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According to the Select Board, the Project will be the densest, and tallest, project in town.  

At five stories and 60 feet tall, the proposed building will dwarf the low-density residential 

structures that surround the Project Site and in the immediate neighborhood.  As such, the 

Project doesn’t comport with the Chapter 40B Guidelines adopted by the Department of Housing 

and Community Development, which proscribe that:  

 

[when developing multi-family housing in the context of an existing 

single-family neighborhood], it is important to mitigate the height and 

scale of the buildings to adjoining sites. 

 

[T]he massing of the project should be modulated and/or stepped in 

perceived height, bulk and scale to create an appropriate transition to 

adjoining sites. 

 

 DHCD’s “Handbook – Approach to Chapter 40B Design Reviews” suggests that projects 

can be deliberately designed to minimize disruption with neighborhood patterns. 

 

Affordable housing projects under c.40B often have design elements that 

are different from the surrounding context as described by the terms used 

in the regulations; e.g., use, scale. However, with careful design and 

consideration of the project elements in relationship to the adjacent streets 

and properties, the projects can better integrate with the surrounding 

context. 

 

 It is clear that little thought or effort was made by the Developer to respect the “building 

typology,” and the size and scale of the homes in the existing residential neighborhood.  The 

Project’s large apartment building is not “modulated” or “mitigated” in any way to provide an 

“appropriate transition” to the abutting residential properties.   

 

Significantly, the Project would provide no areas for outdoor recreation for its future 

residents, instead relying on nearby Jackson Park and the future Swampscott Rail Trail.  

Ironically, this Project would disrupt the City’s plans for the Rail Trail, which according to the 

Select Board anticipated a connection through the Project Site.  There is simply no room left on 

the Project Site for a lawn or other amenity, because the Developer has proposed a Project that 

maximizes its profit potential.  This over-utilization of this Site is excessive, is not in the spirit of 

affordable housing, and should be reconsidered.  

 

 B. Traffic Impacts, Access, Parking and Loading 

 

 The Project’s traffic impacts on Elm Place, Essex Street and the surrounding 

neighborhoods are troubling, and will be compounded by the inadequate number of parking 

spaces provided and lack of visitor and loading areas on site.  The Project’s sole access is from 

Elm Place, a narrow side street off of Essex Street that is approximately 18 feet wide at its 

intersection with Essex.  Cars that exit right out of the Project driveway face an even narrower 
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path, as illustrated by the Google “Streetview” photograph at this location, shown as Figure 1 

below. 

 

Figure 1 

 

 
 

 

 The Traffic Study submitted with the Developer’s project eligibility application 

incorrectly describes the Project Site as containing 2.2 acres, presumably forgetting to account 

for the fact that the Developer is proposing to divide Assessor’s Parcel 6-118, carving off a 

portion of that lot and presumably selling it with the existing warehouse building intact.  Even 

more troubling is the Developer’s intention to allow the warehouse owner to use a portion of the 

40B project’s surface parking lot.  As the Select Board noted, the Project Site is not within 

walking distance to many retail amenities, including a grocery store, and therefore the residents 

will be highly auto-dependent.  The Developer is not even providing one parking space for each 

unit - the ratio of .85 spaces per unit is woefully inadequate.  Thus, to already give up 25 spaces 

for an adjacent commercial use is irrational and contrary to sound planning. Notably, the 

proposed parking ratio is significantly lower than the statistic cited by the Developer’s own 

traffic engineer for similar multi-family apartment building – an 85th percentile peak parking 

demand of 1.52 spaces permit unit, which is consistent with the Town’s requirements. See, 

Traffic Study, p. 5, fn. 3. 

 

  The Developer is proposing 13 perpendicular spaces that would be accessed directly from 

Elm Place, a public way.  Anyone parking in these spaces would have to back into Elm Place in 

order to exit, presenting a significant public safety concern.  The triangular design of the small 

surface parking area and driveway does not appear to conform to emergency access requirements 

– it is doubtful that the Town’s tallest ladder truck would be able to navigate around the island to 

access the building.  The same concern is present for garage trucks and moving trucks. We did 

not see any analysis in the Traffic Study proving that such vehicles can access the building, in 
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the form of an “Autoturn” plan or similar modeling software output.  There is also no ability for 

emergency vehicles to access the rear of the building that is a mere 10 feet from the railroad 

tracks (see Figure 2 below), another serious public safety concern.  Further, the ability of a fire 

truck to enter the garage is dubious given the tight corners. 

 

Figure 2 

 

 

 
 

 

 Surprisingly, the Traffic Study omitted two important intersections from its intersection 

study areas – the northerly intersection of Elm Place and Essex Street, which future Project 

residents are likely to use, and Hillcrest Circle and Essex Street, diagonally across from the Elm 

Place (south) intersection.   

 

The Hillcrest intersection is particularly relevant because the “functional area” of that 

intersection overlaps, and conflicts with, the functional area of the Elm Place (south) 

intersection, which most Project-generated traffic will utilize.  Maintaining a minimum safe 

separation distance between centerlines of intersections is critical for traffic safety.  An 

intersection represents a location where multiple driver decisions are required, and it is a 

generally-accepted design standard to maintain a separation distance equal to at least the 

stopping sight distance at that location.   According to the traffic study, the minimum required 

stopping sight distance would be 200 feet, but the separation between these two intersections is 






