___ ___ _ ___ _ _ _ _ ___ _ 



Zoning Board of Appeals 
City of Waltham 
119 School Street 
Waltham, Massachusetts 02451 

DOWNTOWN 
{J)#:i..,THAM 

PARTNERSHIP -· :. 'D OF APPEALS 
, . );- WALTHAM 

~ ..... , ___ ,, 

March 26, 2026 

RE: Letter of Support for Board of Appeals Case No. 2026-06, Watch City Ventures 

Dear Board Members, 

I am writing to you In support of Watch City Ventures & Berkeley Investment's proposed residential 

development and requested zoning relief at 185-241 Crescent Street, 261 Crescent Street, 267-269 
Crescent Street, 180 Crescent Street, & 224 Crescent Street. 

This proposed development is located only two blocks from Moody Street, and we are in support of 

both the project as a whole as well as the scale of the proposed 140 new units. This proposed 

development will help support our member restaurants and other businesses in Waltham by providing a 

new, eager customer base that will regularly dine out and shop during weekdays, in the evening and on 
weekends. 

Sincerely, 

~

,: _! 
'' ·, /. -r,,'-------- - --

1..Q-..._,, ; . 

Lisa L Lorgeree 

President, Downtown Waltham Partnership 



Doucette, Pam 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Pam Doucette, 

Susan Siefer <susansiefer@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, June 2, 2026 4:58 PM 
Doucette, Pam 
Watch Factory Expansion 

Hello. My names Susan Siefer. I am a longtime tenant (11 years) at the Watch Factory. I love 
living here. I'm in favor of the expansion of the Watch Factory apartments. The management 
is great and it is maintained beautifully. There is plenty of parking, never an issue. It's a great 
community. 
Waltham needs more housing and hopefully there will be an opportunity for extra affordable 
housing. 
I am also a full-time Waltham artist with a studio at Waltham Mills. I love Waltham and happy 
to call it my home. Others should have that opportunity. 

Warmly, 
Susan 

Susan Siefer 
185 Crescent Street 
Apt. 30-1 
Waltham MA 02453 

1 



Good evening, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Board. 

My name is GAIL DRAKOS, and I am a resident of Waltham. 

I am here tonight to strongly oppose the variances requested for the 

Watch Factory project. 

P j I 

I want to begin by saying that this case is about much more than 

parking spaces, setbacks, or dimensional requirements. This case is 

about the integrity of Waltham's zoning laws and the proper role of 

this Board under Massachusetts law. 

The petitioner is placing the Zoning Board of Appeals in a very difficult 
position. 

The developer is asking you to do something that goes far beyond the 

purpose of a variance. They are asking you to approve a project that 

does not fit within the zoning framework adopted by the City Council 

and to grant a level of relief that effectively rewrites the rules for this 
property. 

That is not what Chapter 40A, Section 10 was intended to accomplish. 

The Watch Factory property is not trapped by restrictive zoning. Quite 
'K., ,., e..r- ¢ r-cJ "r 

the opposite. It already sits within an"overlay district that was 

specifically created to encourage housing development through more 

flexible and liberal zoning provisions. The City Council already 

provided a pathway for housing at this location. 

The question before this Board is not whether housing can be built. 

The question is whether this developer should be allowed to ignore 

the zoning rules that everyone else must follow. 

The petitioner has failed to demonstrate the hardship required under 
Chapter 40A, Section 10. 



There has been no showing of unique soil conditions. 

There has been no showing of unusual topography. 

There has been no showing of exceptional physical conditions 

affecting the land. 

There has been no showing that the property cannot be reasonably 

developed under the existing zoning framework. 

Instead, what we have heard is essentially an argument that the 

project works better financially if the rules are changed. 

But financial convenience is not a hardship. 

Reduced profits are not a hardship. 

The desire for a larger project is not a hardship. 

The desire for more units is not a hardship. 

The desire for a better return on investment is not a hardship. 

If those were hardships, then every developer in Massachusetts 

Id I f f 
. i ((. er ; b .. ,r /\,.,er ' c r.. wou qua i y or a vanance. .... -,,...~( ( ,st cHps-, ..... "T,.i•' ,? -

..\ ~ lfl'T Ve..f\-fv,.,__ ,,V '-I 

The Developer purchased this property 2007 and not all the financial 

details are publicly available but what I could find shows parcels 

transferred for 2 Million Dollars. Cost of land acquisition is not an 

issue here. There is no financial hardship that can be proven because 

it does not exist. Granting of a variance is tied to the LAND and the 

petitioner cannot use financial hardship to make the case for the 

variances they are seeking 

The statute requires much more BURDEN OF PROOF THAN 

FINANCIALS. The burden is tied to LAND. The petitioner has not 

proven a hardship tied to the land. They have already built on the 

land in the form a parking lot that exists today. 



I am also deeply concerned about the impacts this project will have on 

the surrounding neighborhood. Tonight you will hear from many who 

are in favor of the project but they don't live in the neighborhood or 

have to travel on Crescent Street, Ash St, Cherry St, Brown St , 

Robbins St and Orange. You must listen to the neighbors who will live 

with these negative impacts for generations to come. 

Traffic in this area is already challenging. 

This project will add residents, visitors, deliveries, rideshare vehicles, 

service vehicles, moving trucks, and daily vehicle trips. 

Yet many of the assumptions being made today are based on 

conditions that may not exist tomorrow. 

We are repeatedly told that parking demand is lower because many 

office workers continue to work remotely or in hybrid arrangements. 

But what happens when those workers return? 

What happens when the companies at the Watch Factory return to 

full office occupancy? 

What happens when office employees, residents, visitors, customers, 

and service providers all compete for the same parking supply? 

The petitioner is seeking relief involving approximately 91 parking 

spaces. 

Ninety-one spaces. 

That is not a small adjustment. 

That is not a technical correction. 

That is not a minor variance. 



That is a massive departure from the zoning requirements established 
by the City Council 

The Board should ask a simple question: 

Where are those cars going to go? 

Because if the projections are wrong, they are not going to disappear. 

They are going to end up on neighborhood streets. 

They are going to compete with residents for parking. 

They are going to increase congestion. 

They are going to create conflicts between businesses and residents. 

And they are going to create problems that the surrounding 

neighborhood will live with long after this hearing is over. 

I am also troubled by the lack of meaningful affordable housing. 

Affordable Housing is a REQUIREMENT per state law. Waltham has 

felt the recent sting of 40 b's coming to the ZBA bypassing all zoning. 

With no affordable housing created with 140 units proposed Waltham 

will once again be out of safe harbor. and again at the mercy of 40 B 

developments. Why would we entertain this for Waltham's future. 

The developer is asking for extraordinary relief. 

Yet the public benefits being offered in return are minimal. 

The residents of Waltham are being asked to accept greater density, 

greater traffic, greater parking pressure, greater noise, and greater 

impacts on neighborhood character without receiving a meaningful 

affordable housing commitment. 

That is not a fair bargain. 



Most importantly, I urge this Board to consider the precedent that will 

be set if these variances are approved. 

The variance power exists to address extraordinary hardships arising 

from the land itself. 

It does not exist to allow developers to write their own zoning code. 

It does not exist to replace decisions that belong to the City Council. 

And it does not exist to approve projects that simply exceed what the 

zoning ordinance allows. 

If the petitioner believes the existing overlay district is inadequate, 

there is a proper process for changing zoning. 

That process is through the City Council. 

That process is legislative. 

That process involves public debate and accountability. 

It should not be accomplished through a series of variances that 

collectively amount to rezoning by another name. 

Tonight, this Board is being asked to stretch its authority beyond the 

narrow purpose envisioned by Chapter 40A, Section 10. 

I respectfully urge you not to do so. I am asking you to DENY ALL 

VARIANCES 

The petitioner has not demonstrated the required hardship of the 

LAND 

The property already benefits from an overlay district designed to 

promote housing. 

The requested relief is extraordinary. 

The neighborhood impacts are significant. 



The affordable housing benefits are NON-EXISTENT and puts Waltham 

back at the mercy of 40 B development. 

And the precedent would be damaging to the integrity of Waltham's 

zoning laws. 

For all of these reasons, I respectfully ask the Board to deny the 

requested variances. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 



CONNORS & CONNORS LLP 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

689 MAIN STREET 

WAU!'HAM, MASSACHUSETTS 02451-0609 
TEL: 781-894-6000 • FAX: 781-894-6848 

MICHAEL R. CONNORS, ESQ. 

ALSO ADMITI'ED IN 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

Zoning Board of Appeals 
City of Waltham 
119 School Street 
Waltham, Massachusetts 02451 

Re: Board of Appeals Case No. 2026-06 
185-241, 261, 267-269 Crescent Street, 
180 & 224 Crescent Street 
Continued Public Hearing- June 2, 2026 

Dear Board Members: 

email: mconnors@connorslaws,com 

June 2, 2026 
Hand Delivered 

The Petitioner/Owner in the above matter respectfully requests that the Board of Appeals 
grant leave to withdraw without prejudice as to the above petition. 

If anything else is needed, please let me know. 

cc: Watch City Ventures LLC 
File No. 24-1027 

Watch City Ventures LLC 
By their Attorneys 
Connors & Connors LLP 

B~lfl(~l 
Michael R. Connors 
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