
CITY OF NEWTON 
 

IN BOARD OF ALDERMEN 
 

PUBLIC FACILITIES COMMITTEE AGENDA 
 

WEDNESDAY, MAY 20, 2009 
 
7:45 p.m. 
ROOM 209 
 
Commonwealth Avenue update 
 
ITEMS TO BE DISCUSSED: 
#385-07  ALD. SCHNIPPER AND GENTILE updating the Public Facilities Committee on 

the progress of the Newton North High School Project.  [11-21-07 @ 10:23 AM] 
 

REFERRED TO PUBLIC FACILITIES AND FINANCE COMMITTEES 
#36-08(2) HIS HONOR THE MAYOR requesting to amend docket item #36-08 by 

appropriating an additional one hundred nine-thousand six hundred twenty-seven 
dollars ($109,627) from Budget Reserve for the fuel tank replacements at the 
Elliot Street DPW yard.  [04/28/09 @ 6:02 PM] 

 
REFERRED TO PUBLIC FACILITIES AND FINANCE COMMITTEES 

#131-09 HIS HONOR THE MAYOR requesting authorization to appropriate and expend 
from Budget Reserve the sum of eighty thousand dollars ($80,000) for the 
purpose of upgrading the automatic temperature control system at the library.  
[04/28/2009 @ 6:04 PM] 

 Note:  A letter from His Honor the Mayor was received on 5/12/09 requesting 
that the funding source be changed from budget reserve to capital stabilization. 

 
#127-09 IRA KRONITZ requesting that the Board of Alderman rescind Board Order 

#289-03(4) dated November 20, 2006, relating to roadway modification plans for 
curb-line geometry changes to calm traffic at the intersection of Daniel and 
Jackson Streets. [04-28-09 3:48] 

 
#289-03(5) JOHN S. MAYPOLE proposing a Resolution to the Commissioner of Public 

Works to install curb-line geometry at the intersection of Daniel and Jackson 
Streets as originally designed by the Traffic Engineer and approved by the Board 
of Aldermen on November 20, 2006. 

 
ITEMS NOT SCHEDULED FOR DISCUSSION: 
#126-09 ALD. LAPPIN requesting an update on the status of repairs and rental of the 

Kennard Estate. [04/17/09 @ 2:49 PM] 
 
#112-09 ALD. YATES requesting the City seek energy conservation funds from the 

American Re-Investment and Recovery Act to replace the energy inefficient 
boiler at the Emerson Community Center. 
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#111-09 ALD. ALBRIGHT AND MANSFIELD requesting discussion of recent 
information (made available to the Land Use Committee) from NStar related to 
double poles, focusing on the 350 double poles waiting only for removal of wires 
or streetlights by the City of Newton. 

 
#96-09 ALD. LENNON, CICCONE AND MERRILL requesting approval of the 

conceptual plan approved by the Traffic Council for the traffic improvements of 
PARK and VERNON STREETS and to send a resolution to the Mayor to fund the 
design and improvements.  [03/31/09 @8:08 AM] 

 
#83-09 HIS HONOR THE MAYOR requesting authorization to lease space on and 

around Fire Station #10 and/or lease space on and around the water tank off Ober 
Road for wireless communication equipment.  

 Public Hearing Held April 22, 2009 
 
#82-09 ALD. SANGIOLO requesting the Executive Department apply for the 

Massachusetts Department of Energy Resource’s Energy Audit Program for any 
and all municipal and school building facilities.  [03/03/09 @ 1:19 PM] 

 
REFERRED TO PUBLIC FACILITIES AND FINANCE COMMITTEES 

#60-09 ALD. SANGIOLO, GENTILE AND HARNEY requesting the installation of 
traffic islands on CONCORD STREET to be funded with the Cabot, Cabot and 
Forbes Traffic Mitigation Fund for Lower Falls (Ward 4). [02/03/09 @1:01 PM] 

 
RECOMMITTED TO FINANCE AND PUBLIC FACILITIES ON 02-17-09 

REFERRED TO PUBLIC FACILITIES AND FINANCE COMMITTEES 
#13-09 HIS HONOR THE MAYOR requesting authorization to appropriate and expend 

three hundred eighty-five thousand dollars ($385,000) from bonded indebtedness 
to the Public Works Department for the purpose of replacing both the salt shed 
and the Quonset hut at Crafts Street. [12-30-08 @ 5:04 PM] 

 PUBLIC FACILITIES APPROVED 4-0-2 (Ald. Gentile and Mansfield 
abstaining) on 01-07-09 

 FINANCE APPROVED 2-1-3 (Ald. Gentile opposed; Ald. Parker, Lennon 
and Freedman abstaining)  

 
 REFERRED TO PUBLIC FACILITIES AND PROGRAMS & SERVICES 
#8-09 ALD. HESS-MAHAN LINSKY, ALBRIGHT, FREEDMAN, MANSFIELD, 

JOHNSON, HARNEY & VANCE proposing an ordinance requiring that the 
installation of synthetic in-filled turf athletic fields on city-owned property shall 
use sustainable, recyclable, lead-free, non-toxic products to the maximum extent 
feasible. [12-30-08 @9:55 AM] 

 
#457-08 ALD. LAPPIN AND SALVUCCI requesting discussion with NStar regarding the 

timely repair of City streetlights and the development of a standard response 
timeframe. [11-20-08 @ 12:51 PM] 
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#368-08 ALD. LINSKY requesting approval of the Board of Aldermen of the design for 
improvements affecting the area where Walnut Street, Lowell Avenue and 
Watertown Street intersect including a traffic island, curb extensions and the dead 
ending of Lowell Avenue. [10-14-08 @ 12:53 PM] 

 
#342-08 ALD. SANGIOLO AND HARNEY requesting raised crosswalks/intersections at 

Grove and Cornell Streets and Grove Street and Pine Grove Avenue as approved 
by the Traffic Council to be funded with the Cabot, Cabot and Forbes Traffic 
Mitigation Fund for Lower Falls (Ward 4). [07-28-08 @ 11:35 AM] 

 
#341-08 NATIONAL GRID petitioning for a grant of location to install and maintain 80 + 

of 6, 12” gas main from the existing 12” gas main in Lowell Avenue at Hull 
Street easterly to the existing 8” gas main across from Newton North High School 
and to install a new regulator station in HULL STREET (Ward 2). [09-26-08 
@11:10 AM] 

 
#297-08 NSTAR ELECTRIC COMPANY petitioning for a grant of location to relocate 

Pole #223/5 on the westerly side of IRVING STREET + 129’ north of 
Commonwealth Avenue (Ward 7). [07-21-08 @ 11:02 AM] 

 
REFERRED TO PROG. & SERV., ZONING & PLANNING, PUB. FACIL.,  

PUB. SAFETY AND FINANCE COMMITTEES 
#273-08 ALD. JOHNSON proposing a RESOLUTION to His Honor the Mayor requesting 

that the Executive and Human Resources Departments develop a comprehensive 
human capital strategy for the city to include: performance management, talent 
development, succession planning, and compensation. [07-17-08 @ 9:53 AM] 

 
#241-08 ALD. SCHNIPPER requesting an update on the progress of the design for the 

reconstruction of Needham Street. [6-13-08 @ 11:45 AM] 
 
#208-08  ALD. GENTILE, SALVUCCI AND SCHNIPPER requesting a 

discussion on establishing a permanent Building Committee in the City 
of Newton. [05-16-08 @11:47 AM] 

 
REFERRED TO COMMUNITY PRESERVATION & FINANCE COMMITTEES 

#147-08 COMMUNITY PRESERVATION COMMITTEE recommending that the sum of 
$359,400, including $2,000 for legal costs, be appropriated from the FY’08 
Community Preservation Fund’s historic resources and general reserves, for a 
project to rehabilitate and expand storage space for the research library and 
archives at the Newton History Museum, to preserve the existing collections, and 
enhance public access to the collections. [04-01-08 @ 4:10 PM] 

 COMMUNITY PRESERVATION APPROVED 6-0 on 4-29-08 
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REFERRED TO PROG. & SERV., PUB.FAC. AND FINANCE COMMITTEES 
#89-08 ALD. PARKER requesting the following: 

A) review of the maintenance practices for buildings, parks and other 
properties owned by the City (including School Department facilities and 
grounds) 

B) development of a comprehensive maintenance plan that includes regular 
schedules for preventive maintenance  for each specific site or facility 

C) a RESOLUTION requesting that implementation of said maintenance plan 
be funded using operating budget funds. [02-13-08 @ 12:07 PM] 

 
Re-appointment by Board President 
#50-08 PRESIDENT BAKER recommending Joseph Michelson, 94 Park Avenue, 

Newton be re-appointed as an Aldermanic appointee to the DESIGNER 
SELECTION COMMITTEE, term of office to expire 12/31/09. [01-17-08 @ 3:48 
PM] 

 
Re-appointment by the Board President  
#48-08 ALD. BAKER recommending Lawrence Bauer, 42 Eliot Memorial Road, 

Newton, be re-appointed as an Aldermanic appointee to the DESIGNER 
SELECTION COMMITTEE, term of office to expire 12/31/09. [01-17-08 @ 3:48 
PM] 

 
Re-appointment by Board President 
#46-08 PRESIDENT BAKER recommending Robert O. Smith, P.E., 55 Chester Street, 

Newton Highlands be re-appointed as an Aldermanic appointee to the DESIGN 
REVIEW COMMITTEE, term of office to expire 12/31/09. [01-17-08 @ 3:48 
PM] 

 
REFERRED TO PUBLIC FACILITIES AND FINANCE COMMITTEES 

#31-08 ALD. COLETTI proposing a RESOLUTION to His Honor the Mayor expressing 
a no confidence vote pertaining to the current status of the Newton North High 
School Construction Project and related Financing Plan. [01-15-08 @ 11:14 AM] 

 
ITEM RECOMMITTED TO PUBLIC FACILITIES AND FINANCE ON 6/19/08 
 REFERRED TO PUBLIC FACILITIES AND FINANCE COMMITTEES 
#11-08 HIS HONOR THE MAYOR requesting an appropriation in the amount of 

$1,200,000 from bonded indebtedness for the purpose of funding the installation 
of four modular classrooms. [01-02-08 @ 4:53 P.M.] 

 B) $1,225,000 from bonded indebtedness 
NOTE:  Letter received from Mayor on 1/4/08 requesting that appropriation 
amount be amended to $1.3 million.  Letters received 5/7 and 5/21 requesting that 
the funding source to capital stabilization for costs incurred for design work and 
the remaining $1,225,000 from bonded indebtedness be voted no action 
necessary.  Part A) $75,000 from Capital Stabilization approved on 6/19/08. 

 
#352-07 ALD. SANGIOLO AND PARKER request Turner Construction, Project Manger 

for the Newton North High School Project and the DEP representative 
overlooking this project to discuss the issues and concerns raised regarding 
asbestos removal, transportation and disposal for the Newton North site and also 
information on 5,000 cubic feet of loam being removed to the Elliot Street and 
Rumford Avenue Yards. [10-17-07 @ 11:54 AM] 
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#351-07 ALD. PARKER AND SALVUCCI requesting that the Department of Public 
Works create an inventory and inspection regimen of bridges and culverts less 
than 20’ in length and develop a maintenance plan for all city-owned bridges 
including those over 20’, as recommended by the Undersecretary of Public Works 
at the Executive Office of Transportation, Robert Rooney. [10-17-07 @12:11 
PM] 

 
#253-07 ALD. LINSKY ALBRIGHT, JOHNSON, HARNEY, SANGIOLO, SALVUCCI, 

MANSFIELD, BURG, SCHNIPPER requesting (1) a review as to how provisions 
of applicable ordinances, specifically 5-58, were implemented during the course 
of the Newton North project, and (2) consider proposed revisions of 5-58 
including, but not limited to: 
(a) timely provision of documentation by the public building department to the 

Board of Aldermen and Design Review Committee; 
(b) establishment of liaison committees to facilitate communications and input 

from neighborhoods affected by projects subject to this ordinance; 
(c) approval of final design plans by the Board of Aldermen of projects subject to 

this ordinance; 
(d) oversight during the construction phase of projects subject to this ordinance 

by appropriate Board committee(s) both in respect to approval of change 
orders as well as design changes; and 

(e) generation of a required record detailing the entire construction process by the 
public building department to guide present and future oversight of projects 
subject to this ordinance. [08-07-07 @ 3:12 PM] 

 
#54-07  ALD. SANGIOLO requesting discussion with the School Department and the 

Public Buildings Department about giving the School Department increased 
control over maintenance of school building facilities thereby allowing the School 
Department to have direct authority to deploy/hire staff to make necessary repairs 
to their school facilities. [2-9-07 @ 1:46 PM] 

 
#451-06 KEYSPAN ENERGY petitioning for a grant of location to install and maintain 

450’ + of 8” gas main in HULL STREET from the existing 8” gas main in Hull 
street at 90 Hull Street easterly to the existing 6” gas main in Hull Street at 60 
Hull Street.  All of which is to replace the existing 4” gas main in Hull Street, 
which is to be abandoned. [11-15-06 @11:19 AM 

 
#345-06 ALD. SCHNIPPER requesting that the contingency on smaller Public Buildings 

projects be increased from 5% to at least 8%. 
 
#294-06 ALD. SAMUELSON requesting creation of a method for the collection of 

parking meter receipts to ensure maximum collection. 
 
#280-06 ALD. SANGIOLO proposing an Ordinance to create a Building Committee made 

up of Finance, Construction and Building experts in addition to several Aldermen 
to oversee construction and renovation projects in all municipal buildings. 
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#226-06 ALD. LINSKY requesting discussion of initiatives in respect to monitoring of 
water meter readings to better inform water and sewer users of significant 
increases in usage. 

 
#224-06(2) ALD. LINSKY, ALBRIGHT & JOHNSON, BAKER & SCHNIPPER requesting 

further deliberation on the conditions set forth in the Site Plan Approval Board 
Order relating to the Newton North High School project, considering possible 
expansion and modification of the conditions. 

 
#178-06 ALD. SCHNIPPER, LINSKY AND ALBRIGHT requesting a report on the 

commissioning of Newton South High School. 
 
#159-06 PRESIDENT BAKER & ALD. SCHNIPPER presenting the City of Newton 

Energy Action Plan for review and such action that may be appropriate by the 
Board of Aldermen. 

 
#155-06 JAMES A. BLACKBURN, 105 Wood End Road, Newton Highlands petitioning 

for laying out, grading and acceptance of WOOD END ROAD as a public way 
from the intersection of Mountfort Road westerly to the intersection of Nantucket 
Road (a distance of 360’+) to be the width of 45’. 

 
#152-06 PS&T COMMITTEE requesting discussion re Road Classification Design Types 

(as outlined by the Planning and Development Department) for future use as an 
overall management tool for the City. 

 
#84-06 COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC WORKS requesting a waiver from the Board of 

Aldermen of surfacing materials used on the sidewalk of a public way in front of 
161 Pond Brook Road, as provided in §26-47 of the City of Newton Ordinances. 

 
#424-05 ALD. SANGIOLO & HARNEY requesting an update from the School Department 

regarding the energy audit that was begun during last year’s budget review. 
 
#467-04 ALD. YATES AND SCHNIPPER requesting a response from the Commissioner 

of Public Works to the findings of the Environmental Protection Agency that 
pollution enters the Charles River from Newton. 

 
#386-04 ALD, SANGIOLO, HESS-MAHAN, JOHNSON, AND DANBERG proposing an 

ordinance to require that designers selected have LEED certification and include 
high performance/life cycle analysis for all municipal construction projects in the 
City of Newton. 

 
ITEM REFERRED BY PUBLIC SAFETY & TRANSPORTATION: 
#321-04(2) ALD. JOHNSON requesting a RESOLUTION to His Honor the Mayor 

requesting that he expeditiously as possible find funding to create traffic calming 
measures on Mill Street as requested by the Traffic Council. 
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#246-04 COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC WORKS requesting approval of the 25% design 
plan submittal for Walnut Street from Homer Street to Centre Street including a 
small section of Centre Street to Route 9. 

 
#178-04(2) ALD. LAPPIN requesting an update on progress and implementation of the 

construction information database. 
 
#104-04 ALD. YATES requesting a report from the Chief of Police as to how the 

ordinance prohibiting the blockage of sidewalks with snow can be more easily 
enforced. 

 
REFERRED TO PUB FAC. AND PUB SAF & TRANS. COMMITTEES 

#35-04 ALD. SAMUELSON AND DANBERG requesting an ordinance amendment to 
Section 26-8 of the City of Newton Revised Ordinances, 2001 to require all 
property owners or residents to remove snow from sidewalks abutting their 
property. 

 
#522-03 ALD. PARKER AND LENNON requesting an ordinance amendment to improve 

enforcement related to snow removal. 
 
REFERRED TO PROG. & SERV., PUB. FAC. AND FINANCE COMMITTEES 

#309-01 ALD. PARKER requesting increase in the income eligibility level of the 30% 
water/sewer discount for low-income senior citizens.  

 
# 94-99 RALPH S. ROBART 28 Richardson Road, Petition for Laying Out, Grading, and 

Acceptance of RICHARDSON ROAD from Route 9 northerly 180'+  to be the 
width of 30 feet. 

 
 Respectfully submitted, 

 
 Sydra Schnipper, Chairman 



City of Newton, Massachusetts

Office of the Mayor

David B. Cohen

Mayor

April 28, 2009

Telephone
(617) 796-1100

Telefax
(617) 796-1113

TDD
(617) 796-1089

E-maJ
dcohen@newtonma.gov

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Honorable Board of Aldermen
Newton City Hall
1000 Commonwealth Avenue
Newton, MA 02459

C()
<:)
too.)

I write to request that your Honorable Board docket for consideration a request to amend
docket item #36-08, by appropriating an additional $109,627 from budget reserve to the
fuel tank replacements that are underway at the Elliot Street DPW yard.

Thank you for your consideration of this matter.

Very truly yours,

)Mk.£/5~
David B. Cohen
Mayor

DBC: srb
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1000 Commonwealth Avenue Newton, Massachusetts 02459
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DEDICATED TO COMMUNITY ExCELLEl\k:E

#36-08(2)
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Cjt)' of Newton
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DavidB. Cohen
Mayor

PUBLIC BUILDINGS DEPARlMENT
A. NICHOLAS PARNELL. AlA. COMMISSIONER

Telephone: (617)796-1600
Fax: (617) 796-1601
ITY: (617) 796-1089
52 ELLIOT STREET

NEWTONHIOfll.ANDS, MA 02461.1605

April 28. 2009

The HonorableDavid B. Cohen
NeWlon City Ha.1I
1000 Commonwcaltll Avenue
N~wton Centre. MA 024'9

It£, Additional Funding - FuelTankReplacement ElliotStreet DPW Yard

Dear Mayor Cohen:

ThePUblie Buildings Depanmen\ respec:d"ully requests theSlUn of S109.627.00to tover meCOSt of replacingend
removingTWo, twentyyear old 10,000gallon undcraround &lL.wline Wilts. fuc:l di~pensing island and related
equipment at the Elliot StreetDPW Yard. Theadditional wst isbroken doW1l B:i follows:

Dixon Inc. OriginalContraa

Upgradc of OUbo)' sYlIlGm

AdditionalGrading

s328,689.00

.. 6.118.00

't 29,800.00

AddilionalProtee:ti'Vc Bollatds + 500.00

En&lllecring and Site InspeC\ions

DemoofConcrctc FoundacioJlll

ASJ)haltinl ofYud (materialsonl)')

TotalCost to Date

Less Orisinlll Request

SUBTOTAL

+ S% Contingatcy

AdditionalRequest

Shouldyou have lIfty questions~garding fbis request.please roDmet my office.

v crytrulyyours. ,

~~
ANP;dll
CC: Sancly Pooler, ChiefAdministrativo OlnCtt

Tom Daley. Mlie Works Commissioner
SU81/l BUlIlllln.Chief BudaalOm~r

l' 25.000.00

+ 4.?50,00

"" 77.000.00

$471.907.00

" 367,500.00

S 104,407.00

522000

S109,627.00

#36-08(2)



David B. Cohen

City of Newton, Massachusetts
Office of the Mayor

~ 13\-03
Telephone

(617) 796-1100

Telefax
(617) 796-1113

TDO
(617) 796-1089

E-mail
dcohen@newtonma.gov

Mayor

March 12, 2009

Honorable Board of Aldermen
Newton CityHall
1000 Commonwealth Avenue
Newton, MA 02459

Ladies and Gentlemen:

N

w
o

I write to request that yourHonorable Board amend item #131-09 to change the funding
source from budget reserve to capital stabilization. This request for $80,000 is for funds
to replace the ATC atthe library.

Thank you for yourconsideration of this matter.

v.ery trulyYOu~

~~~~-)

David B. Cohen
Mayor

DBC: srb
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1000 Commonwealth Avenue Newton, Massachusetts 02459

www.oi.newton.ma.us "*
DEDICATED TO CoMMUNIlY' ExCELLENCE
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#131-09



City of Newton, Massachusetts
Office of the Mayor

David B. Cohen

Mayor

April 28, 2009

Honorable Board of Aldermen
Newton City Hall
1000 Commonwealth Avenue
Newton, MA 02459

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Telephone
(617) 796-1100

Telefax
(617) 796-1113

TOD
(617) 796-1089

E-mail
dcohen@newtonma.gov

I write to request that your Honorable Board docket for consideration a request
appropriate the sum of eighty thousand dollars ($80,000) from budget reserve for the
purpose of upgrading the automatic temperature control system at the library. The
current system is causing various electrical systems (including air handling and cooling)
to run continuously. This replacement will improve the efficiency of these systems
resulting in cost savings.

Thank you for your consideration of this matter.

Very truly yours,

jJav-c;£,6~, '5/$

David B. Cohen
Mayor

DBC: srb
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www.ci.newton.ma.us *

DEDICATED TO (OMMUNITI ExULLENCE

#131-09
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Cityof Newton

•
DavidB. Cohen

Mayor

April 28, 2009

PUBLIC BUILDINGS DEPARTMENT
A.NICHOLAS PARNELL, AlA, COMMISSIONER

Telephone: (617) 796-1600
Fax: (617) 796·1601
TTY: (617)796·1089
52 ELLIOT STREET

NEWTON HIGHLANDS, MA 02461·1605

The Honorable David B. Cohen
Mayor
Newton City Hall
1000 Commonwealth Avenue
NewtonCentre, MA 02459

RE: Main LibraryATC Upgrade

Dear MayorCohen:

The Public BuildingsDepartment respectfully requeststhe sum of S 80,000.00 to design,
replace and upgrade the Automatic Temperature Control Systemat the MainLibnuy.
This item was identified in the Capital Improvement Plan. We make this request now
to address immediate concernssurrounding the costs savings that willoccurduringthe
upcomingcoolingand subsequent heating season.

Shouldyou have any questions regarding this matter, pleasefeel free to contactmy office.

Sincerely,

tl~~
Commissioner ofPublic Buildings

ANP:dIB
cc: SBI1dy Pooler, ChiefAdmini,U8Iive OffiCCT

SUICAll Bumcin. Chi~rBudpc Oftic.er
Atthw-F. Cllbnll. Budgot I: 1»rojocl SJleciallsl
Josh Morse. HVACTechnolosi$t
Jaync Colino. Senior CcnlClr OifllCtOl'

#131-09



#127-09



We, the residents of Jackson Street near the intersection of Jackson and Daniel Streets have read 
the e-mail dated Sept 5,2008 fiom Thomas Daley, Commissioner of Public Works. This e-mail 
describes the proposed construction project that is planned for the intersection of Jackson and 
Daniel Street. 

We are opposed to this project. We live, drive and walk in this neighborhood. We feel that this 
proposal will create an intersection that will be dangerous for vehicles and pedestrians traveling 
along Jackson Street. Cars traveling west, downhill on Jackson Street will have greater risk of 
losing control when trying to navigate this dangerous intersection. Especially those operators that 
aren't familiar with the large bump out at the proposed intersection. 

Previous traffic studies for this plan, have been held during summer and spring vacation times. 
It would have been more appropriate to conduct traffic studies when the nearby Bowen School 
was in session and perhaps during inclement weather in the winter. We the residents of Jackson 
Street will be at greatest risk fiom this proposal and we ask that this plan be changed or 
eliminated. 

NAME ADDRESS SIGNATURE 
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We, the residents of Jackson Street near the intersection of Jackson and Daniel Streets have read 
the e-mail dated Sept 5,2008 from Thomas Daley, Commissioner of Public Works. This e-mail 
describes the proposed construction project that is planned for the intersection of Jackson and 
Daniel Street. 
We are opposed to this project. We live, drive and walk in this neighborhood. We feel that this 
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We, the residents of .!-street near the intersection of Jackson and Daniel Streets have read 
the e-mail dated Sept 5, 2008 tiom Thomas Daley, Coinmissioner of Public Works This e-mail 
describes the proposed construction project that is pla~~tied for the intersection of Jackson and 
Daniel Street 
We are opposed to thls project We live, drive and walk in this neiyhborl~ood. We feel that this 

proposal will create an intersection that will be dangerous for ~ehicles and pedestrians traveling 
along Jackson Street. Cars tra~eling i$est, downhill on Jackson Street will hake greater risk of 
losing control when trying to uaciyate this dangerous intersection. Especially those operators that 
aren't timiliar with the large bump out at the proposed intersection 

Previous traffic studies for this plan, have been held during summer and spring vacation times It 
would have been more appropriate to conduct trattic studies when the nearby Bowen School was 
in session and perhaps during inclement weather in the winter. We the residents of Jackson Street 
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We, the residents of Jackson Street near the intersection of Jackson and Daniel Streets have read 
the e-mail dated Sept 5, 2008 from Thomas Daley, Commissioner of Public Works. This e-mail 
describes the proposed constnrction project that is planned for the intersection of Jackson and 
Daniel Street. 
We are opposed to this project. We live, drive and walk in this neighborhood. We feel that this 

proposal will create an intersection that will be dangerous for vehicles and pedestrians traveling 
along Jackson Street. Cars traveling west, downhill on Jackson Street will have greater risk of 
losing control when trying to navigate this dangerous intersection. Especially those operators that 
aren't familiar with the large bump out at the proposed intersection. 

Previous traffic studies for this plan, have been held during summer and spring vacation times. It 
would have been more appropriate to conduct trafic studies when the nearby Bowen School was 
in session and perhaps during inclement weather in the winter. We the residents of Jackson Street 
will be at greatest risk from this proposal and we ask that this proposal be changed or eliminated. 

ADDRESS SIGNATURE 
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We, the residents of Jackson Street near the intersection of Jackson and Daniel Streets have read 
the e-mail dated Sept 5 ,  2008 from Thomas Daley, Commissioner of Public Works. This e-mail 
describes the proposed construction project that is planned for the intersection of Jackson and 
Daniel Street. 
We are opposed to this project. We live, drive and walk in this neighborhood. We feel that this 

proposal will create an intersection that will be dangerous for vehicles and pedestrians traveling 
along Jackson Street. Cars traveling west, downhill on Jackson Street will have greater risk of 
losing control when trying to navigate this dangerous intersection. Especially those operators that 
aren't familiar with the large bump out at the proposed intersection. 

Previous trafic studies for this plan, have been held during summer and spring vacation times. It 
would have been more appropriate to conduct trafic studies when the nearby Bowen School was 
in session and perhaps during inclement weather in the winter. We the residents of Jackson Street 
will be at greatest risk from this proposal and we ask that this proposal be changed or eliminated. 

NAME ADDRESS SIGNATURE 
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We, the residents of Jackson Street near the intersection of Jackson and Daniel Streets have read 
the e-mail dated Sept 5,2008 from Thomas Daley, Commissioner of Public Works. This e-mail 
describes the proposed Wnstruction project that is planned for the intersection of Ja&son and 
Danid Street. 
We are opposed to this project. We live, drive and walk in this neighborhood. We feel that this 

p ropod will create an intersection that will be dangerous for vehicles and pedestrians traveling 
along Jackson Sreet. Cars traveling west, downhill on Jackha Wet will have greater risk of 
losing control when t& to Bhvigate this dangerous f n t e r s e c b  Especially those opera- that 
aren't familiar with the 1 4 e  bump out at the proposed intersecti~n. 

Previous traffic 38udies for this plan, haw &en held during s e e r  and spring vacation times. 
It would have been more appropriate to conduct traffic studies when the nearby Bowen Schod 
was in session and perhaps during inclement weather in the wina We the residents of Jackson 
Street will be at greatest risk from this prdposal and we ask that this propetad be changed or 
eliminated. / 
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ed murrav 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

I Kronitz [ikronitz@comcast. net] 
2009-04-26 20: 15 
edmurray@verizon.net 
ikronitz@comcast.net 
first berm number analysis Daniel 1 Jackson bumpout 

Hi Ed, 
Here the numbers I worked up before. They never gave us any details 
for the second berm 
The present berm is about the same location as the pink line. 150" 
from the original curb. 
The first berm was 78" from the curb. 

Numbers from the first berm: 

Sept 22, 2008 email, I analyzed the numbers from the first berm trial 
in this way. I've asked for input, but no one has contradicted my methods. 

Email Analysis: 
Thanks for the additional details. 

I'm sorry but I don't understand why you say that there is no diversion from Daniel St. 

Looking at the numbers in the following way it appears there was a differnce in traffic 
flow between the normal curbs and the moderate berm. 

For Jackson St. North of Rte. 9: 
before the berm: 287 cars on Jackson north of route 9 
after the berm: 352 cars on Jackson north of route 9 

I /  / 4r/! ~.%/u./.?e,, 
7- 

That's 65 more cars on Jackson St. a 65/287 or 23% increase. or the AM volume it's 78 
cars after the berm, 51 before, that's a more pr u or 53% increase. 
For Walter St.: 
before the berm: 440 cars on walter st. 
after the berm: 469 cars on walter st. - I '  
That's only 29 more cars look at the morning volume that's a 
shift of 68 to 87 which It seems to fit exactly that the 
additional 28% turned in 

Similarly for Jackson St. west of Cypress, after the berm there was an additional 53/185 
or 29% increase in the morning traffic. Even while there was a decrease in the 24hr vo1.u 
for the day. 

There seemed to be comparable decreases in Daniel St. volume. The percentages are lower 
of course, due to the higher volume. The volume makes sense since Daniel St. is 
considered to be a "minor collector" according to the Newton Comprehensive Plan. Walter 
Street and Jackson St. north of Rte. 9 are designated as local streets. In case folks a 
interested, the definitions are as follows: 

" - Minor Collectors: Minor collectors are similar to major collectors, but, in general, 
have a lower volume, generally ranging between 1,000 and 5,000 vehicles per day. 36 Newt 
streets or street segments have been categorized as minor collectors." 

11 - Local Streets: The local street system's primary function is to provide access to th 
land activities that front upon them. All streets in Newton that are not placed in one o 
the categories above and are not private streets are classified as local streets." 

The times designated by the PM volume numbers from before and after the berm are so 
different from each other I don't see how you can draw any conclusion from them. The 
"before berm" numbers are around evening rush hour and the "after berm" numbers are arou 
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school dismissal times. Could that be saying that the berm has shifted the peak travel 
hour on all of these alternative roads from evening rush to school release time? Even sc 
from the evening data, there doesn't appear to be a way to define how much of the traffi 
is diverted or not diverted at any particular time of day; which was the point of the 
study. 

I'm assuming you looked at the numbers differently. I'd be interested in understanding 
how you arrived at your conclusions. 

From Commissioner Daley, the determination of what is considered 
significant or not: 
"Traffic Engineering studies are performed on "typical days" 
according to engineering 
judgement. A sample count generally occurs over 24 to 48 hours. A 
typical day 
depends on the characteristics of the study area and the purpose of 
the study. In this 
case, a typical day is a Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday when area 
schools are in 
session and weather is favorable. Daily traffic on a typical days 
can vary up to 15%. 
Traffic volume data from Saturdays, Sundays, Mondays, and Fridays are 
generally 
lower than during midweek days, therefore, these days are often 
excluded from this 
kind of study. This might differ, however, if the study was for a 
movie theatre, for 
example, where a weekend count might be more appropriate. In the 
"after" study, we 
will again choose typical day(s) according to the same criteria as in the "before" study 
and wait at least one week following the change, 
so that any "novelty 
effect" is reduced and the expected long-term traffic patterns are measured." 

I hope this helps answer your concerns. 
thank you. 

Take care, 
Ira 
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Labels for Owner or Resident #127-09

Owner Name Address Unit
3 DANIEL STMOWREY DANIEL G NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

9 DANIEL STKIM DON-SOO NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

12 DANIEL STDENNETT VIRGINIA W NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

16 DANIEL STKELER TALI & RON NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

20 DANIEL STGLASBERG JEANNE TR NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

24 DANIEL STMAYPOLE JOHN S NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

27 DANIEL STTHAKALI SAGAR NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

28 DANIEL STPELLER ADAM L & JODIE R NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

31 DANIEL STKRICK GERALD & PAULA NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

32 DANIEL STCHAMBLISS WILLIAM B NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

37 DANIEL STXU XIAOQIANG NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

38 DANIEL STHASS DAVID M & MERLE R NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

4 DUXBURY RDCHARKIN SERGEY & LYUDMILA NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

5 DUXBURY RDLEE FUAN WING & SUI CHUN NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

9 DUXBURY RDGOODMAN JOSHUA S NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

10 DUXBURY RDLOBELL JOHNATHAN A NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

6 WHITE AVEHERNANDEZ PABLO NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

155 JACKSON STHYLAND JO-ANNE NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

159 JACKSON STST JOHN-OLCAYTO ENDER NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

162 JACKSON STSCHAUL-YODER RICHARD R & DAN NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

165 JACKSON STJOSEPH GEORGE NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

170 JACKSON STDISTEL ROBERT J NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

171 JACKSON STLENSON ROBERT NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

187 JACKSON STHERNANDEZ PABLO NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

189 JACKSON STHERNANDEZ PABLO NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

190 JACKSON STMERRITT VIRGINIA EMILY NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

193 JACKSON STNEUWIRTH DON NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

196 JACKSON STCUYLER JUSTIN M & SUSAN C NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

199 JACKSON STMASON CYNTHIA B NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

204 JACKSON STWEBB JULIAN NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

213 JACKSON STADLER STEPHANIE NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

216 JACKSON STWINNAY JOHN N NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

220 JACKSON STTARMY ALISON & JEFFREY NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

221 JACKSON STSWINDELL MATT E NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

224 JACKSON STBUDD DEBORAH NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

234 JACKSON STBOOTH BEVERLY F & ALAN & WEN NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA
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Owner Name Address Unit
235 JACKSON STKAPLAN JOEL & RACHEL NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

238 JACKSON STEMMANUEL RENATA P NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

239 JACKSON STCURRY TIMOTHY & LISA NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

243 JACKSON STWINSTON MICHAEL & ANGELA M NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

244 JACKSON STSHOLEMSON DAVID NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

249 JACKSON STMCCALLUM LEO T & BRENDA T NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

252 JACKSON STLUSHAN MICHAEL & DEBORAH NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

11 MARSHFIELD RDZALESKI MARGARET A NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

12 MARSHFIELD RDCILIBERTI JOSEPH A NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

9 WALTER STSETI DANNY NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

10 WALTER STGISH HERBERT & PIECUCH ALFRE NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

12 WALTER STSMITH CHRISTOPHER C NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

15 WALTER STMARTIN JANE E NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

17 WALTER STBRONSTEIN CHARLES A NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

18 WALTER STBERGMAN BARRY & SUSAN BIENE NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

21 WALTER STWILLIAMS RITA B NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

22 WALTER STLEDERMAN MAURY E NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

5 WHITE AVEVESPA DANIELA TR NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA

14 WHITE AVEHOCHMAN PAULA S NEWTON CENTRE 02459MA
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Thanks Sean, I appreciate the reference. 

But the conclusion is predicated on the sand bag trial which was said to be "working well" That wasn't a real 
trial and it was wrong to say it was working well. Those bags were destroyed within days. If it wasn't agreed 
that those bags were useless, we wouldn't be doing this endless stream of emails now. In my opinion the 
only irrefutable fact that came out of that first meeting we had was that those sand bags were destroyed in a 
few days. That is why the berm was planned. 

It seems like a non-starter to me. Any agreement that was based on those bags doing anything meaningful 
has got to be null and void. Now whether or not the city will listen to that as a reasonable argument is 
another story, but with all due respect, (and I do mean that, I respect the time and effort you have put into 
this), I don't see how my logic can be refuted. 

I'm willing to listen, but no matter how many times I made the statement that those sand bags were useless, 
no one has called me on it. Adn you know I'm not the only one that said that either. Adam now seems to be 
off somewhere putting a pin in a voodoo doll of me, but I know I had a conversation with him on the way 
back from Bowen after that first meeting. And when I made the case for not being able to get any real data 
from that sandbag trial, he agreed with me. He looked down and said "I guess so" Maybe he didn't really, 
but he didn't have any counter arguments either. At the time, I think there were still broken sandbags in the 
street. As I said, no one has publicly called me on it. 

#289-03(4) COMMISSIONER ROONEY requesting approval of roadway modification plans for 
curb-line geometry changes to calm traffic at the intersection of Daniel and Jackson Streets. 

ACTION: APPROVED 7-0 SUBJECT TO SECOND CALL (Yates not votinp) 

NOTE: Commissioner Rooney presented the item to the Committee. The intersection of Daniel 
and Jackson Streets has been a safety concern of the neighborhood for some time. The 
neighborhood hired a consultant who came up with three designs. The Commissioner believes 
the one that has been selected is the best most affordable solution to the safety issues at the 
intersection. The proposal is to create an extended bump out of the curb line. The bump out 
would create a more definitive intersection at Daniel and Jackson Streets causing traffic to slow 
down when turning onto Daniel Street. The proposed bump out has been sand baclqed for a 
trial and it is working well. Ald. Salvucci asked if the Fire Department has done a test run to 
make sure that the trucks can maneuver the corner. Commissioner Rooney responded that he 
would ask the Fire Department to make a test run. 

Sean Roche, 42 Daniel Street, stated that the sand bagging had an immediate, positive 
effect on the speed of vehicles. Many of the neighbors have noted the improvement. He 
would like the neighborhood to have the opportunity to comment on the details of the 
design before it is finalized. The Commissioner responded that the neighbors would have 
an opportunity to comment. Donald Neuwirth, 193 Jackson Street, questioned why there 
could not be stop signs. It was explained that stop signs may make the problem worse but 
it can be revisited in the Traffic Council. 

. Salvucci asked if the family with the driveway to be extended is okay with the proposal. The 
mmissioner explained that the owners of that property actually make out because their 

s very small and their car hangs over onto the sidewalk. With the extension, they will 
gain additional space for their driveway. Ald. Salvucci is not comfortable approving the item 
without a letter from the Fire Department stating that they can make the turn in their trucks. Ald. 
Weisbuch moved the item subject to second call in order to receive the letter from the Fire 
Department. The item carried unanimously., 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

IKronitz [ikronitz@corncast.net] 
2009-04-26 20: 15 
edrnurray@verizon.net 
ikronitz@corncast.net 
first berm number analysis Daniel 1 Jackson burnpout 

H i  Ed, 
Here t h e  numbers I worked up before .  They never gave us  any d e t a i l s  
f o r  t h e  second berm 
The p re sen t  berm i s  about t h e  same l o c a t i o n  a s  t h e  pink l i n e .  150" 
from t h e  o r i g i n a l  curb.  
The f i r s t  berm was 78" from t h e  curb.  

Numbers from t h e  f i r s t  berm: 

Sept 2 2 ,  2008 email ,  I analyzed t h e  numbers from t h e  f i r s t  berm t r i a l  
i n  t h i s  way. I ' v e  asked f o r  i npu t ,  but  no one has con t r ad ic t ed  my methods. 

Email Analysis :  
Thanks f o r  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  d e t a i l s .  

I ' m  s o r r y  but  I d o n ' t  understand why you say  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no d ive r s ion  from Daniel S t .  

Looking a t  t h e  numbers i n  t h e  fol lowing way i t  appears  t h e r e  was a  d i f f e r n c e  i n  t r a f f i c  
flow between t h e  normal curbs and t h e  moderate berm. 

For Jackson S t .  North of Rte.  9: 
before  t h e  berm: 287 c a r s  on Jackson no r th  of rou te  9  
a f t e r  t h e  berm: 352 c a r s  on Jackson no r th  of rou te  9. 

I f 4,~ l / i / v ~ e .  

T h a t ' s  65 more c a r s  on Jackson S t .  a  65/287 o r  t h e  AM volume i t ' s  78 
c a r s  a f t e r  t h e  berm, 51 before ,  t h a t ' s  a  more 53% i n c r e a s e .  

For Walter S t . :  
before  t h e  berm: 440 c a r s  on wa l t e r  s t .  
a f t e r  t h e  berm: 469 c a r s  on wa l t e r  s t .  

d' 
Tha t ' s  on ly  29 more c a r s  on Walter look a t  t h e  morning volume t h a t ' s  a  
s h i f t  of 68 t o  87 which i s  19/68 o  I t  seems t o  f i t  e x a c t l y  t h a t  t h e  
a d d i t i o n a l  28% turned  i n  t h e  mornin 

S i m i l a r l y  f o r  Jackson S t .  west of Cypress, a f t e r  t h e  berm t h e r e  was an a d d i t i o n a l  53/185 
o r  29% inc rease  i n  t h e  morning t r a f f i c .  Even while t h e r e  was a  decrease  i n  t h e  24hr volu 
f o r  t h e  day. 

There seemed t o  be comparable decreases  i n  Daniel S t .  volume. The percentages  a r e  lower 
of course,  due t o  t h e  h igher  volume. The volume makes sense s i n c e  Daniel S t .  i s  
considered t o  be a  "minor c o l l e c t o r "  according t o  t h e  Newton Comprehensive Plan.  Walter 
S t r e e t  and Jackson S t .  no r th  of Rte.  9  a r e  des igna ted  a s  l o c a l  s t r e e t s .  I n  case  f o l k s  a  
i n t e r e s t e d ,  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n s  a r e  a s  fol lows:  

" - Minor Co l l ec to r s :  Minor c o l l e c t o r s  a r e  s i m i l a r  t o  major c o l l e c t o r s ,  bu t ,  i n  gene ra l ,  
have a  lower volume, gene ra l ly  ranging between 1,000 and 5,000 v e h i c l e s  pe r  day. 36 Newt 
s t r e e t s  o r  s t r e e t  segments have been ca tegor ized  a s  minor c o l l e c t o r s . "  

11 - Local S t r e e t s :  The l o c a l  s t r e e t  sys tem's  primary func t ion  i s  t o  provide acces s  t o  t h  
l and  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  f r o n t  upon them. A l l  s t r e e t s  i n  Newton t h a t  a r e  not  p laced  i n  one o  
t h e  c a t e g o r i e s  above and a r e  not p r i v a t e  s t r e e t s  a r e  c l a s s i f i e d  a s  l o c a l  s t r e e t s . "  

The t imes des igna ted  by t h e  PM volume numbers from be fo re  and a f t e r  t h e  berm a r e  s o  
d i f f e r e n t  from each o t h e r  I don ' t  s e e  how you can draw any conclusion from them. The 
"before  berm" numbers a r e  around evening rush hour and t h e  " a f t e r  berm" numbers a r e  arou 
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school dismissal times. Could that be saying that the berm has shifted the peak travel 
hour on all of these alternative roads from evening rush to school release time? Even sc 
from the evening data, there doesn't appear to be a way to define how much of the traffi 
is diverted or not diverted at any particular time of day; which was the point of the 
study. 

I'm assuming you looked at the numbers differently. I'd be interested in understanding 
how you arrived at your conclusions. 

From Commissioner Daley, the determination of what is considered 
significant or not: 
"Traffic Engineering studies are performed on "typical days" 
according to engineering 
judgement. A sample count generally occurs over 24 to 48 hours. A 
typical day 
depends on the characteristics of the study area and the purpose of 
the study. In this 
case, a typical day is a Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday when area 
schools are in 
session and weather is favorable. Daily traffic on a typical days 
can vary up to 15%. 
Traffic volume data from Saturdays, Sundays, Mondays, and Fridays are 
general1 y 
lower than during midweek days, therefore, these days are often 
excluded from this 
kind of study. This might differ, however, if the study was for a 
movie theatre, for 
example, where a weekend count might be more appropriate. In the 
"after" study, we 
will again choose typical day(s) according to the same criteria as in the "before" study 
and wait at least one week following the change, 
so that any "novelty 
effect" is reduced and the expected long-term traffic patterns are measured." 

I hope this helps answer your concerns. 
thank you. 

Take care, 
Ira 
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By sight alone the bumpout, as shown by the pink line, reaches the double yellow line extending down 
Jackson St. to Daniel St. In other words the bumpout is taking away the entire lane. 

Meaquring from the existing curb, the existing asphalt bumpout is 78" from the curb. The pink line is 150  
from the existing curb. Double is not usually considered a "tweak" The southern part of Jackson St. has the 
bumpout DECREASED from 84 inches to 33 inches. Halving a measurement is also not generally 
considered a tweak. 

The combination certainly seems to promote the idea of someone turning rather than going straight along 
Daniel St. 
The study is useless given the change in dimensions. As useless as the study with the trampled sand bags. 

Ken, Vicki, 
I would think the bumpout needs to return to what was studied, or another evaluation is required. The 
meetings we all attended seemed to allow us to come to some sort of consensus given the study and how it 
was to be measured. This change appears to have thrown all of that out the window. 
Can you explain how you're going to rectify this? 

Regards, 
Ira 
Ira Kronitz 

After the trial the lines changed again. I don't think Ken ever got back to us on this. 

From: Ken Parker <ken@kenparker.org> 
Subject: Re: JacksonlDaniel st - UPDATE 
Date: Fri, 15 Aug 2008 12:03:00 -0400 
To: Ira Kronitz <ikronitz@emc.com> 

Ira, 

Vicki was not on the Traffic Council when it rejected the application for stop signs. I have 
requested the other information (study results, details of plans) and that the DPW Commissioner 
hold a community meeting at which this information is presented. I'll let you know as soon as I 
hear back. 

Regards, 

Ken 

Ken Parker 
Newton Alderman 
ken@kenparker.org 
(61 7) 965-3723 

A note from Mr. Daley. Several issue with this note. It has been said, many times before 
that those "public meetings" were not advertised, and that the abutters as well as folks on 
Walter and Jackson St. were not notified. Mr Daley states that he was moving cones back 
and forth between the less severe and alderman approved plan. Later notes seemed to 
imply that the first berm was the less severe distance. Very confusing. At the time there 
was no analysis at this distance. The term "it is the right thing to do" appears to be cl-A{+s 1' overused and repeated for different configurations. 

d 

From: tom daley <tdaley@newtonma.gov> 

S Date: Fri, Sep 5, 2008 at 752  PM 
Subject: Daniel 1 Jackson intersection 
Hello: 
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If you are receiving this it is because you are someone that may have interest in the new curb 
layout at the intersection of Daniel St. and Jackson St. I will begin by saying that several people 
offered to share information to anyone else interested in.this project so if you would it would be 
greatly appreciated. 
As you probably know, the Newton DPW painted a pink line several weeks ago at the intersection 
that represented where we were going to install the new curbing. After we painted the line in the 
field we received some calls / e-mails, etc. that prompted me to look into the proposed 
improvements and get up to speed on all of the history of this project. The history is as follows: 

In May of 2001 the Traffic Council heard from residents of Daniel St. regarding the 
installation of a stop sign at Jackson and Daniel Streets. The request was denied by 
Traffic Council. 
In May of 2004 the Traffic Council heard from residents of Daniel St. regarding the 
installation of three way stop signs at Jackson and Daniel Streets. The request was 
held by Traffic Council. 
In November of 2004 the Traffic Council voted to take no action on the three way 
stop request but did vote to recommend intersection reconfiguration plans to be 
prepared. 
In early 2005 the City hired Traffic Solutions, LLC to study and make 
recommendations for the intersection. 
On 6/2/05 a public meeting was held at City Hall to solicit public input. 
On 6/28/05 another public meeting was held and potential recommendations were 
presented and discussed with the public. 
On 9/16/05 the final report and recommendations from Traffic Solutions was issued. 
The report recommended three options: 

Roundabout 
"T" intersection 
all way stop 

On 1011 9/05 the Public Safety / Transportation Committee held a public meeting 
where the final report and recommendations were discussed with public input. The 
Committee voted to hold the item until a sandbag trial was performed for the 
roundabout. 
The sandbag trial was performed in November and December of 2005. 
On 5/3/06 the Public Safety / Transportation Committee held a public meeting to 
discuss the results of the trial. It was presented that after further review there was 
insufficient right-of-way area to construct the roundabout. Also in general it was 
deemed that the trial was not very successful. As a result the Committee held the 
item in order to do a sandbag trial of the "T" intersection option. 
On 11/8/06, the Public Facilities Committee held a public meeting and approved the 
"T" intersection project. 
On 11/13/06, the Finance Committee held a public meeting and approved the funding 
for "T" intersection project. 
On 11/20/06, the Board of Alderman approved the "T" intersection project including 
the funding. 
In the spring of 2007 the Engineering Division marked out the proposed curb line 
which triggered many phone calls, etc. including a meeting on 6/7/07 with interested 
parties, including people from Walter Street who were concerned that the 
improvements would divert traffic to their street. 
In the summer of 2007 the DPW installed berm as a trial in a location that was 
less "severe" than the plan previously approved by the Alderman. Traffic 
analysis was done on Walter St. before and after the berm installation in the 
Fall of 2007. The berm trial is continuing until this day. 
In early Summer of 2007 the DPW Engineering Division remarked out the curb 
line based upon the Alderman approved plan. Immediately thereafter, similar to 
last year many phone calls were triggered. 
In the couple weeks thereafter I personally visited the site several times and for 
several hours, moving the cones from the "Alderman" curb line to the "not as 
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no evidence that the larger bump-out achieves more traffic calming results.)" 

The more I think about it, why wouldn't someone just respond with "it's where the berm was 
before - 78" from the curb"? Why is anyone considering,or even requesting a2ft. 
change,yet another dimension and something for which there is no data? 

Regardless of whether I agree with the bumpout or not, I'm not following the logic ofyet 
another change to the configuration. Can someone explain that? 

If folks are busy, and they don't have time, I can understand that. When do you think you 
might get to it? 

On Apr 17, 2009, at 3:31 PM, Ken Parker wrote: 

Dear DanielIJackson intersection neighbors, 

We are writing as your three Ward 6 Aldermen to share our thoughts on the 
DanielIJackson intersection project recommendation we all received from 
Public Works Commissioner Tom Daley last week. We had the opportunity to 
meet with Commissioner Daley and with Traffic Engineer Clint Schuckel 
yesterday and they were very forthright in answering our questions and 
helping us to understand his recommended solution. 

This has been a long and difficult process and we are well aware of the level 
AD &%*'4 

of controversy and frustration that surrounds the issue. We recognize that 
whatever outcome Commissioner Daley decided to pursue, some of the 

u\w 
people in the neighborhood would be disappointed. We also recognize that 

( \ 35  
there have been flaws in the process of decision-making, information- 7 fb L,~b> 

X 
gathering, and communication, for which we apologize. We recognize that this 
issue could have and should have been handled better and we will strive to 5, .4kr- b&i 

ake sure that the City does a better job of handling issues like this in the 
ture. 

That having been said, we are have decided to give Commissioner Daley our 
strong support for his decision.We would be happy to organize and attend a 
neighborhood meeting to discuss our thoughts in greater detail, but here are 
the answers to some of the questions we have already received. 

1) Would stop signs be a better (and cheaper) sol'ution? Traffic Engineer 
Schuckel confirmed again that additional stop signs at the intersection should 
not be installed with the current intersection configuration and he would not 
recommend them as a safety enhancement. However, with the reconfigured 
intersection, it is possible that additional stop signs could be added at some 
point in the future, if necessary. Please note that all three of us supported the 
neighborhood petition for 3-way stop signs at this intersection that was 
rejected by the Traffic Council several years ago. 

2) Would a larger bump-out be safer for the neighborhood? Commissioner 
Daley informed us that when he considered all factors, the smaller bump-out 

d he has proposed Itisthe right thing to do in regards to vehicle and pedestrian 
safety inthe neighborhood." He pointed out that according to the data 

average speeds on Daniel St. were actually reduced more with the 
than with the larger one. (It may be that these differences are 

meaningful, but there is no evidence that the larger bump-out 
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Message 

6- 

Don Neuwirth 

Page 2 of 3 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Ken Parker <ken@kenparker.org> 
To: Don Hillman <downhilman@aol.com> 
Sent: Mon, 4 May 2009 2:21 pm 
Subject: Fwd: Re: FWD: DanielIJackson bumpout location 

Hi Don, 

I just received the attached file from Lou Traverna. Please take a look and let me know what you think. 

Regards, 

Ken 

> 
>See attached layouts. 
> 
>The October 2006 layout is the BOA approved 
>plan, at 12' max bumpout. 
> 
>The June 2007 lavout is the Roonev 
>compromise (aka the Taverna compromise), at Cb / $717/cn ,‘14 > 10' max bumpout. 
> n(Y1 lr6tfw 
>Both of these underwent traffic trials. ./ 

> P b l ; r / l  

>The April 2009 plan is the Daley compromise, 7~fi 142 00 7 
>which is the same as the Rooney compromise. >-The only difference is that we softened the 

X >radius by 18" in front of the driveway. So h . U h 7 ~  
>instead of a 10' max bumpout at the driveway, 
>we have a 8.5' max bumpout at the driveway. F\ /LICJ~< 

>This was at the request of the homeowner. 

*$:Lou 

\ / , ,CJ  
JC '1 

> 
> 
>Louis M. Taverna, P.E. 
>City Engineer 
>Newton Department of Public Works 
> 1000 Commonwealth Ave 
>IVewton, MA 02459 
>Phone: 617-796-1020 
>Fax: 617-796-1051 
> 
>Note New E-Mail Address: Ltaverna@newtonma,sov 
> 
>Content-type: textlplain; charset=US-ASCII 
>Content-disposition: inline 
>Content-description: Attachment information. 
> 
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'7 ! j -  h+qg/~ /3i)/1-u+-ja,.4r+ Main Talking Points regarding DanielIJackson St. bumpout. ' I 

1. It wasn't recognized until early 2009, but the road configuration was first publicly talked about (as far as 
we know) in 2004 as a remedy for the cut-through traffic on Daniel St. It's currently defined as a minor 
collector by the city. There has probably been an increase in traffic over the years, but it has always been 
a busy road. It goes between Langley and Parker St. 
2. Although there were some sandbags put up in a couple of different configurations no one gave it much 
thought or knew much about it. 
3. When people realized what was happening, they called the Aldermen. 
4. Everyone I knew was told that it was essentially a done deal when the talked to the aldermen 
individually. 
5. When folks started communicating, the aldermen agreed to have a meeting June 2006. 
6. It was learned at the meeting that the configuration was being based on the sandbag trial. It was also 
communicated that stop signs (basically universally desired as an alternative) were not permissible due to 
state guidelines. 
7. Since it was pointed out that the sandbags were destroyed within days, there was really no useful data 
collected. 
8. It was also learned that the traffic council, COULD authorize stop signs if they so desired. Later on, it 
was also learned that the traffic consulting group contracted to study the intersection, also felt that the 
nature of the intersection would pass the state guidelines and was a valid option. 
9. Things quieted down, the "small" berm was installed and data was collected. (july-Aug. 2007) 
10. In August 2008, before even receiving any data from the trial, new "pink" lines were drawn on the road, 
and it was indicated this was the location of the berm. 
11. These lines protruded TWICE the distance from the curb as the small berm. A change from 7 8  to 
150" 
12. It was pronounced that the data indicated no diversion 
13. Analysis done by Ira Kronitz, indicated there was diversion, but no one disputed the method used or 
addressed the conclusions. 
14. A new trial at the pink line was agreed to. 
15. It was then that the proponents said that there was no "material" diversion, and it was silly of people to 
think that no diversion would occur. 
16. When the data was announced, it was said that there was no material diversion, and that there was no 
advantage to having the larger berm. The DPW would build it to the smaller berm. But great pain was 
taken to indicate that the traffic engineer said the smaller berm was a 2ft reduction from the larger berm - 
pink line. That is INCORRECT. 
17. At first the question was ignored, then it was said tht the difference between the berms was 30-36. 
That is INCORRECT. 
18. The citizens were asked to measure the difference between the berm and the latest green marks. 
These marks were also not 2ft. behind the larger berm. Only 8 112 to 12" behind it. 
19. No response regarding the petition that the residents slgned at the time of the pink line being drawn. 
20. Aldermen were told the curb was being built to the small berm, and they endorsed that, but it is not 
true. 
21. It has been pointed out that the intersection is not safer from a pedestrian point of view, but the only 
data that the proponents feel is acceptable is a small decrease in speed. 
22. The commissioner and aldermen pointed out that the smaller berm actually decreased the speed 
more than the larger berm. But still, the intent is to build the largerst berm possible. 
23. When the question came up as to why they're bothering to build it at all, the response was "because 
the aldermen approved it and the money is available" 
24. When you look back at the wording of the approval, we would contend that it was dependent upon 
the study, which the sandbag trial is not really valid, and also dependent upon the opinion of the 
neighbors, one of whom was mis-represented regarding his feelings about his driveway being extended. 
25. Additional anecdotal information: 
a. inability to determine how to overturn the traffic council decision regarding stop signs. 
b. inability to determine why a study involving stop signs was not agreed to. 
c. inability to find out what happened to the petition 
d. inability to obtain any explanation regarding how the data was analyzed. 
e. inabilit to obtain any firm dimensions for the planned bumpout. 
f. inability to determine why the traffic council does not want stop signs 
g. inability to even discuss the intersection in connection to neighboring intersections. Traffic council 
closed off all discussion of DanielIJackson intersection when considering JacksonICypress intersection. 
Again, not permitting a stop sign closer to the top of the hill. 
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Timeline of the Discussions regarding the DanielIJackson St. Loa L 

B~~~~~~ yaw 
The following is the general progression of the DaniellJackson Street bumpout proposal fkY) 
and the ensuing ernails. It's long and at times, information is repeated because it was felt 
that the entire email should be included. The purpose of putting this together is to show 2-tP 
that not only has the process been mishandled, but for the last two years (approx.) there 
has been a majority of the neighborhood indicating that they feel the bumpout 
configuration is more dangerous now, than the original intersection. Why only the last 
two years? Because prior to those two years, the residents had not been properly 
notified. That statement has been contentious, but there have been more than a few 
residents who have declared that they had never received notice of the intended plans for 
the intersection. Only when the lines were on the road, and construction was about to 
begin did the residents have notice that the intersection was about to be changed. From 
that point on, however, due process truly seems to have fallen apart. It has been difficult 
to get answers to some basic questions. 

The original impetus for the change appears to be a traffic calming for Daniel St. residents. 
Orignally it was promised that no cars would be diverted to other streets. When it was 
shown that some cars were diverted, it was said that the overall number was not 
signficant. When the data showed that the bumpout, even the larger one, only slows cars 
for about 100 ft, the Daniel St. residents indicated that it was really a safety issue for the 
intersection. The objective seems to be in flux. 

Ultimately the majority of the neighborhood, as well as most of the abutters would prefer 
that the original configuration be maintained. It is believed that the proposed 
configuration is dangerous; both for pedestrians, as well as drivers, regardless of the 
Smph decrease in speed. The safety record over the last several decades speaks for itself. 
If the safety of the intersection is not improved, and the speed along Daniel street is not 
even substantially reduced, it does not make sense to change it. 

And if something is going to be built, there appears to be a huge lack of logic in regards to 
what should be built given the data. The city officials seem intent upon building the 
largest possible bumpout, although it is admitted that the smaller berm (for which there is 
data) shows an even better reduction in speed than the larger berm. A number of emails 
from Mr. Daley appears to obfuscate what the dimensions of the berm will be, although the 
smaller curb extension is specified. 

In the following document, comments are made in bold print, in purple, and the text of the 
emaila are in black print. 

Although this is repeated below, to put this entire effort into context, this is the document 
that was sent to the mayor to start things off. 

From the document below: 

The principal benefit of the redesign will be to slow the westbound traffic before it enters Daniel 
Street. It is also hoped that the turn will discourage cut-through traffic. A hard left turn onto Jackson 
from Daniel should lessen the frequency of "rolling" stops. <?xml:namespace prefix = o ns = 
"urn:schemas-microsoft-com:office:office" I> 

Finally, the current intersection is long to walk across, discouraging pedestrian use. The redesign 
will shorten the sidewalk-to-sidewalk distance from Daniel to Daniel and from Daniel to Jackson, 
making the corner more pedestrian friendly. 
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Thanks Sean, I appreciate the reference. 

But the conclusion is predicated on the sand bag trial which was said to be "working well" That wasn't a real 
trial and it was wrong to say it was working well. Those bags were destroyed within days. If it wasn't agreed 
that those bags were useless, we wouldn't be doing this endless stream of emails now. In my opinion the 
only irrefutable fact that came out of that first meeting we had was that those sand bags were destroyed in a 
few days. That is why the berm was planned. 

It seems like a non-starter to me. Any agreement that was based on those bags doing anything meaningful 
has got to be null and void. Now whether or not the city will listen to that as a reasonable argument is 
another story, but with all due respect, (and I do mean that, I respect the time and effort you have put into 
this), I don't see how my logic can be refuted. 

I'm willing to listen, but no matter how many times I made the statement that those sand bags were useless, 
no one has called me on it. Adn you know I'm not the only one that said that either. Adam now seems to be 
off somewhere putting a pin in a voodoo doll of me, but I know I had a conversation with him on the way 
back from Bowen after that first meeting. And when I made the case for not being able to get any real data 
from that sandbag trial, he agreed with me. He looked down and said "I guess so" Maybe he didn't really, 
but he didn't have any counter arguments either. At the time, I think there were still broken sandbags in the 
street. As I said, no one has publicly called me on it. 

#289-03(4) COMMISSIONER ROONEY requesting approval of roadway modification plans for 
curb-line geometry changes to calm traffic at the intersection of Daniel and Jackson Streets. 

ACTION: APPROVED 7-0 SUBJECT TO SECOND CALL (Yates not voting) 

NOTE: Commissioner Rooney presented the item to the Committee. 'The intersection of Daniel 
and Jackson Streets has been a safety concern of the neighborhood for some time. The 
neighborhood hired a consultant who came up with three designs. The Commissioner believes 
the one that has been selected is the best most affordable solution to the safety issues at the 
intersection. The proposal is to create an extended bump out of the curb line. The bump out 
would create a more definitive intersection at Daniel and Jackson Streets causing traffic to slow 
down when turning onto Daniel Street. The proposed bump out has been sand banned for a 
trial and it is workincl well. Ald. Salvucci asked if the Fire Department has done a test run to 
make sure that the trucks can maneuver the corner. Commissioner Rooney responded that he 
would ask the Fire Department to make a test run. 

Sean Roche, 42 Daniel Street, stated that the sand bagging had an immediate, positive 
effect on the speed of vehicles. Many of the neighbors have noted the improvement. He 
would like the neighborhood to have the opportunity to comment on the details of the 
design before it is finalized. The Commissioner responded that the neighbors would have 
an opportunity to comment. Donald Neuwirth, 193 Jackson Street, questioned why there 
could not be stop signs. It was explained that stop signs may make the problem worse but 
it can be revisited in the Traffic Council. 

G d .  Salvucci asked if the family with the driveway to be extended is okay with the proposal. The 
Commissioner explained that the owners of that property actually make out because their 
driveway is very small and their car hangs over onto the sidewalk. With the extension, they will 
gain additional space for their driveway. Ald. Salvucci is not comfortable approving the item 
without a letter from the Fire Department stating that they can make the turn in their trucks. Ald. 
Weisbuch moved the item subject to second call in order to receive the letter from the Fire 
Department. The item carried unanimously., 

Regards, 
Ira %* 3 Dan;&\ N c ~ d o n  B Q ~  1, w 
Ira Kronitz 

L CQ\\C~ .  D P ~  'k 
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Concerned Residents of Daniel Street 
Newton, MA 02459 

May 23,2004 

The Honorable Mayor David Cohen 
City Hall 
Newton. MA 

Dear Mayor Cohen: 

As you are aware, the residents of Daniel Street have been concerned for some time about the 
traffic situation in our neighborhood. We are writing to request that you: 

Authorize the City Traffic Engineer and the Department of Public Works to redesign and 
reconstruct of the intersection of Daniel and Jackson streets, such work to be paid for with money 
from the Terraces mitigation fund; 

Write to the Traffic Council to express your concern about our problems, encourage efforts 
to ameliorate the situation, and support the petitions before the Traffic Council to be heard on 
May 27,2004; and 

Authorize the City Traffic Engineer and the Department of Public Works to remove the 
painted stripe on Daniel Street. 

Background 

The problems on Daniel Street result from what it is and where it is. Daniel Street is a narrow, 
residential street. It is ill suited to the volume, speed, or behavior of traffic that uses Daniel and 
Jackson streets as a cut-through between Parker and Langley. It is a feeder and cut-through 
because the DaniellJackson link from Parker to Langley is the only path between a rock - 
Institution Hill - and a hard place -the very broken Route 9. It is an attractive alternative to those 
drivers looking to avoid Newton Centre congestion or the problems of Route 9, especially those 
traveling from the west and south to the south end of Langley. The DaniellJackson Streets cut- 
through avoids the turnaround at Hammond Pond Parkway necessary to go north on Langley 
from eastbound Route 9. 

The overuse and misuse of Daniel Street is only going to get worse, probably dramatically worse. 
Occupancy has begun at the Terraces. Hebrew College is shortly going to apply for a Special 
Permit to expand and create an entrance fromlexit to Langley. Congestion steadily increases in 
Newton Centre and on Route 9. These forces will combine to drive cut-through traffic through our 
neighborhood. 

We have attached a more detailed description of the problems and our proposed solutions. 

Intersection redesign/reconstruction 
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A particular problem with Daniel Street traffic is caused by the design of the intersection with 
Jackson Street. Westbound traffic from Jackson has but a gentle bend to negotiate to enter 
Daniel. As a result, cars carry too much speed into Daniel's narrow straits. Cars routinely cross 
over the center line to pass parked cars, more than occasionally having to stop sharply or veer to 
avoid eastbound traffic. 

Representatives of the neighborhood met with City Traffic Engineer Clint Schuckel to discuss the 
situation and potential solutions. We propose, and Mr. Schuckel endorses, a plan to build out and 
square the intersection to make the turn from Jackson to Daniel a ninety-degree turn. This will 
diminish traffic speed as cars make the transition from the wider Jackson to Daniel. The added 
effort may even make DanielIJackson less attractive as a cut-through.* 

It is our understanding that your authorization is all that is necessary for Mr. Schuckel to begin to 
redesign the intersection, to test the feasibility and effectiveness of a redesign with sandbags, 
and to plan construction. The intersection redesign project is an appropriate use of Terraces 
mitigation funds, as occupancy will inevitably aggravate existing traffic conditions. Would you 
please authorize Mr. Schuckel to begin work on this project? 

Petitions 

We have two petitions before the Traffic Council, to be heard on May 27, 2004. Would you please 
write to the Traffic Council to express that you believe our situation merits immediate attention 
and action, and that you are especially concerned for the safety of the school children who walk 
along Daniel and Jackson to Bowen each day. We request your support not just for the two 
petitions, but also for additional traffic calming measures that have been suggested by Mr. 
Schuckel. 

The two petitions are: 

#289-03 ADAM PELLER, 28 Daniel Street, requesting three way stop sign at the 
intersection of JACKSON STREET and DANIEL STREET. (Ward 6) 

#290-03 SEAN ROCHE, 42 Daniel Street, requesting speed limit' on Jackson Street 
,heading to Daniel Street be reduced to 25 mph (currently 30 mph). (Ward 6) 

Removal of Yellow Stripe on Daniel 

Mr. Schuckel suggested one immediate measure the city could take. Daniel Street is currently 
marked with a single yellow stripe, which he believes indicates to drivers that they are on a larger 
thoroughfare where fast speeds are acceptable. According to Mr. Schuckel, it is not customary to 
stripe residential streets such as Daniel. At a meeting with Mr. Schuckel on May 19, he indicated 
that the yellow stripe could be removed by the Department of Public Works. Would you please 
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instruct Mr. Schuckel and the DPW to remove the stripe? 

Thank you very much for your ongoing attention to our concerns. If you have any questions, 
please direct them to Jennifer Youtz Grams, Adam Peller, or Sean Roche. Ms. Grams and 
Messrs. Peller and Roche have been spearheading our neighborhood efforts. 

Sincerely, 

The residents of Daniel Street 

cc: Alderman George Mansfield 
Alderman Ken Parker 
City Traffic Engineer Clint Schuckel 

Daniel Street Traffic Conditions 

Children on Daniel Street 

Daniel Street is a principal route for children walking to Bowen School, particularly children who 
live just west of Parker Street. In addition, lots of young children live on Daniel Street. On the 
short street, there are 14 children under the age of 8, ten of whom are five or younger. A fifteenth 
is due in August. 

Children are regularly on the sidewalks. 

Residential character of Daniel Street 

Daniel Street is a narrow, residential street ill suited to carry the volume of traffic that travels it 
each day. Almost all of the driveways are short and narrow. On-street parking - which is limited to 
the north side of the street - is an absolute necessity for working families to handle vehicle 
logistics. Cars parked on the street further narrow the street. 

The sight lines on the street are short because of a curve at the west end. 

Not only is the street narrow, the setbacks are uniformly short. This contributes to the negative 
effect of traffic on the neighborhood, discussed more below. 

Daniel Street is a cut-through 

Though it is not obvious from a map, Daniel and Jackson Streets'combine to form a cut-through 
between Parker and Langley Streets. DanielIJackson is the only meaningful path from Parker to 
Jackson between Route 9 and Newton Centre. Because Route 9 and Newton Centre are so 
badly congested, drivers look for an alternative and use DanielIJackson. 
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The DanielIJackson cut-through is particularly attractive for traffic from the south and west 
heading to Langley Road. Taking Route 9 east to Langley means continuing over a mile past 
Langley, using the Hammond Pond turnaround, heading back onto Route 9 west, and exiting at 
the Langley jug-handle. It is not only a question of added distance. Route 9 is woefully congested 
at rush hour and the Langley exit is a disaster. 

Traffic behavior 
d &\ Yk YOJ (pd \ E J O J A  (0 

\bJ ( JnTi i5M 9- 
,* 

Jackson Street is wider than Daniel Street, the grade from Jackson to Daniel is a pronounced 
downhill slope, and the "turn" onto Daniel from Jackson is barely a bend. Consider on their own, 
these factors mean that traffic heading west on Daniel from Jackson is generally moving at a 
good clip. The problem is greatly compounded by the unavoidable use of on-street parking, 
described above. To avoid cars parked on the north side of Daniel, westbound traffic routinely 
travels completely in the eastbound lane, with all four wheels over the yellow stripe. Westbound 
traffic often continues in the eastbound lane nearly the length of Daniel, even deep into the curve 
at the west end of the street. 

Frequently, westbound traffic in the eastbound lane comes upon eastbound traffic. The result is 
either rapid braking, swerving into spots between parked cars, or traffic passing three abreast 
(parked car, westbound car, eastbound car) with inches to spare. While - miraculously -there 
have not been any collisions (though plenty of minor damage to parked cars, like rear-view 
mirrors shearing off), it seems unavoidable that something serious is going to happen. (One car 
did swerve onto the sidewalk, knocking down a "Caution: Children" sign and narrowly missing a 
tree.) 

We don't need an actual collision to create anxiety in the neighborhood. The unending series of 
close calls create an inhospitable atmosphere. 

Traffic volume 

I The current traffic volume is unacceptable to the nature and design of Daniel Street. The volume, 
however, is certain to go up. Way up. - 

I As described above, Jackson and Daniel Streets are a particularly attractive cut-through to and 
from Langley. Occupancy has begun at the Terraces on Langley, which will greatly increase the 
use of the cut-through. And, Hebrew College is set to request a Special Permit to expand its 
facilities on Institution Hill. 

The Hebrew College plan poses a double-whammy. Not only is the college hoping to expand, 
they want to build an entrance fromlexit to Langley. The expansion promises higher total traffic 
volume and the Langley Road entrance means that Daniel Street will be an attractive cut-through 

a big chunk of both existing and new traffic. 

The JacksonIDaniel intersection 
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The design of the intersection with Jackson Street contributes to the Daniel Street traffic problem. 
Westbound traffic flows into Daniel without slowing, despite the fact that Daniel Street is narrower 
and far more likely to have cars parked in the westbound lane:The eastbound situation is better 
because of the stop sign on Daniel Street, but the shape of the intersection does not discourage 
traffic. (In fact, much eastbound traffic treats the stop sign as a requirement to do no more than 
brush the brakes, if that.) 

The proposed redesign will "square" the intersection, building out the north side of the intersection 
and pulling the stop sign farther into the current intersection. The effect will be to turn what is a 
"Y" into a "T," requiring a hard right turn for westbound traffic from Jackson to Daniel and a hard 
left turn for eastbound traffic from Daniel to Jackson. 

principal benefit of the redesign will be to slow the westbound traffic before it enters Daniel 
Street. It is also hoped that the turn will discourage cut-through traffic. A hard left turn onto 

from Daniel should lessen the frequency of "rolling" stops. 

Finally, the current intersection is long to walk across, discouraging pedestrian use. The redesign 
will shorten the sidewalk-to-sidewalk distance from Daniel to Daniel and from Daniel to Jackson, 
making the corner more pedestrian friendly. 

Further traffic calming 

Because of its unique location between Institution Hill and Route 9, we believe that Daniel and 
Jackson Streets will continue to be an outlet for the traffic pressures of Newton Centre and Route 
9. Absent major construction to widen Daniel Street (which would necessarily involve significant 
takings), steps should be taken to resist those pressures. The intersection redesign is an 
important first step, but Daniel Street is an ideal candidate for further traffic calming, particularly a 
chicane or traffic table. 

Traffic tables are currently forbidden by ordinance, but it is time to reconsider the ordinance. A 
traffic table mid-block on Daniel and a table or tables at the intersection of Cypress and Jackson 
are appropriate to the neighborhood and the proper use of its streets. 

To: Mayor David Cohen 
May 23,2004 

From: 

(signed by roughly a dozen Daniel Street residents) 

Again, as you can see from the note, the intention to protect Daniel St. is the overriding factor. As 
well as the professed intention to not push the problem to other streets. 
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-------------- Forwarded Message: -------------- 
From: "Bob Lenson" <blenson@gmail.com> 
To: ~ionharmony@comcast.net~ 
Subject: FW: 171 Jackson St 
Date: Fri, 8 Jun 2007 02:55:01 +0000 

> 
> From: Sean Roche [mailto:sean.roche@gmail.com] 
> Sent: Thursday, June 07,2007 10:41 PM 
> To: Bob Lenson 
> Cc: Adam L. Peller 
> Subject: Re: 171 Jackson St 
> 

> Sorry you weren't able to follow the link. The link is not dead. Somehow in 
> the process of it being forwarded to you, it split over multiple lines. Try 
> this: 
> 
> http://newtonstreets.wiki-site.com/index.php/Daniel/Jackson~Street~lntersect 
> ion 
> 
> 
> While I understand that you are frustrated with the pending construction, I 
> don't think your description of the problem or our intentions are fair or 
> accurate. 

> Throughout this process, we have worked very hard -- and have been very 
> careful -- to come up with a solution to the speeding on Daniel Street 
> without pushing the problem onto another part of the neighborhood. 

> It is not our intention, nor is it a reasonable expectation, that traffic 
> will avoid Daniel Street. We just want the existing traffic to travel more 
> slowly. 
> 
> As for the Bowen school community, Adam Peller and I have a record of our 
> commitment to making walking to Bowen safer and more attractive for the 
> entire student body. We started a traffic committee with Dr. Kelly, Suzanne 
> Freudberg, and others. (Restarted is probably more accurate as there have 
> been previous efforts.) We submitted Bowen for enrollment in the state's 
> Safe Routes to School program, making it the first school in Newton to 
> enroll. We have been pressing the city for a roadway redesign on Langley to 
> make that crossing safer (a crossing, by the way, that neither of us ever 
> use). We are currently engaged in an effort to survey the students and 
> parents about how they get to school and why. We have all sorts of programs 
> and efforts planned for the new school year. 
> 

> If you are as concerned as we are about a safe walk to Bowen, we invite you 
> to join our committee. We can use all the help we can get. 
> 
> Please feel free to call me any time to discuss the intersection redesign, 

(,32,04 Ihe 
> the process, or any other traffic-related issues. 
> 
> Thank you. 
> 
> Sean Roche 
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> On 6/7/07, Bob Lenson <blenson@gmail.com> wrote: 
> 
> You are kidding. The city did another traffic study, DURING APRIL SCHOOL 
> VACATION. Boy was that an accurate picture . 
> Again the city is trying to help satisfy a few residents on Daniel St while 
> sacrificing the peace of mind and the safety of our children on Jackson and 
> Walter st. not excluding all the members of the Bowen school community who 
> need to use this road. 
> 
> Details below pictures included. 
> 
> Do the right thing for everyone. 
> 
> Bob Lenson 
> 781 831-0982 
> 171 Jackson St 

An initial note, indicating from the start that the sandbag trial did not work. 

From: Ira Kronitz <ikronitz@emc.com> 
Subject: Newton issues: Against the Jackson Street sidewalk extension 
Date: Mon, 4 Jun 2007 12:52:56 -0400 

Ken, 
Thanks for taking the time to talk with me. Here is an email to provide 
some point of contact for a neighborhood meeting that you indicated you 
had discussed with George Mansfield for later in the week. 

As you said, I realize this has gone pretty far long, however, there 
have been layout lines and sandbags placed in the road at least twice 
and it was unclear to me what the extent of the change would be. I'm 
also fairly certain that I did not receive a flyer concerning earlier 
meetings on this topic. 

Now that I'm thinking about it, I realize that the first set of sand 
bags must of have been late fall last year. They were more like burlap 
bags. A number of cars just rolled over them spilling the sand, which 
was then swept up and the bags removed. I assumed that was a failed 
test to determine the effectiveness of the bags. The reason I think the 
timeframe was late fall or early winter is because I remembered thinking 
that the last pieces of bags and sand were probably picked up to allow 
free access for snow plows. 
The latest round of sand bag testing had the sand in white 
(polyethylene?) bags which seemed tougher. 1 assumed this was to get a 
better idea of the effectiveness. Many of them were also split open, 
and then finally dragged to the side. I'm mentioning this, of course, 
to make a point that the trials haven't been effective and the idea that 
this extension would work has not been proven. 

Another issue you mentioned was that the design was to allow enough 
width for two cars to pass each other along JacksonIDaniel St. I'm 
fairly certain the current lines drawn on the road do not accommodate 
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that. As you said, it would be worthwhile double checking the proper 
dimensions. 

I can appreciate the fact that you ran into a stumbling block when 
investigating the placement of a stop sign on the west bound side of 
Jackson St. 
As I said, though, I walk my daughter to school every morning and the 
basic comments from others on the street is, "Why don't they just put a 
stop sign there" For a meeting later in the week, it might be a good 
idea to be armed with the details of why the street configuration does 
not qualify for a stop sign. Maybe something has changed andlor the 
traffic volume today is such that it does qualify? 

It makes sense to me that prior to trying to change the traffic pattern, 
it would be worth the investment to add a stop sign and trim the foliage 
to ensure the signs in both directions are visible far down the street. 
A crosswalk painted on the roadway might also be a fairly inexpensive 
way to alert drivers to children waiting and the proximity of an 
elementary school. 

Given the pedestrian traffic to and from Bowen that comes from both 
sides of Daniel St., as well as from Walter and Jackson Streets, I'd be 
interested in knowing why the rules would prevent even a 3-way stop 
intersection and crosswalks on both sides of the street. 

Please feel free to use this email or my home email address (copied on 
this email) to notify me of the meeting. I realize time sometimes goes 
too fast and that you had plans for being out of town, so I copied 
George Mansfield and Victoria Landberg on this note. 

Thanks again for your time. 

Regards, 
I ra 

The now infamous basement meeting: 

From: Vdanberg@aol.com 
Date: Tue, 5 Jun 2007 12:24:32 EDT 
Subject: Re: FW: Jackson street sidewalk extension 
To: ken@kenparker.org, ikronitz@emc.com, ritabeckmanl @gmail.com, 

sweeneei@bc.edu, furgang@srbc.com, sean.roche@gmail.com, 
peller@gmail.com 

CC: ikronitz@comcast.net, gmansfield@newtonma.gov, 
Vdanberg@aol.com 

X-Mailer: 9.0 Security Edition for Windows sub 5365 
X-Spam-Flag: NO 

A meeting has been scheduled regarding the Jackson St. traffic calming project. It is on Bob Rooney's 0 fie 
calendar scheduled for 6:30 pm on Tuesday, June 12 in the CAFETERIA of City Hall (lower level). The 
meeting will start promptly at 6:30, as City officials have other meetings at 7:45 pm. 

In addition too Mr. Rooney, Clint Schuckel, David Koses and Candace Havens are being notified, in addition 
to members of Public Safety and Transportation. 

I have asked Christine Owen to notify the same list of streets that were noticed on October 5, 2005. Notice 
is short, but June 12 is the only date that works on the City side. Anyone receiving this email may notify 
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others via email. If you have any questions, please feel free to call me. 

Vicki Danberg 

It was an effort to even ensure that a trial was done during the school year. Enough 
neighborhood involvement forced the issue 

Date: Thu, 14 Jun 2007 10:23:03 EDT 
Subject: Re: Jackson street sidewalk extension 
To: ikronitz@emc.com, sean.roche@gmail.com, RachelSG@aol.com, 

ken@kenparker.org 
CC: peller@gmail.com, ikronitz@comcast.net, ionharmony@comcast.net, 

edmurray@verizon.net, tortles.rule@gmail.comm, sweeneei@bc.eduu, 
luciec@comcast.net, blenson@comcast.net, mb8johnson@hotmail.com, 
dai@alum.mit.edu, ritabeckmanl @gmail.com, furgang@srbc.com, 
jefftarmy@hotmail.com, carlplan@rcn.com, rrooney@newtonma.gov, 
chavens@rcn.com. cschuckel@newtonma.gov, dkoses@newtonma.gov, lo mr $) 
vdanberg@gmail.com 

Ira, 

When I spoke with Commissioner Rooney yesterday, explained that he will be able to conduct trials this 
summer, but needs to conclude the trials in time to resume work on previously scheduled projects due to 
begin in September. He indicated to me that he had enough wiggle room right now to put the project on 
hold and conduct the counting and trial, but he needs to hold to his fall schedule. 

Public Works has had a great deal of experience with these kinds of things. I have confidence in Mr. 
Rooney's ability to assess this project. In a perfect world, we would wait until school opens in the fall to do 
anything. Public Works has agreed to work with us. We need to work with them. 

Vicki 

We still (as of 5/2/2009) have not received any clear answers regarding stop 
signs. Given the savings and the fact that "will not disproportionably burden 
any streets parallel to 
Daniel Street" 

From: Ira Kronitz <ikronitz@emc.com> 
Subject: RE: Jackson street sidewalk extension 
Date: Wed, 13 Jun 2007 10:02:09 -0400 
X-MS-Has-Attach: 
X-MS-TNEF-Correlator: 
Thread-Topic: Jackson street sidewalk extension 
Thread-Index: AcetgPUNExntgo/lSkuoi8tYE+imkAAPvppQ 
To: <sean.roche@gmail.com>, <ikronitz@comcast.net>, ~ionharmony@comcast.net~, 

<edmurray@verizon.net>, <tortles.rule@gmail.com>, <sweeneei@bc.edu>, 
~luciec@comcast.net~, <blenson@comcast.net>, <ikronitz@emc.com>, 
~mb8johnson@hotmail.com~, <dai@alum.mit.edu>, <RachelSG@aol.com>, 
<Vdanberg@aol.com>, <ken@kenparker.org> 

Cc: <peller@gmail.com>, <sweeneei@bc.edu>, ~ritabeckmanl@gmail.com~, 
<furgang@srbc.com> 

'Thanks. I didn't actually use a link, I searched the Newton website given the "hints" mentioned in the 
meeting. 
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Given all the talk about stop signs, I was surprised to read the following in the report. It seems to indicate 
that the intersection, would, in fact, meet the criteria. And, it would be a "good" thing in all respects except 
for the necessity of enforcement. Now that may not be a small thing, but given that all the negativity 
surrounding the option was that we wouldn't meet the criteria, it seems as if it should be revisited. And if 
refused, some cold hard facts regarding why the criteria is not met, especially given the assessment of the 
experts and the advantages of cost. In other words, how many accidents would be necessary, what is the 
traffic volume required vs. what we have, etc. I really feel as if I don't know who to trust. I was told the 
experts in the town said the stop signs can't be installed. And now I'm reading that the experts we hired said 
the configuration is a fairly good candidate for them. A trial study would seem to be in order regardless of 
the "possible" downside. Again, logic dictates that if there is truly going to be a downside to the pedestrians 
if the signs are removed, then the signs must have been working, the trial would have been a success, and 
that should trump any un-met criteria. In other words, if the cars weren't stopping the pedestrians would not 
have become accustomed to them being there. 
Please tell me if I'm missing something in this report? 
Here is the excerpt I'm referring to: 

Based on our review of the conditions at this intersection, we believe that<?xml:namespace prefix 
= o ns = "urn:schemas-microsoft-com:office:office" I> 
the guidance contained in the MUTCD regarding the installation of 
multiway stops signs is satisfied. We believe that the current substandard 
geometry, unexpected conflicts, and pedestrian demand meet the 
criteria. In addition, the fact that the two streets are of "similar design and 
operating characteristics" supports the installation of multiway stop 
control at this intersection. 
The overall benefit to this plan is that it will introduce roadway elements 
that will increase travel time for all vehicles using the <?xml:namespace prefix = st1 ns = 
"urn:schemas-microsoft-com:office:smarttags" />Daniel Street and 
Jackson Street bypasses. Properly enforced, all-way stop sign control will 
require vehicles to reduce speeds on all approaches in order to 
successfully negotiate the intersection. In addition, driver expectations will 
be less likely to be violated due to clearer right-of-way assignments. 
In contrast to Alternative 2, this plan will address evening peak hour cut 
though traffic using Jackson Street as a cut through in the westbound 
direction. The all-way stop control will increase vehicular travel times in all 
directions and will not disproportionably burden any streets parallel to 
Daniel Street. However, this plan relies heavily on enforcement and does 
not deliver the environmental benefits of Alternatives 1 and 2. 
Range of Capital Costs: $500-$1,000 

Regards, 
Ira 

Another request for the aldermen to look into stop signs: no% 
To: ikronitz@emc.com, peller@gmail.com 
Subject: Re: Jackson street sidewalk extension 
Date: Wed, 13 Jun 2007 13:08:51 -0400 
X-MB-Message-Source: WebUI 

04 d p h s  @ v p b  
From: rachelsg@aol.com 
X-MB-Message-Type: User The S%kt 
X-Mailer: AOL WebMail 27618 
Cc: sean.roche@gmail.com, ikronitz@comcast.net, ionharmony@comcast.net, 

edmurray@verizon.net, tortles.rule@gmail.com, sweeneei@bc.edu, 
~ \ \ l  

luciec@comcast.net, blenson@comcast.net, mb8johnson@hotmail.com, 
dai@alum.mit.edu, Vdanberg@aol.com, ken@kenparker.org, 
ritabeckmanl@gmail.com, furgang@srbc.com, jefftarmy@hotmail.com 1%'~ df b 
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Hi, 

This was my first meeting as we did not receive the notification for the other meetings. My opinion 
is that for every law or requirement, there can always be exceptions made. For example, zoning 
laws may be overruled with a variance. Therefore, I feel strongly that our elected officials should 
go back to the state and ask for a "variance" or "special permit" in order to have the stop signs. I 
don't buy the excuse that most drivers don't stop at stop signs. Apparently, they do, since it's not 
as if accidents are happening constantly in intersections. Perhaps people may not always come 
to a complete stop, but even a car coming to a rolling stop would solve a great deal of the 
problem. Cheaply, too. I think that stop signs, in conjunction with raised sidewalks, would be a 
good solution. As an aside, the city should have gone to that elderly woman for the study rather 
than all those so-called traffic engineers - she had a great idea, and then it would probably qualify 
as a real intersection, and then maybe we would meet the "warrants" for the stop signs! These 
are simply the musings of a first time meeting attender. 

Rachel Geller, Jackson Street 

Another request for a study of stop signs that was ignored: 

From: eileen sweeney <sweeneei@bc.edu> 
Subject: Re: Jackson street sidewalk extension 
Date: Wed, 13 Jun 2007 12:36:02 -0400 
To: Vdan berg@aol.com, 
Ken Parker <ken@kenparker.org> 

X-Mailer: Apple Mail (2.622) 

Dear Ken and Vikki, 

I want to thank you so much for holding last night's meeting and spending so much time on this 
issue which has already absorbed more than it's fair share of a great number of people's times. I 
know that we were a difficult group but I do think that the neighborhood can work together 
eventually (and besides, as a philosophy professor, I cannot give up hope on a group where both 
Kant's categorical imperative and the notion of social constructionism were both mentioned -- 
Only in Newton!) 

I just wanted to re-iterate what I think was wide agreement on the need to do a valid study. That 
means that data measuring both quantity of cars on Jackson, Walter and Daniel, and speed of 
cars on DanielIJackson needs to be measured both before and after a strong and persuasive 
temporary version of the bump out is used (Jersey barriers as was suggested would be good). I 
think it would also make sense for the residents to be notified of when and how long the trial 
would be (just by email). 

I myself would advocate a trial also of a raised crosswalk from Daniel to Jackson as well as a 
stop sign trial. I know the latter is much disputed and seems hard to get passed but the full copy 
of the study by the traffic consultant states clearly that he did think the intersection could qualify 
for the new someone softened rules for stop signs (even though the report at the end argues 
against stop signs). 

Here's that portion of the report: 

Based on our review of the conditions at this intersection, we believe that 
the guidance contained in the MUTCD regarding the installation of 
multiway stops signs is satisfied. We believe that the current substandard 
geometry, unexpected conflicts, and pedestrian demand meet the 
criteria. In addition, the fact that the two streets are of "similar design and 
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operating characteristics" supports the installation of multiway stop 
control at this intersection. 
The overall benefit to this plan is that it will introduce roadway elements 
that will increase travel time for all vehicles using the Daniel Street and 
Jackson Street bypasses. Properly enforced, all-way stop sign control will 
require vehicles to reduce speeds on all approaches in order to 
successfully negotiate the intersection. In addition, driver expectations will 
be less likely to be violated due to clearer right-of-way assignments. 
In contrast to Alternative 2, this plan will address evening peak hour cut 
though traffic using Jackson Street as a cut through in the westbound 
direction. The all-way stop control will increase vehicular travel times in all 
directions and will not disproportionably burden any streets parallel to 
Daniel Street. However, this plan relies heavily on enforcement and does 
not deliver the environmental benefits of Alternatives 1 and 2. 
Range of Capital Costs: $500-$1,000 

Thank you for your time, patience and efforts on our behalf. 

Yours, 

Eileen Sweeney 

Although denied by the proponents, this was not about the safety of the 
intersection: 

Date: Wed, 13 Jun 2007 13:12:11 -0400 
From: "Adam Peller" <peller@gmail.com> 
To: "Ira Kronitz" <ikronitz@emc.com> 
Subject: Re: Jackson street sidewalk extension 
Cc: sean.roche@gmail.com, ikronitz@comcast.net, ionharmony@comcast.net, 

edmurray@verizon.net, tortles.rule@gmail.com, sweeneei@bc.edu, 
luciec@comcast.net, blenson@comcast.net, mb8johnson@hotmail.com, 
dai@alum.mit.edu, RachelSG@aol.com, Vdanberg@aol.com, 
ken@kenparker.org, ritabeckmanl@gmail.com, furgang@srbc.com, 
jefftarmy@hotmail.com 

Ira, 

The traffic study showed that the vast majority of traffic goes to 
Daniel and does not continue on Jackson. And, given the requirement 
that we not displace the problem on other streets, and I think the 
implicit requirement that we not make things worse for Daniel, that 
lead to the current bump out design. I don't know if it was 
intentional, the other "T" design drawn on the board last night was an 
insult to your Daniel Street neighbors. While it would continue to 
protect WalterIJackson from a problem it does not have today, it would 
in fact make for a straighter faster path to Daniel. I was hoping for 
more compassion, given our lengthy conversations. 

Another call for stop signs, with no response from the Aldermen: 

On 611 3/07, Ira Kronitz <ikronitz@emc.com> wrote: 
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Another case in point: (Incidentally, it has been pointed out that the 
existing stop sign does not meet warrants and would probably not be approved 
if considered anew today.) 
What are the warrants? Actually at this point, I meant that to be 
rhetorical. 

We've had way too much email, but it seems to come down to: 
7 .  The city can put stop signs whereever it deems they are needeg 
2. The traffic council does not want to approve a 3 way stop at this 
intersection. STOP 5 [W+ 
Victoria, Ken, 
This may be rehashing things, but it appeared last night that there are 
enough people who think the stop signs are a good alternative and a valid 
study point to at least ask the traffic council to review their reasons. 
In light of the Traffic Solutions study, I would hope to get some details as 
to why they don't like the idea. What can you do to facilitate this? 

Also, can you please let us know what the plans are for the trial? Start, 
stop, times, where the measurements will be taken, etc. 
Thanks again for your time and assistance. 

Regards, 
Ira 

Even Sean indicated that he knew where thelines were going to be, yet the 
study wasn't done that way. Instead we got a berm that was six feet from 
the curb (78"). 
And I clearly remember that "reaching out" effort. The attempt included 
trying to wordsmith a statement down to the word. Sean would say: "Well, 
Ira, what's wrong this word, do you agree with this word?" My response 
was that their statement was one sided and that I didn't like it. So, I wasn't 
going to put my name on it. 
It mentions a thorough process, but we have since come to know that the 
neighborhood did not have the opportunity to have their opinions aired. 
And the bait and switch began regarding the various dimensions of the 
berm: 

From: Sean Roche [mailto:sean.roche@grnail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 13,2007 3:29 PM 
To: George Mansfield; Ken Parker; Vicki Danberg; Rooney Robert; Lou Taverna; Clint Schuckel; David Koses 
Cc: kronitz, ira; Eileen Sweeney; Rita Beckman 
Su bjed: ~aniel~~ackson streettrial 

After last night's discussion, it is clear that there are two needs to be identified and balanced. 
1 C X L \ @ ~ )  

On the one hand, there is the proposed solution to an identified traffic problem on Daniel 
Street. There has been a thorough process that has identified the problems on Daniel Street as 
substantial and worth addressing. Through the process, Traffic Council, a traffic consultant, and 
the Board of Alderman identified a reconfigured curb line as a responsible and appropriate 
response to the problem. 

On the other hand, there are concerns with the validity of the sand bag trials to test the collateral yro\ob 
effects of the redesign. 

f i g~zn  $@Jt+ 

4-Q 9YLf"i 
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To move forward on the City's commitment to solve the problem on Daniel Street and. at the 
' % same time, respond to the recently raised concerns of neighbors, Adam Peller and I propose the 

following: 
contrary to suggestions last night, do not put up a new trial right away. 
Instead, get new baseline traffic counts as soon as possible. 
Once there are baseline traffic counts, install a trial that is both non-permanent and not 
degradable. We suggest concrete curbs secured to the pavement. Behind the curbs (on the non- 
roadway side) place chevrons or similar warning signs. 
Set up the trial near the original design line (14' at its widest extension, not the suggested 10'). 
Make sure that the trial includes appropriate restriping. 
Run a trial for a substantial period, perhaps 90 days. 
Get new traffic counts early in the test and later in the test (to see if traffic behaviors changed 
over time). 
Review the trial. 
Some may request that the trial be postponed until school in the fall. In light of the extended 
process to date, that would not be a reasonable request. However, it may make for better data to 
wait a few weeks until after school gets out to do the baseline counts and then test again against 
numbers while school is still out, so that there is an apples (non-school traffic) to apples 
comparison. If there is time, it may be possible to count for one week of school traffic and one 
week of post-school traffic, so that we have baselines for both conditions. 

While we should start the trial as soon as possible, it may be valuable to extend the trial into the 
school year, too. 

As for the starting curb line, if we are going to have an extended trial, the trial should start with the 
most aggressive extension that the professionals feel is safe. Clearly, the most aggressive 
extension will have the greatest slowing effect on Daniel Street. If the extent of the extension 
causes collateral negative impacts, we can always move the curb line in by increments and 
renew the trial. 

I should note that Adam and I reached out to Mr. Kronitz to see if he would join us in this 
recommendation. He was unwilling to. 

Sean Roche 
61 7 792-8998 

Again this was a Daniel St. problem, only when it became hard to sell to the neighborhood was it an 
intersection problem: 

Date: Thu, 14 Jun 2007 14:13:49 -0400 
From: "Sean Roche" <sean.roche@gmail.com> 
To: Vdanberg@aol.com, ken@kenparker.org, RachelSG@aol.com, 

"Ira Kronitz" <ikronitz@emc.com>, peller@gmail.com, 
"David Iwatsuki" <diwatsuki@gmail.com>, ikronitz@comcast.net, 
ionharmony@comcast. net, edmurray@verizon. net, tortles.rule@gmail.com, 
sweeneei@bc.edu, luciec@comcast.net, blenson@comcast.net, 
mb8johnson@hotmail.com, ritabeckmanl@gmail.com, furgang@srbc.com, 
jefftarmy@hotmail.com, carlplan@rcn.com 

Subject: Understanding the Daniel Street problem 

I appreciate that many of you are most aware that parents driving to Bowen are a source of 
problems on Daniel Street. But, school traffic is by no means the only problem. (To the extent that 
you believe school traffic is a problem, I urge you to get involved with Adam and me with Bowen 
School's Safe Routes to School program and try to encourage children to walk to school, which 
will have a collateral benefit of reducing traffic on everyone's streets.) 
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Speaking for myself, cut-through traffic is a much larger problem than school traffic. At least the 
school volume is limited to certain relatively short periods during the day. I urge you to look at the 
traffic study and how it describes the problem. 

I am not convinced that there is anything special about the school-bound traffic that necessitates 
postponing a trial until fall. If you must, go ahead and ask that the trial be postponed. I will 
respectfully disagree. 

But, please don't diminish our problem by suggesting that it is limited to an hour in the morning 
and an hour in the afternoon, Monday through Friday, September through June. It's a day-long, 
all-week, year-round problem. 

I don't mean to pick on David, especially because he has been an active and engaged participant 
in the process over the years (and others have made similar comments). But, we don't 
experience summer as a lull. If anything, it's a time when we like to be outside, which 
makes the traffic problem that much more frustrating. 

Thank you. 

Sean Roche 

First sighting of the bait and switch, with the changed configuration: 

From: Ken Parker <ken@kenparker.org> 
Subject: Re: JacsonlDaniel st - UPDATE 
Date: Tue, 5 Aug 2008 16:49:03 -0400 
To: Ira Kronitz <ikronitz@emc.com> 
X-Mailer: Apple Mail (2.753.1) 
X-Junkmail-Status: score=I 0150, host=mr02.lnh.mail.rcn.net 
X-Jun kmail-SD-Raw: score=unknown, 

refid=str=0001 .OA010208.4898BC78.009F,ss=l ,fgs=O, 
ip=207.172.4.11, 
~0=2007-I 0-30 19:OO: 17, 
dmn=5.4.312008-02-0 1 

X-Junkmail-IWF: false 

Hi Ira. 

Thanks for the update. I'll be right over to have a look. I will also invite DPW Commissioner Tom 
Daley. 

Regards, 

Ken 

Ken Parker 
Newton Alderman 
ken@kenparker.org 
(61 7) 965-3723 

On Aug 5, 2008, at 4:43 PM, Ira Kronitz wrote: 

Thanks for following up on this Barry. 
I just took a walk down to look at it with tape measure in hand. 
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By sight alone the bumpout, as shown by the pink line, reaches the double yellow line extending down 
Jackson St. to Daniel St. In other words the bumpout is taking away the entire lane. 

Measuring from the existing curb, the existing asphalt bumpout is 7 8  from the curb. The pink line is 150 
from the existing curb. Double is not usually considered a "tweak" The southern part of Jackson St. has the 
bumpout DECREASED from 84 inches to 33 inches. Halving a measurement is also not generally 
considered a tweak. 

The combination certainly seems to promote the idea of someone turning rather than going straight along 
Daniel St. 
The study is useless given the change in dimensions. As useless as the study with the trampled sand bags. 

Ken, Vicki, 
I would think the bumpout needs to return to what was studied, or another evaluation is required. The 
meetings we all attended seemed to allow us to come to some sort of consensus given the study and how it 
was to be measured. This change appears to have thrown all of that out the window. 
Can you explain how you're going to rectify this? 

Regards, 
Ira 
Ira Kronitz 

After the trial the lines changed again. I don't think Ken ever got back to us on this. 

From: Ken Parker <ken@kenparker.org> 
Subject: Re: JacksonIDaniel st - UPDATE 
Date: Fri, 15 Aug 2008 12:03:00 -0400 
To: Ira Kronitz <ikronitz@emc.com> 

Ira. 

Vicki was not on the Traffic Council when it rejected the application for stop signs. I have 
requested the other information (study results, details of plans) and that the DPW Commissioner 
hold a community meeting at which this information is presented. I'll let you know as soon as I 
hear back. 

Regards, 

Ken 

Ken Parker 
Newton Alderman 
ken@kenparker.org 
(61 7) 965-3723 

A note from Mr. Daley. Several issue with this note. It has been said, many times before 
that those "public meetings" were not advertised, and that the abutters as well as folks on 
Walter and Jackson St. were not notified. Mr Daley states that he was moving cones back 
and forth between the less severe and alderman approved plan. Later notes seemed to 
imply that the first berm was the less severe distance. Very confusing. At the time there 
was no analysis at this distance. The term "it is the right thing to do" appears to be 1' overused and repeated for different configurations. 

4 

From: tom daley <tdaley@newtonma.gov> 

S Date: Fri, Sep 5, 2008 at 7:52 PM 
Subject: Daniel I Jackson intersection 
Hello: 
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If you are receiving this it is because you are someone that may have interest in the new curb 
layout at the intersection of Daniel St. and Jackson St. I will begin by saying that several people 
offered to share information to anyone else interested in this project so if you would it would be 
greatly appreciated. 
As you probably know, the Newton DPW painted a pink line several weeks ago at the intersection 
that represented where we were going to install the new curbing. After we painted the line in the 
field we received some calls 1 e-mails, etc. that prompted me to look into the proposed 
improvements and get up to speed on all of the history of this project. The history is as follows: 

In May of 2001 the Traffic Council heard from residents of Daniel St. regarding the 
installation of a stop sign at Jackson and Daniel Streets. The request was denied by 
Traffic Council. 
In May of 2004 the Traffic Council heard from residents of Daniel St. regarding the 
installation of three way stop signs at Jackson and Daniel Streets. The request was 
held by Traffic Council. 
In November of 2004 the Traffic Council voted to take no action on the three way 
stop request but did vote to recommend intersection reconfiguration plans to be 
prepared. 
In early 2005 the City hired Traffic Solutions, LLC to study and make 
recommendations for the intersection. 
On 6/2/05 a public meeting was held at City Hall to solicit public input. 
On 6/28/05 another public meeting was held and potential recommendations were 
presented and discussed with the public. 
On 9/16/05 the final report and recommendations from Traffic Solutions was issued. 
The report recommended three options: 

Roundabout 
"T" intersection 
all way stop 

On 10/19/05 the Public Safety 1 Transportation Committee held a public meeting 
where the final report and recommendations were discussed with public input. The 
Committee voted to hold the item until a sandbag trial was performed for the 
roundabout. 
The sandbag trial was performed in November and December of 2005. 
On 5/3/06 the Public Safety 1 Transportation Committee held a public meeting to 
discuss the results of the trial. It was presented that after further review there was 
insufficient right-of-way area to construct the roundabout. Also in general it was 
deemed that the trial was not very successful. As a result the Committee held the 
item in order to do a sandbag trial of the "T" intersection option. 
On 11/8/06, the Public Facilities Committee held a public meeting and approved the 
"T" intersection project. 
On 11/13/06, the Finance Committee held a public meeting and approved the funding 
for "T" intersection project. 
On 11/20/06, the Board of Alderman approved the "T" intersection project including 
the funding. 
In the spring of 2007 the Engineering Division marked out the proposed curb line 
which triggered many phone calls, etc. including a meeting on 6/7/07 with interested 
parties, including people from Walter Street who were concerned that the 
improvements would divert traffic to their street. 
In the summer of 2007 the DPW installed berm as a trial in a location that was 
less "severe" than the plan previously approved by the Alderman. Traffic 
analysis was done on Walter St. before and after the berm installation in the 
Fall of 2007. The berm trial is continuing until this day. 
In early Summer of 2007 the DPW Engineering Division remarked out the curb 
line based upon the Alderman approved plan. Immediately thereafter, similar to 
last year many phone calls were triggered. 
In the couple weeks thereafter I personally visited the site several times and for 
several hours, moving the cones from the "Alderman" curb line to the "not as 
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severe" line and observed traffic flow. 

the above history because I have heard from a few people that there hasn't been 
enough public involvement and/or insufficient study of this intersection. It is mine and the 
oplnion of the Dept. of Public Works that this intersection improvement project has received 

analysis. thought, study, ub l i c  inout. time and effort. The City and residents 
studying this intersection for seven years or maybe even longer. With that being 

said and considering the amount of input, analysis and effort that has gone into this project 

O ~ L  I have decided to implement and construct the plan that was adopted by the Board of 
Alderman, which is the "pink line that is marked in the field. I base this decision on 

regarding traffic calming. In my professional opinion it is the right thing to do. wL* .  <y engineering analysis, engineering traffic standards and accepted design 

L~ ,!,) The proposed plan will safely slow traffic in the area of the intersection. Based 
traffic analysis and our professional opinions traffic will not be diverted down Walter 
The proposed project will be a benefit to all in the neighborhood including pedestrians. 

ip'j 

nub '  Work will begin on the project this construction season. I thank everyone for their input. ~ h 1  wO,$l) 
energy and professionalism regarding this project. 

Thank you. 
~ D T  Thomas E. Daley, P.E. 

&lne Commissioner of Public Works 
Newton City Hall 
1000 Commonwealth Avenue 
Newton.MAO2459 ""' Phone: (61 7) 796-1 000 0 C\ '@ Fax: (61 7) 796-1 050 'Pne smid 

bnp -o~t 51ovj' 
Another letter asking for more clarification, as well as stating that most of the / r f ~ & ~  
residents are opposed. None was received, that 1 know of. 

Date: Mon, 8 Sep 2008 00:03:03 -0400 
From: "Bob Lenson" <blenson@gmail.com> 
To: tdaley@newtonma.gov 
Subject: Jackson St. 1 Daniel St. 
Cc: gmansfield@newtonma.gov, vdanberg@aol.com, ken@kenparker.org, 

dcohen@newtonma.gov, "circle realty" <circlerealty@aol.com>, 
sweeneei@bc.edu, luciec@comcast.net, Cbronstein@hotmail.com, 
blenson@comcast.net, furgang@srbc.com, RachelSG@aol.com, 
joelAK@aol.com, edmurray@verizon.net, tortles.rule@gma~l.com, 
mb8johnson@hotmail.com, jefftarmy@hotmail.com, 
IONHARIMOWY@comcast.net, CommAve@aol.com, diwatsuki@gmail.com, 
ikronitz@comcast.net, "Conrad Warre" <conradw@gmail.com>, 
barrysbergman@yahoo.com, "jodi riseberg" <jriseberg@ya hoo.com>, 
"Rira Beckman" <rbeckman@mountida.edu> 

An open letter to Commissioner 'Thomas E. Daily 

From Robert Lenson, a lifelong Newton Resident with 20 years in the Bowen Thompsonville 
neighborhood. 

Commissioner; 

In June of 2007 1 was very active in the discussion of the bump out. I was particularly amazed 
that your department contrived its "professional opinion" during the April School Vacation, Not 
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what many of our neighbors agreed was a good model of traffic on this intersection. It was during 
this meeting that many of our aldermen agreed and set up the Berm trial with the agreement that 
it would actually be conducted while school is in session. 

For this reason I am very surprised that in the Dog Days of August, you direct a School bus down 
Jackson St. without the benefit of a normal school day's traffic and any inclement weather. 

While you admitted that your department has been studying this for 7 years allot has changed. 

7 years ago while traveling east bound on rte 9 you could get by the Langley light in a turn to a 
turn and a half, today rush hour traffic is backed up to parker St. causing many motorists to take 
Parker to Daniel to Jackson to get up to the light. We have added a major condo complex on 
Langley rd and one on Boylston St. This has been complicated by the new Apartment complex at 
the old Susse Chalet, and soon the new Chestnut Hill Square. Their Impact has been great at 
Bowen school it just seems that some of the earlier studies are obsolete in today's world and 
studies done today need to take the impact of futures projects into consideration. Further just 
because seven years of study have been conducted lets no just do this project to get it done. 

I do not have your Professional experience and I am not entitled to make a professional opinion. 
I do have 20 years of experience in the Neighborhood; I know the people and the pulse of the 
neighborhood and common sense. With the exception of the Walter St residents (should be 
Daniel St.) who will benefit from this, the rest of the residents are opposed. Don't watch and 
move cones around during the summer! Do it during the school year, do it when it is raining hard 
or with Snow and Ice and extra cars are on the road trying to get their kids at school. Most of all 
Do it during the 2 daily school rushes. 

Please Commissioner, Share with us your Engineering analysis, show us the scientific studies, 
and help us believe in our hearts that a school bus on an inclement day at school rush hour is 
going to negotiate that turn. Prove to us that the residents on Walter St will not feel any increase 
in their traffic load. 

Would you do this if you lived on Walter St? 

Please use your professional opinion to come up with something that works for all of this. And 
Please, Please, Please Do not put your children on a bus leaving Bowen. 
Thank you 

Bob Lenson 
617-233-51 11 

And the data from the first berm (78" from the curb) trial: 
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/ 1 Highest hour (amlpm) based 
on # vehicles counted. and # 
vehicles counted during that 
hour (both directions) 

/ Two locations were recounted at a later I I date due to missing data from initial 1 
/ count (could be a car parked on tube, I I broken tube, etc.) 1 

Mr. Daley indicated there was no diilersion; but I analyzed the data as follows. There was never any 
explanation as to why he disagreed. 
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Sept 22,2008 email, I analyzed the numbers from the first berm trial in this way. I've asked for input, but 
no one has contradicted my methods. 

Email Analysis: 
Thanks for the additional details. 

I'm sony but I don't understand why you say that there is no diversion 
fiom Daniel St. 

Looking at the numbers in the following way it appears there was a 
differnce in traffic flow between the normal curbs and the moderate 
berm. 

For Jackson St. North of Rte. 9: 
before the berm: 287 cars on Jackson north of route 9 
after the berm: 352 cars on Jackson north ofroute 9. 

That's 65 more cars on Jackson St. a 651287 or 23% increase. 
For the AM volume it's 78 cars after the berm, 5 1 before, that's a more 
pronounced 2715 1 or 53% increase. 

For Walter St.: 
before the berm: 440 cars on walter st. 
after the berm: 469 cars on walter st. 

That's only 29 more cars on Walter st, but when you look at the 
volume that's a shift of 68 to 87 which is 19168 or 28% increase. It 
seems to fit exactly that the additional 28% turned in the morning. 

Similarly for Jackson St. west of Cypress, after the berm there was an 
additional 5311 85 or 29% increase in the morning traffic. Even while 
there was a decrease in the 24hr volume for the day. 

There seemed to be comparable decreases in Daniel St. volume. The 
percentages are lower, of course, due to the higher volume. The volume 
makes sense since Daniel St. is considered to be a "minor collector" 
according to the Newton Comprehensive Plan. Walter Street and Jackson 
St. north of Rte. 9 are designated as local streets. In case folks are 
interested, the definitions are as follows: 

" - Minor Collectors: Minor collectors are similar to major collectors, 
but, in general, have a lower volume, generally ranging between 1,000 
and 5,000 vehicles per day. 36 Newton streets or street segments have 
been categorized as minor collectors." 

" - Local Streets: The local street system's primary function is to 
provide access to the land activities that front upon them. All streets 
in Newton that are not placed in one of the categories above and are not 
private streets are classified as local streets." 

The times designated by the PM volume numbers from before and after the 
berm are so different from each other I don't see how you can draw any 
conclusion from them. The "before berm" numbers are around evening rush 
hour and the "after berm" numbers are around school dismissal times. 
Could that be saying that the berm has shifted the peak travel hour on 
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all of these alternative roads fi-om evening rush to school release time? 
Even so, from the evening data, there doesn't appear to be a way to 
define how much of the traffic is diverted or not diverted at any 
particular time of day; which was the point of the study. 

I'm assuming you looked at the numbers differently. I'd be interested 
in understanding how you arrived at your conclusions. 

From Commissioner Daley, the determination of what is considered significant or not: 
"Traffic Engineering studies are performed on "typical days" according to engineering 
judgement. A sample count generally occurs over 24 to 48 hours. A typical day 
depends on the characteristics of the study area and the purpose of the study. In this 
case, a typical day is a Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday when area schools are in 
session and weather is favorable. Daily traffic on a typical days can vary up to 15%. 
Traffic volume data from Saturdays, Sundays, Mondays, and Fridays are generally 
lower than during midweek days, therefore, these days are often excluded fi-om this 
kind of study. This might differ, however, if the study was for a movie theatre, for 
example, where a weekend count might be more appropriate. In the "after" study, we 
will again choose typical day(s) according to the same criteria as in 
the "before" study, and wait at least one week following the change, so that any "novelty 
effect" is reduced and the expected long-term traffic patterns are measured." 

I hope this helps answer your concerns. 
thank you. 

Callng for a response to the petition that Ken indicated just recently (April, 2009) 
that he couldn't find: 

From: Ira Kronitz <ikronitz@emc.com> 
Subject: RE: Daniel / Jackson lntersection neighborhood petition 
Date: Mon, 10 Nov 2008 13:58:02 -0500 
X-MS-Has-Attach: 
X-MS-TNEF-Correlator: 
Thread-Topic: Daniel / Jackson Intersection neighborhood petition $ ? ! & \ h M  -**- 
thread-index: AclDW1 i98NvQtvqUSQ6HXeBcOrEhUwAAlblHyw 
To: <ken@kenparker.org> 
X-OriginalArrivaITime: 10 Wov 2008 18:58:03.0300 (UTC) FILETIME=[4230F640:01 C943661 
X-RSA-Inspected: yes 
X-RSA-Classifications: 
X-RSA-Action: allow 

Ken, 
I'm really trying to understand this. This is stupidly aggravating, and it's over a ridiculous bumpout. 

Without all the extra email if you want it that way, please tell me what your thoughts are/. 
Seriously, aren't you my insight into what is going on in City Hall? 

I'm challenging a conclusion made by the Commissioner. Since we are going ahead with a second study 
with an even larger bumpout, his feeling must be that it doesn't divert any cars away from Daniel St. and the 
bumpout is safe. I'm challenging his conclusion about the diversion of cars. Others have challenged his 
conclusion regarding safety, and have sent in a petition requesting that the bumpout not be built. 

The commissioner is not responding. Your replies Ken, indicate that he is not responding to you either, and 
that you have no control over that. 

It's my understanding that the board of aldermen approved this bumpout depending upon the outcome of a 
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study. If you're not challenging my conclusion, then the study indicates there is a problem. If you can't get 
an answer, why isn't the board of aldermen stopping any further expense on performing another study? 

To tell you the truth, I don't understand why this process isn't working. A whole bunch of neighborhood 
people sat down and agreed to do a study, the city agreed. Then the data went missing for months, then the 
burnpout lines changed, then it was agreed to do another study with the new burnpout lines, then the data 
showed something that wasn't expected. 
Now people are accusing others of this getting personal. 
There's nothing personal. Why can't the DPW explain the numbers? ' 

XgQd my \ 

I still think it's the aldermen's job to do the following: 
e+p\cm nu* 

1. Find out what happened to the petition and tell us if it has any bearing on the issue. And if it doesn't, why 
not? 
2. How did the DPW use the data collected to say the criteria for building the burnpout is not violated i.e. no 
traffic diversion. 

And if the aldermen can't answer number two, then they should at least be able to present us with the proper 
steps to be taken to somehow recieve an answer. 

Why did this suddenly become such a black box? 

Regards, 
Ira 
Ira Kronitz 

From: Ken Parker [mailto:ken@kenparker.org] 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2008 12:40 PM 
To: kronitz, ira 
Cc: tdaley@newtonma.gov; tkropf@aol.com; downhilman@aol.com; gmansfield@newtonma.gov; 
VDANBERG@aol.com; Irothstein@comcast.net; catcost@aol.com; jlvacca@hotmail.com; 
merlehass@gmail.com; MCOSTELLO@partners.org; markjfield@hotmail.com; sean.roche@gmail.com; 
jackmaypole@yahoo.com; kasdavidson@hotmail.com; RachelSG@aol.com; Edailey@bromsun.com; 
blenson@gmail.com; jefRarmy@hotmail.com; iuciec@comcast.net; barrysbergman@yahoo.com; 
peller@gmail.com; gspector@cnc.com; ionharmony@comcast.net; commave@aol.com; 
edmurray@verizon.net 
Subject: Re: Daniel / Jackson Intersection neighborhood petition 

Hi Ira, 

I am not challenging your analysis of the data from the old trial, simply waiting for the data from 
the new trial. Commissioner Daley is a recipient of this email. I hope that he will clarify the time 
frame to let us know when the current trial will conclude and new data will be released. 

Regards, 

Ken 
.................... 
Ken Parker 
Newton Alderman 
ken@kenparker.org 
(61 7) 965-3723 

On Nov 10, 2008, at 11:51 AM, Ira Kronitz wrote: 

Thanks Ken. 
I'd like to understand what the dates are for the trial. 
And I'd like someone to explain how their analysis differs from the one in the attached email I sent out Sept. 
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22nd. 
An additional 29 cars as compared to 1500 on Daniel St. doesn't mean much. But the whole reason the 
measurements were taken on Walter St. and the south end of Jackson St. was to see if cars were being 
diverted. The criteria for building the bumpout was that it was not going to divert any traffic. Tell me if I have 
that wrong. 
I looked at the numbers, and it seems to be doing that. I didn't make up the numbers, and I think I laid them 
out in a fairly transparent manner. 
If you don't agree with the conclusion, tell me how you reached a different one. Everyone has the same 
numbers. 
What am I looking at incorrectly? 

Regards, 
Ira 
Ira Kronitz 
EMC Cambridge Software Center 
1 1 Cambridge Center 
Cambridge, M A  02 142- 1405 
Ph: 617-679-1115 
kronitz-ira@emc.com 

From: Ken Parker [mailto:ken@kenparker.org] 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2008 11:20 AM 
To: kronitz, ira 
Cc: tkropf@aol.com; downhilman@aol.com; tdaley@newtonma.gov; gmansfield@newtonma.gov; 
VDANBERG@aol.com; Irothstein@comcast.net; catcost@aol.com; jlvacca@hotmail.com; 
merlehass@gmail.com; MCOSTELLO@partners.org; markjfield@hotmail.com; sean.roche@gmail.com; 
jackmaypole@yahoo.com; kasdavidson@hotmail.com; RachelSG@aol.com; Edailey@bromsun.com; 
blenson@gmail.com; jefftarmy@hotmail.com; luciec@comcast.net; barrysbergman@yahoo.com; 
peller@gmail.com; gspector@cnc.com; ionharmony@comcast.net; commave@aol.com; 
edmurray@verizon.net 
Subject: Re: Daniel / Jackson Intersection neighborhood petition 

Ira, 

My understanding is that the trial is still underway and that before and permanent solution is built, 
the findings of the trial will be a released to the neighborhood. I also understand that some 
neighbors are workirlg on organizing a neighborhood meeting, which I have promised to attend. 
I'm not sure what else you want from me at this stage. I'll be happy to weigh in with an informed 
judgment when I have seen the data from the trial. 

. Regards, 

Ken 
.................... 
Ken Parker 
Newton Alderman 
ken@kenparker.org 
(61 7) 965-3723 

On Nov 10, 2008, at 10:22 AM, Ira Kronitz wrote: 

Maybe I'm not on some email lists, but after 6 weeks, there doesn't seem to have been any response to the 
petition, or my request as to how the data was viewed. As far as I can see, it shows more cars turning down 
Walter St. even with the smaller bumpout and the criteria Mr. Daley specified. I think we are all open to 
seeing how someone else analyzed the data, but the silence seems to speak volumes. 

Long after the proposed schedule, the larger bumpout was finally built 
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This seems to be the pattern. Wait awhile, go ahead without responding and then act surprised when 
people are taken aback and become vocal again as you move ahead without ever answering the questions. 

Ken, if that's the way you're going to operate, I don't think your mayoral campaign will go very far when this 
- -- pattern is noticed by the general populace. 

At any rate: I was walking my daughter to school today and I hear the Bowen School crossing guard at 
Jackson and Cypress Streets tell Adam Peller that there was almost an accident down at the bumpout. She 
had said that one of the parents indicated it was almost a head on collision. This is without any snow and 
ice on the roads, when people can actually stop if they want to. I suggest an impartial observer find out what 
really happened. Some people may get over excited and some may try to brush it off. If accidents start 
occurring, as all the 20 year residents seem to think they will, there is going to be a long hard look at the 
dismissed opinions and the process that was used (or wasn't used) to get to this point. 

Given the petition, the anaylsis of the data showing that it has already failed the criteria for the project 
moving ahead, and a rather quick indication that accidents are likely, can someone please explain what the 
city's plan is to move on? And what the decision criteria is now supposed to be. Since the usual, "we'lll 
have a week in this configuration and a week in that configuration" doesn't seem to ring true, I, for one, 
would like calendar dates put on the schedule. 

Other thoughts, comments? 

Regards, 
Ira 
Ira Kronitz A 
From: tkropf@aol.com [mailto:tkropf@aol.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 24, 2008 6:45 PM 
To: downhilman@aol.com; tdaley@newtonma.gov u - 
Cc: ken@kenparker.org; gmansfield@newtonma.gov; VDANBERG@aol.com; Irothstein@comcast.net; 
catcost@aol.com; jlvacca@hotmaiI.com; merlehass@gmail.com; kronitz, ira; MCOSTELLO@partners.org; 
markjfield@hotmail.com; sean.roche@gmail.com; jackmaypole@yahoo.com; kasdavidson@hotmail.com; 
RachelSG@aol.com; Edailey@bromsun.com; blenson@gmail.com; jefFtarmy@hotmail.com; 
luciec@comcast.net; barrysbergman@yahoo.com; peller@gmail.com; gspector@cnc.com 
Subject: Re: Daniel / Jackson Intersection neighborhood petition 

I agree. The proposed alterations make the intersection more dangerous for both pedestrians and 
drivers, not only for westbound drivers but also eastbound Daniel St. drivers who are stopped at 
the stop sign facing the westbound cars coming downhill having to make a sharp right turn to 
continue onto Daniel. 

Terry Kropf 

Ken did respond with some information about the petition, but it wasn't a status, just some 
general information about where the petition goes. I don't think I received any feedback 
about what the aldermen approved regarding the trial or not. 

From: Ira Kronitz <ikronitz@emc.com> 
Subject: RE: Daniel 1 Jackson lntersection neighborhood petition 
Date: Mon, 10 Nov 2008 16:29:55 -0500 
X-MS-Has-Attach: yes 
X-MS-TN EF-Correlator: 
'Thread-Topic: Daniel 1 Jackson lntersection neighborhood petition 
thread-index: AclDW1 i98NvQtvqUSQ6HXeBcOrEhUwAAMHywAAbsOTA= 
To: <ken@kenparker.org> 
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Ken, 
Thanks for the call. I understand your position. I think you could make it clearer about the petition being in 
the executive branch, and what they could do about it with the right data but I understand that more 
comprehensive data should be available in the near future. 

Regarding your comment about the aldermen already approving the bumpout, I found an email from June, 
2007 that included the minutes of a couple of the meetings regarding this issue. 

From the may-2006 report, the discussion centered around the fact that the traffic circle wasn't going to 
work. Alternative #2 was to be tried, and the committee was holding this item until the new survey and sand 
bag trial info was available. 

If you're talking about the approval in March, 2007, that approval is based on the sand bag trial. Everyone, 
and I mean everyone, including those folks on Daniel St. agreed that the sand bag trial was useless from the 
start. SUVs ran over them within hours, and at the latest, they were disintegrated within 3 days. 
People are not going to feel they have been treated fairly if it's pointed out that the Aldermen approved this 
measure based on that trial. The minutes from May 2006 clearly state that the committee voted to hold the 
item until new survey information and a sandbag trial with the new proposed design was carried out. 

If I'm reading this incorrectly, please let me know how.. 

So, the question is, why, or how can you say it has already been approved given the minutes of these 
meetings? 

You mentioned that you could look up the approval. I'd be interested in knowing if it did or did not reference 
these item numbers indicating a trial was to be held. 

Thanks again for the call 
Ira. 

From May, 2006: 

Since there was a need for further technical information before moving forward with a 

new design, the Committee voted 8-0 to hold this item until the new survey information 

can be compiled, and the DPW has a chance to put out sand bags as a trial with the new 

proposed design 

From March 2007: 

#289-03(3) PLANNING DEPARTMENT submitting a Recommendation Memo i?om 

Traffic Solutions, contracted per Board Order #250-Ol(4) to recommend 

roadway modifications i n  the JACKSON STREET and DANIEL STREET 

area. (sand bag trial) 

Regards, 
Ira 
Ira Kronitz 
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From: kronitz, ira 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2008 1:58 PM 
To: Ken Parker 
Subject: RE: Daniel / Jackson Intersection neighborhood petition 

Ken, 
I'm really trying to understand this. This is stupidly aggravating, and it's over a ridiculous bumpout. , \  \ 
Without all the extra email if you want it that way, please tell me what your thoughts are/. 
Seriously, aren't you my insight into what is going on in City Hall? 

I'm challenging a conclusion made by the Commissioner. Since we are going ahead with a second study 
with an even larger bumpout, his feeling must be that it doesn't divert any cars away from Daniel St. and the 
bumpout is safe. I'm challenging his conclusion about the diversion of cars. Others have challenged his 
conclusion regarding safety, and have sent in a petition requesting that the bumpout not be built. 

The commissioner is not responding. Your replies Ken, indicate that he is not responding to you either, and 
that you have no control over that. 

It's my understanding that the board of aldermen approved this bumpout depending upon the outcome of a 
study. If you're not challenging my conclusion, then the study indicates there is a problem. If you can't get 
an answer, why isn't the board of aldermen stopping any further expense on performing another study? 

To tell you the truth, I don't understand why this process isn't working. A whole bunch of neighborhood 
people sat down and agreed to do a study, the city agreed. Then the data went missing for months, then the 
bumpout lines changed, then it was agreed to do another study with the new bumpout lines, then the data 
showed something that wasn't expected. 
Now people are accusing others of this getting personal. 
There's nothing personal. Why can't the DPW explain the numbers? 

I still think it's the aldermen's job to do the following: 
1. Find out what happened to the petition and tell us if it has any bearing on the issue. And if it doesn't, why 
not? 
2. How did the DPW use the data collected to say the criteria for building the bumpout is not violated i.e. no 
traffic diversion. 

And if the aldermen can't answer number two, then they should at least be able to present us with the proper 
steps to be taken to somehow recieve an answer. 

Why did this suddenly become such a black box? 

Regards, 
Ira 

A note I received from Sean about when the board approved the bumpout. As 
stated, it appears it's predicated on the results of the sand bag trial. Everyone still 
seems to be resisting stop signs, and it has been universally recognized that the sand 
bag trial had no useful data. We don't know who the many neighbors were, but we 
do know that this meeting was not well attended, and the neighborhood as a whole 
did not have a chance to weigh in. 

From: kronitz, ira 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2008 2:05 PM 
To: 'Sean Roche' 
Subject: RE: Daniel / Jackson Intersection neighborhood petition 
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EMC Cambridge Software Center 
11 Cambridge Center 
Cambridge, MA 02 142-1405 
Ph: 617-679-1 115 
kronitz-ira@emc.com 

From: Sean Roche [mailto:sean.roche@gmail.corn] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2008 1:25 PM 
To: kronitz, ira 
Subject: Re: Daniel / Jackson Intersection neighborhood petition 

There was a subsequent, 11108/06 meeting of the Public Facilities committee, during the course 
of the sandbag trial, at which then-Commissioner Rooney reported the results of the trial and 
recommended construction of the intersection. The minutes are here. The committee approved 
the design subject to Fire Department approval. Commissioner submitted a letter from the Fire 
Department in December, the condition was removed and it was moved to the Finance 
Committee. 

I can't remember when it was finally approved by the full board, but I can try and find it. 

Sean 

Again a call for some comprehensive plan that has gone unanswered. And some 
clarification as to the fact that other options have not been reviewed or considered. 

From: Jeff Tarmy <jefftarmy@hotmaiI.com> 
To: <sean.roche@gmail.com>, <blenson@gmail.com>, <downhilman@aol.com>, 

~commave@aol.com~ 
CC: <rachelsg@aol.com>, <ejengelman@gmail.com>, <diwatsuki@gmail.com>, 

<clong@cnc.com>, <adam@peller.org>, <markjfield@hotmail.com>, 
<ikronitz@comcast.net>, <edmurray@verizon.net>, ~ionharmony@comcast.net~, 
~gspector@cnc.com~, <barrysbergman@yahoo.com>, ~Iuciec@comcast.net~, 
<edailey@bromsun.com>, ~kasdavidson@hotmail.com~, ~jackmaypole@yahoo.com~, 
<mcostello@partners.org>, <merlehass@gmail.com>, ~jlvacca@hotmail.com~, 
~catcost@aol.com~, <Irothstein@comcast.net>, <vdanberg@aol.com>, 
<gmansfield@newtonma.gov>, <ken@kenparker.org>, <tdaley@newtonma.gov> 

Subject: RE: DanielIJackson 
Date: Mon, 9 Feb 2009 1 3: 10: 19 -0500 
X-OriginalArrivalTime: 09 Feb 2009 18: 10:19.0490 (UTC) FILETIME=[AAD17C20:01 C98AElI 

Sean, * P\c\o%(NJ 0 f *b" 4&%;v) z9nof4 \ 

Thanks for the email. Just a quick point because you brought up my name and an idea that I 
shared with you. To my knowledge, my idea has not been reiected by the City of Newton. I 
shared it with Clint Schuckel who said that plans to study and review the'current option (bumb- 
out) was his first and only priority. He did not comment on my idea at that time (last spring, I 
think). So if my idea was rejected, it was presented by someone else, and thus not my idea. 

It is a shame that this issue has become so universally emotional when our collective goals are 
the same. If we all step back, I think we can all agree that we want a safe neighborhood. 

However, as you and I have discussed Sean, our approaches to this issue differ. You seek 
sequential solutions; first the JacksonIDaniel intersection, then the JacksonICypress intersection, 
so on a so forth (as you suggested in today's email). My preference is to find a more 
comprehensive solution to JacksonIDaniel intersection. I hope I am not misrepresenting your 
words from the last time we spokelemailed about this topic when you agreed with me that the 
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benefits of the current bump-out design primarily serve Daniel street residents. 

For the record, I admit that my concerns are selfish. I live two doors down from the intersection. I 
am selfishly concerned about traffic coming down Jackson from Langley street, who then turn left 
because the traffic flow directs them to lower Jackson without stopping. This scenario, which I 
beleive is currently playing out, potentially increases traffic and speed in-front of my house. With 
two small children, I have the same concerns of traffic and speed as the families on Daniel. I 
would rather not change this intersection, only to have change the next one. 

So while my concerns are selfish, I hope we can find a solution that is not. For those who have 
been following this intersection debate for sometime, at one point there was a plan for a traffic 
circle recommended by a consulting group hired by the city. That idea was later rejected by the 
city (I think because emergency vehicles could not fit - but I am not exactly sure - feel free to 
correct me). What I liked about this idea was that it provided an equitable flowlcalming of traffic 
to and from Daniel, lower Jackson and upper Jackson. An equitable solution/annoyance for 
everyone. 

So why have we not found more comprehensive solutions? Perhaps it is becasue the original 
challenged was focused on this intersection. Or perhaps the three options put forth by the 
consultants all had flaws. I am not sure why the best solution has not been developed, but I feel 
confident from what I see with the current design and what I am hearing from this neighborhood 
that we have not found the answer yet. 

In summation, I beleive we should strive to find a comprehensive approach. The current 
sequential approach seem ineffiecient and divisive. I am writing becuase my name was used and 
I felt misepresented. I am happy to share my design ideas with a larger group and/or the City at 
any time. Sean, you and Adam have seen my rough layouts, and I believe were accepting of the 
concept. 

Again, it is a shame that this issue has become so universally emotional and divisive when our 
collective goals are the same. 

Best regards, 

Jeff 

Date: Mon, 9 Feb 2009 1 1 :31:34 -0500 
Subject: DanielIJackson 
From: sean.roche@gmail.com 
To: blenson@gmail.com; downhilman@aol.com; commave@aol.com 
CC: RachelSG@aol.com; ejengelman@gmail.com; diwatsuki@gmail.com; clong@cnc.com; 
adam@peller.org; markjfield@hotmail.com; ikronitz@comcast.net; edmurray@verizon.net; 
ionharmony@comcast.net; gspector@cnc.com; barrysbergman@yahoo.com; 
luciec@comcast.net; jefftarmy@hotmail.com; Edailey@bromsun.com; 
kasdavidson@hotrnail.com; jackmaypole@yahoo.com; MCOSTELLO@partners.org; 
merlehass@gmail.com; jlvacca@hotmail.com; catcost@aol.com; Irothstein@comcast.net; 
Vdanberg@aol.com; gmansfield@newtonma.gov; ken@kenparker.org; tdaley@newtonma.gov 

Don, Bill, Steve (and anyone else), 

Is it possible that the proponents of the bumpout aren't "selfish" (twice in one e-mail), aren't "too 
emotionally involved," and, in fact, do "care one iota about their neighbors"? Is it possible that we 
have legitimate disagreements about the scope and nature of the problem, the best way to solve 
it, and what the trial is demonstrating? 
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Na md? W C I ~ W  nj 26oqt , 
A few facts: 

The current design is the result of a very public process during which numerous options 
were considered. There has been no shortage of outreach to the neighborhood for input. 
There have been numerous meetings at which neighborhood feedback was solicited, 
including at least one meeting of an aldermanic committee at which Don himself stated the 
same objections he continues to make now. 
Those of us who took steps to address the dangers of the intersection did not start with a 
solution. We started with a description of a problem and professionals reviewed and ranked 
potential solutions. Technically, we had to start with a solution, because Traffic Council 
required that a petition request a particular change. Inconveniently for Don's narrative, we 
first asked for stop signs. It was because we have open minds and have listened to expert 
explanations of what would be safest that we have come around to supporting the 
bumpout. 
There have been all sorts of counter solutions proposed by opponents to the project, 
including the evergreen stop-sign solution and Jeff Tarmy's chicane solution. They have 
been evaluated by the city and rejected as unsafe or less safe. 
Crossing into the other lane has been a problem in the intersection for years. The 
difference now? Cars that cross over into the opposite lane are traveling much slower. 

As I have written in various places, 50,000 cars go through the intersection each month. Slowing 
those cars makes the intersection safer. Is it possible that a car driving too fast for the intersection 
would have an accident? Sure. That's a true statement of any intersection. But, the evidence is 
overwhelming: cars are slowing down ... hundreds of thousands since the latest trial began. That 
motorists feel that they need to drive slower to avoid an accident is not a flaw of the design ... it's 
what's causing people to slow down. 

I'm not sure I'm 100% with Bob in predicting that slowing cars down at Jackson and Cypress 
would result in cars slowing down on lower Jackson. But, it doesn't matter. Cars should be 
slowed at JacksonICypress simply to make that intersection safer. I'm 110% with him that the 
JacksonICypress intersection also needs a redesign. I know that Adam Peller has been working 
very hard with town and state officials to see what can be done. 

Sean Roche 
61 7 792-8998 

The discussions have become more heated. We can see from a number of notes, as 
well as the initial note to the mayor that the motivation of the bumpout was to limit 
the speed on Daniel St. There was never any real polling of what the other 
neghborhood residents thought about the bumpout. 

To: sean.roche@gmail.com 
Subject: Re: Daniel l Jackson Intersection neighborhood petition 
Date: Mon, 09 Feb 2009 12:20:00 -0500 
From: downhilman@aol.com 
X-M B-Message-Type: User 
X-Ma~ler: AOL Webmail 41421-STANDARD 
Cc: edmurray@verizon.net, ionharmony@comcast.net, gspector@cnc.com, 

barrysbergman@yahoo.com, luciec@comcast.net, jefftarmy@hotmail.com, 
blenson@gmail.com, Edailey@bromsun.com, kasdavidson@hotmail.com, 
jackmaypole@yahoo.com, sean.roche@gmail.com, MCOSTELLO@partners.org, 
merlehass@gmail.com, jlvacca@hotmail.com, catcost@aol.com, 
Irothstein@comcast.net, Vdanberg@aol.com, gmansfield@newtonma.gov, 
ken@kenparker.org, tdaley@newtonma.gov, CommAve@aol.com, 

#127-09



Sean, 

I did receive your e-mail and I found it far too patronizing to respond civilly back then. 

Now I will respond since you have pushed for a response. 

"I was initially very surprised to learn that you were opposed to the project. As I understand the 
impact of the design, there are four homes that will see the most direct improvement: yours and 
your three neighbors to the west" 

This statement showed that you don't have a clue or care at all about your neighbors on Jackson 
Street. If you did, you'd welcome further public discussions and meetings to address the concerns 
of your neighbors. Instead you continually respond how the process has already run it's course 
and the rest of the community should suck it up and accept this flawed design which many people 
feel will lead to a serious accident. 

Please don't pretend to represent anyone's good interests except your neighbors on Daniel 
Street. THERE IS NO OTHER PERSON IIV THIS NEIGHBORHOOD WHO SUPPORTS YOUR 
PLAN! 

Doesn't that tell you something? )): @ ThtJ cm;lj V ( J A p y ~  

-----Original Message----- 
From: Sean Roche <sean.roche@gmail.com> 
To: downhilman@aol.com 
Cc: tdaley@newtonma.gov; ken@kenparker.org; gmansfield@newtonma.gov; 
VDANBERG@aol.com 
Sent: Mon, 9 Feb 2009 1 1 :36 am 
Subject: Re: Daniel I Jackson Intersection neighborhood petition 

Don, 

Based on your recent e-mails and the fact that you did not respond to this last fall, I suspect that 
you may not have received or read this. So, I'm resending. 

Sean 

On Thu, Sep 25, 2008 at 5:33 AM, Sean Roche <sean.roche@gmail.com> wrote: 
Don, 

I've chosen to send this e-mail to you and the public officials, only. Please feel free to 
distribute to whomever you wish. I just feel that a more personal approach is called for. 

One thing is abundantly clear. You and I share the same objective. We want traffic to be 
safer through the DanielIJackson intersection. We just disagree on our vision of the 
consequences of various actions (and non-actions). 

f I was initially very surprised to learn that you were opposed to the project. As I understand 
the impact of the design, there are four homes that will see the most direct improvement: 

7 Nofie 6q Hm45 a r c  on j 3 0 ~ k b M  
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yours and your three neighbors to the west. The greater the extent of the bumpout, the 
slower traffic will be on the approach to the intersection,through the intersection, and just 
past the intersection. I don't think that there is much debate that drivers will have to slow 
down to negotiate the turn. And, I think it's safe to assume that most of them will slow down 
before your property. 

Your objection, as I understand it, is that the same obstacle that's going to slow traffic will 
also create the potential for an incident, such as someone going too fast and running over 
the curb. (The Walter Street folks have a separate concern.) The safety philosophy 
reflected by your objection has a long and distinguished history. For years, safety types as 
legitimate as Ralph Nader and Daniel Patrick Moynihan subscribed to and promoted a 
theory of passive safety: the safest streets (and highways) were those that had the fewest 
obstacles. The unintended direct consequence of the passive safety theory was that 
speeds rose. Without obstacles motorists feel -- not unreasonably -- safer and more 
comfortable driving at higher speeds. The secondary consequence was that high speeds 
along the roads made them less safe and less friendly for pedestrians and bicylists. (In fact, 
the higher speeds made the roads less safe for motorists, too.) 

The whole traffic calming movement is based on the premise (and research) that speed is the 
biggest safety factor. The way to bring down speeds is to make motorists less comfortable driving 
at high speeds. (This is called lowering the design speed of a street.) Speed bumps, bumpouts, 
chicanes, &c. It's somewhat counterintuitive. You put something in the way of motorists that 
would be dangerous (or at least uncomfortable to them), if they go faster than is prudent. The 
practical result is that, relying on motorists' good judgment, speeds slow and they don't have 
those crashes. 

Is there the possibility of someone driving too fast down Jackson Street and launching 
themselves over the curb? I guess that's a possibility. But, the day-to-day, hour-by-hour 
consequence will be that speeds will be lowered through the intersection. And, speed is the 
greatest threat to pedestrians, not the hypothetical one-off incident. A person who is struck by a 
car at 20 mph has a 5% chance of dying. A person struck by a car going 30 mph has a 45% 
chance of dying. (And, the likelihood of serious injury rises as well.) 

I'm not surprised that you feel the way you do. I've spent the last few years reading about traffic 
calming and how to make safe streets for everyone. I didn't get to my position on this overnight. 

I will also note that the issue of traffic calming was thoroughly reviewed and discussed during the 
lengthy approval process. 

I have every confidence that, once the bumpout is built to the approved specification, that you 
and other traffic calming skeptics will experience and appreciate a calmer and safer intersection. 

Sean Roche 
61 7 752-8998 

Date: Wed, 25 Feb 2009 11 :41:10 -0500 
Subject: Re: DanielIJackson bumpout - possible consequences for Duxbury I 

Marshfield Streets as well 
From: Sean Roche <sean.roche@gmail.com> 
To: downhilman@aol.com 
Cc: vdanberg@gmaiI.com, blenson@gmail.com, ikronitz@comcast.net, 

btna-announce@googlegroups.com, RachelSG@aol.com, ejengelman@gmail.com, 
diwatsuki@gmail.com, clong@cnc.com, adam@peller.org, markjfield@hotmail.com, 
edmurray@verizon. net, ion harmony@comcast.net, gspector@cnc.com, 
barrysbergman@yahoo.com, luciec@comcast.net, jefFtarmy@hotmail.com, 
Edailey@bromsun.com, kasdavidson@hotmail.com, jackmaypole@yahoo.com, 
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For a more complete discussion of my so-called concession, I refer you to this longish post: 
http:Nnewtonstreets.blogspot.com/2009/01/who-you-calling-loud. html 

Sean 

On Wed, Feb 25, 2009 at 11:26 AM, <downhilman@aol.com> wrote: 
Dear Vicki, 

I would like to answer for my neighbor Bob, and I welcome him to correct me if I misspeak 
in his behalf. 

r(\bCG There is a general frustration from the people in this neighborhood over the lack of 
/. representation that we are receiving. Somehow despite the unanimous opposition of every 
~ C J ~  household (15 houses) who live on Jackson Street within one block of Daniel Street, the 

9wU- proposed bumpout is apparently going to be shoved down our throat, without the 
opportunity to speak out against this folly before our elected representatives. 

54 Households in this neighborhood have expressed opposition, and there has not been 
'b'L'L' one vote in support of the plan, outside of those residents who live on the street that will 

kbkk benefit, at the cost of the rest of the neighborhood. 

%dC We, the residents who live right at the intersection have seen how dangerous this intersection has 
been since the temporary barriers have been installed. We have seen the close calls, heard the whbr skidding sounds. seen the tire marks on the bumpout curb, seen the temproary warining cones 
knocked away, and hear the incessant sounds of car horns warning oncoming cars of another 

@dk close call. .Worst of all is the incresed danger to bicyclists and pedestrians. Even lead proponent 

7 s  
Sean Roche has conceeded according to the Newton Tab "Taken too fast, the intersection 
could cause an accident, Roche acknowledged" 

The residents of this street and neighborhood are disgusted that no one is willing to listen to what 
they want on their own street and in their own neighborhood. Some of us have other ideas to 
seek a compromise but heal this neighborhood. Unfortunately neither you nor the prmoters of this 9 plan have any interest in seeking a solution that may address the concerns of everyone. 

Maybe now you might understand some of the concerns and frustration of my neighbor Mr 
Lenson and the rest of our neighborhood.. 

Sincerely, 
Don Neuwirth. 

Announcement of the latest data, and an indication that the bumpout will 
be built at the location of the "smaller" berm, for which the data is listed. 
Mr. Daley specifically states " I have decided that the best way to move 
forward iswith the original "compromise plan" or "smaller curb extension" 
plan" Reading carefully, there are discrepancies in what is being specified. 
One thing is sure, however, the data available, is for the smaller berm, and 
Mr. Daley indicates that the data for the larger berm does not show any 
improvement. The detailed data has not been provided. 
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--------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: tom daley <tdaley@newtonma.gov> 
Date: Fri, Apr 10, 2009 at 3:37 PM 
Subject: Daniel 1 Jackson Intersection 
To: [deleted] 

Hello: 

As I stated in my previous e-mail please forward this to anyone else who may be interested. 
First, I would like to say, "thank you" for everyone's patience. We have been quite busy with a 
number of big issues over the past few months, but I have finally had a chance to review the 
Daniel 1 Jackson traffic information counts from last Fall. The following write up I received from 
our Traffic Engineer, Clint Schuckel along with the attached map and count information: I was 
going to paraphrase what Clint said, but I decided I couldn't do any better than he, so here we go: 

"Please find the DanielIJackson study results attached. Figure 1 is a map showing the count 
locations and directions. Table 1 provides the vehicle volume and speed data collected over the 
course of the following three trials: 

1. Trial # I= Smaller curb extension 
2. Trial # 2= No curb extension (original conditions) 
3. Trial # 3= Board-approved design curb extension 

The rows in bold text indicate the key measurements of vehicle speed just prior to entering 
(location # 2 westbound) the intersection, and just after exiting (location # 3 northbound) the 
intersection for the travel lane adjacent to the changes in the curb line. 

In each study, the weekday average volumes were given a weight of 5 and the weekend average 
volumes a weight of 2, to calculate a 7-day average (5 weekdays, 2 weekend days). Only days 
with a full 4 hours of data were used for the volume counts, while all data were used for speed 
counts. Each trial count was conducted for 4 to 7 days, including at least one weekend, which 
exceeds the typical 8-hour weekday duration for this type of traffic study. 

The following conclusions can be drawn from the beforelafter traffic study data: 

I. Following the placement of the Board-approved design (trial # 3), there was no significant 
diversion of traffic to parallel streets. This is based on the volume counts from Jackson St south 
of Daniel St (location # 1) and on Walter St (location # 4). The observed variation was within the 
expected daily fluctuation of traffic volumes. The daily vehicle volumes at locations 1 and 4 
remained a fraction of those observed on Daniel St (location # 3) and Jackson St east of Daniel 
St (location # 2). There was no change in vehicle speeds for locations 1 and 4. 

2. The westbound direction for Jackson Street at location # 2 is the critical location for speed 
reduction since it is located just prior to the curb extension and there is no stop sign for that 
approach. For westbound vehicles only, there was a 3-4 mph reduction in the 85th percentile 
speed from no curb extension (trial # 2) to the Board-approved design (trial # 3). 

3. For cars exiting the curb extension area, the northbound direction for Daniel Street (location # 
3) experienced no reduction in the 85th percentile speed from trial # 2 to trial # 3. The likely 
explanation is that drivers generally returned to their original speed by the time they reached the 
counter after slowing down to pass through the intersection. Therefore, it is estimated that the 
curb extension reduces speeds for less than a 100 feet on northbound (downstream) Daniel 
Street leaving the intersection. 
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4. The Newton Police have no reported accidents since September 1, 2008. 

5. In summary, the above information provides no new evidence that indicates the Board- 
approved design creates unsafe conditions, nor is there evidence that the design diverts traffic to 
parallel streets." 

Quite honestly I have languished over this decision. I have never seen such an issue cause such 
turmoil in a neighborhood. I do agree with c l i n k  observations and summary. However, due to 
the severe turmoil I have observed from the neighborhood over this issue, I have decided that the 
best way to move forward is with the original "compromise plan" or "smaller curb extension" plan 
that is 
mentioned in the attachment. It is my understanding from the City Engineer that the initial 
compromise plan was a 2' radius reduction from what the Alderman approved and what is out 
there now. That is what we will construct. I totally agree with Mr. Schuckel's statement that "..the 
above information provides no new evidence that indicates the Board-approved design creates 
unsafe conditions, nor is there evidence that the design diverts traffic to parallel streets." In 
addition I also intend not to construct the curbing on the southerly side of the intersection. 

I hope the reduction satisfies some of the abutters, but I also trust that the new curbing will have 
some positive affect and it is a compromise. I sincerely hope that this decision helps with the 
relations within the neighborhood. 

Work will most likely begin fairly soon. Thank you all again for your patience and thoughtful 
concerns. 

Thank you. 

Thomas E. Daley, P.E. 
Commissioner of Public Works 
Newton City Hall 
1000 Commonwealth Avenue 
Newton, MA 02459 
Phone: (61 7) 796-1 000 
Fax: (61 7) 796-1 050 
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Thanks Sean, I appreciate the reference. 

But the conclusion is predicated on the sand bag trial which was said to be "working well" That wasn't a real 
trial and it was wrong to say it was working well. Those bags were destroyed within days. If it wasn't agreed 
that those bags were useless, we wouldn't be doing this endless stream of emails now. In my opinion the 
only irrefutable fact that came out of that first meeting we had was that those sand bags were destroyed in a 
few days. That is why the berm was planned. 

It seems like a non-starter to me. Any agreement that was based on those bags doing anything meaningful 
has got to be null and void. Now whether or not the city will listen to that as a reasonable argument is 
another story, but with all due respect, (and I do mean that, I respect the time and effort you have put into 
this), I don't see how my logic can be refuted. 

I'm willing to listen, but no matter how many times I made the statement that those sand bags were useless, 
no one has called me on it. Adn you know I'm not the only one that said that either. Adam now seems to be 
off somewhere putting a pin in a voodoo doll of me, but I know I had a conversation with him on the way 
back from Bowen after that first meeting. And when I made the case for not being able to get any real data 
from that sandbag trial, he agreed with me. He looked down and said "I guess so" Maybe he didn't really, 
but he didn't have any counter arguments either. At the time, I think there were still broken sandbags in the 
street. As I said, no one has publicly called me on it. 

#289-03(4) COMMISSIONER ROONEY requesting approval of roadway modification plans for 
curb-line geometry changes to calm traffic at the intersection of Daniel and Jackson Streets. 

ACTION: APPROVED 7-0 SUBJECT TO SECOND CALL (Yates not votinp) 

NOTE: Commissioner Rooney presented the item to the Committee. The intersection of Daniel 
and Jackson Streets has been a safety concern of the neighborhood for some time. The 
neighborhood hired a consultant who came up with three designs. The Commissioner believes 
the one that has been selected is the best most affordable solution to the safety issues at the 
intersection. The proposal is to create an extended bump out of the curb line. The bump out 
would create a more definitive intersection at Daniel and Jackson Streets causing traffic to slow 
down when turning onto Daniel Street. The proposed bump out has been sand baclqed for a 
trial and it is working well. Ald. Salvucci asked if the Fire Department has done a test run to 
make sure that the trucks can maneuver the corner. Commissioner Rooney responded that he 
would ask the Fire Department to make a test run. 

Sean Roche, 42 Daniel Street, stated that the sand bagging had an immediate, positive 
effect on the speed of vehicles. Many of the neighbors have noted the improvement. He 
would like the neighborhood to have the opportunity to comment on the details of the 
design before it is finalized. The Commissioner responded that the neighbors would have 
an opportunity to comment. Donald Neuwirth, 193 Jackson Street, questioned why there 
could not be stop signs. It was explained that stop signs may make the problem worse but 
it can be revisited in the Traffic Council. 

. Salvucci asked if the family with the driveway to be extended is okay with the proposal. The 
mmissioner explained that the owners of that property actually make out because their 

s very small and their car hangs over onto the sidewalk. With the extension, they will 
gain additional space for their driveway. Ald. Salvucci is not comfortable approving the item 
without a letter from the Fire Department stating that they can make the turn in their trucks. Ald. 
Weisbuch moved the item subject to second call in order to receive the letter from the Fire 
Department. The item carried unanimously., 

a $ &tS +* 3 pan: 00 Bocq 
i 

#127-09



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

IKronitz [ikronitz@corncast.net] 
2009-04-26 20: 15 
edrnurray@verizon.net 
ikronitz@corncast.net 
first berm number analysis Daniel 1 Jackson burnpout 

H i  Ed, 
Here t h e  numbers I worked up before .  They never gave us  any d e t a i l s  
f o r  t h e  second berm 
The p re sen t  berm i s  about t h e  same l o c a t i o n  a s  t h e  pink l i n e .  150" 
from t h e  o r i g i n a l  curb.  
The f i r s t  berm was 78" from t h e  curb.  

Numbers from t h e  f i r s t  berm: 

Sept 2 2 ,  2008 email ,  I analyzed t h e  numbers from t h e  f i r s t  berm t r i a l  
i n  t h i s  way. I ' v e  asked f o r  i npu t ,  but  no one has con t r ad ic t ed  my methods. 

Email Analysis :  
Thanks f o r  t h e  a d d i t i o n a l  d e t a i l s .  

I ' m  s o r r y  but  I d o n ' t  understand why you say  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no d ive r s ion  from Daniel S t .  

Looking a t  t h e  numbers i n  t h e  fol lowing way i t  appears  t h e r e  was a  d i f f e r n c e  i n  t r a f f i c  
flow between t h e  normal curbs and t h e  moderate berm. 

For Jackson S t .  North of Rte.  9: 
before  t h e  berm: 287 c a r s  on Jackson no r th  of rou te  9  
a f t e r  t h e  berm: 352 c a r s  on Jackson no r th  of rou te  9. 

I f 4,~ l / i / v ~ e .  

T h a t ' s  65 more c a r s  on Jackson S t .  a  65/287 o r  t h e  AM volume i t ' s  78 
c a r s  a f t e r  t h e  berm, 51 before ,  t h a t ' s  a  more 53% i n c r e a s e .  

For Walter S t . :  
before  t h e  berm: 440 c a r s  on wa l t e r  s t .  
a f t e r  t h e  berm: 469 c a r s  on wa l t e r  s t .  

d' 
Tha t ' s  on ly  29 more c a r s  on Walter look a t  t h e  morning volume t h a t ' s  a  
s h i f t  of 68 t o  87 which i s  19/68 o  I t  seems t o  f i t  e x a c t l y  t h a t  t h e  
a d d i t i o n a l  28% turned  i n  t h e  mornin 

S i m i l a r l y  f o r  Jackson S t .  west of Cypress, a f t e r  t h e  berm t h e r e  was an a d d i t i o n a l  53/185 
o r  29% inc rease  i n  t h e  morning t r a f f i c .  Even while t h e r e  was a  decrease  i n  t h e  24hr volu 
f o r  t h e  day. 

There seemed t o  be comparable decreases  i n  Daniel S t .  volume. The percentages  a r e  lower 
of course,  due t o  t h e  h igher  volume. The volume makes sense s i n c e  Daniel S t .  i s  
considered t o  be a  "minor c o l l e c t o r "  according t o  t h e  Newton Comprehensive Plan.  Walter 
S t r e e t  and Jackson S t .  no r th  of Rte.  9  a r e  des igna ted  a s  l o c a l  s t r e e t s .  I n  case  f o l k s  a  
i n t e r e s t e d ,  t h e  d e f i n i t i o n s  a r e  a s  fol lows:  

" - Minor Co l l ec to r s :  Minor c o l l e c t o r s  a r e  s i m i l a r  t o  major c o l l e c t o r s ,  bu t ,  i n  gene ra l ,  
have a  lower volume, gene ra l ly  ranging between 1,000 and 5,000 v e h i c l e s  pe r  day. 36 Newt 
s t r e e t s  o r  s t r e e t  segments have been ca tegor ized  a s  minor c o l l e c t o r s . "  

11 - Local S t r e e t s :  The l o c a l  s t r e e t  sys tem's  primary func t ion  i s  t o  provide acces s  t o  t h  
l and  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  f r o n t  upon them. A l l  s t r e e t s  i n  Newton t h a t  a r e  not  p laced  i n  one o  
t h e  c a t e g o r i e s  above and a r e  not p r i v a t e  s t r e e t s  a r e  c l a s s i f i e d  a s  l o c a l  s t r e e t s . "  

The t imes des igna ted  by t h e  PM volume numbers from be fo re  and a f t e r  t h e  berm a r e  s o  
d i f f e r e n t  from each o t h e r  I don ' t  s e e  how you can draw any conclusion from them. The 
"before  berm" numbers a r e  around evening rush hour and t h e  " a f t e r  berm" numbers a r e  arou 

1 
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school dismissal times. Could that be saying that the berm has shifted the peak travel 
hour on all of these alternative roads from evening rush to school release time? Even sc 
from the evening data, there doesn't appear to be a way to define how much of the traffi 
is diverted or not diverted at any particular time of day; which was the point of the 
study. 

I'm assuming you looked at the numbers differently. I'd be interested in understanding 
how you arrived at your conclusions. 

From Commissioner Daley, the determination of what is considered 
significant or not: 
"Traffic Engineering studies are performed on "typical days" 
according to engineering 
judgement. A sample count generally occurs over 24 to 48 hours. A 
typical day 
depends on the characteristics of the study area and the purpose of 
the study. In this 
case, a typical day is a Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday when area 
schools are in 
session and weather is favorable. Daily traffic on a typical days 
can vary up to 15%. 
Traffic volume data from Saturdays, Sundays, Mondays, and Fridays are 
general1 y 
lower than during midweek days, therefore, these days are often 
excluded from this 
kind of study. This might differ, however, if the study was for a 
movie theatre, for 
example, where a weekend count might be more appropriate. In the 
"after" study, we 
will again choose typical day(s) according to the same criteria as in the "before" study 
and wait at least one week following the change, 
so that any "novelty 
effect" is reduced and the expected long-term traffic patterns are measured." 

I hope this helps answer your concerns. 
thank you. 

Take care, 
Ira 
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By sight alone the bumpout, as shown by the pink line, reaches the double yellow line extending down 
Jackson St. to Daniel St. In other words the bumpout is taking away the entire lane. 

Meaquring from the existing curb, the existing asphalt bumpout is 78" from the curb. The pink line is 150  
from the existing curb. Double is not usually considered a "tweak" The southern part of Jackson St. has the 
bumpout DECREASED from 84 inches to 33 inches. Halving a measurement is also not generally 
considered a tweak. 

The combination certainly seems to promote the idea of someone turning rather than going straight along 
Daniel St. 
The study is useless given the change in dimensions. As useless as the study with the trampled sand bags. 

Ken, Vicki, 
I would think the bumpout needs to return to what was studied, or another evaluation is required. The 
meetings we all attended seemed to allow us to come to some sort of consensus given the study and how it 
was to be measured. This change appears to have thrown all of that out the window. 
Can you explain how you're going to rectify this? 

Regards, 
Ira 
Ira Kronitz 

After the trial the lines changed again. I don't think Ken ever got back to us on this. 

From: Ken Parker <ken@kenparker.org> 
Subject: Re: JacksonlDaniel st - UPDATE 
Date: Fri, 15 Aug 2008 12:03:00 -0400 
To: Ira Kronitz <ikronitz@emc.com> 

Ira, 

Vicki was not on the Traffic Council when it rejected the application for stop signs. I have 
requested the other information (study results, details of plans) and that the DPW Commissioner 
hold a community meeting at which this information is presented. I'll let you know as soon as I 
hear back. 

Regards, 

Ken 

Ken Parker 
Newton Alderman 
ken@kenparker.org 
(61 7) 965-3723 

A note from Mr. Daley. Several issue with this note. It has been said, many times before 
that those "public meetings" were not advertised, and that the abutters as well as folks on 
Walter and Jackson St. were not notified. Mr Daley states that he was moving cones back 
and forth between the less severe and alderman approved plan. Later notes seemed to 
imply that the first berm was the less severe distance. Very confusing. At the time there 
was no analysis at this distance. The term "it is the right thing to do" appears to be cl-A{+s 1' overused and repeated for different configurations. 

d 

From: tom daley <tdaley@newtonma.gov> 

S Date: Fri, Sep 5, 2008 at 752  PM 
Subject: Daniel 1 Jackson intersection 
Hello: 
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If you are receiving this it is because you are someone that may have interest in the new curb 
layout at the intersection of Daniel St. and Jackson St. I will begin by saying that several people 
offered to share information to anyone else interested in.this project so if you would it would be 
greatly appreciated. 
As you probably know, the Newton DPW painted a pink line several weeks ago at the intersection 
that represented where we were going to install the new curbing. After we painted the line in the 
field we received some calls / e-mails, etc. that prompted me to look into the proposed 
improvements and get up to speed on all of the history of this project. The history is as follows: 

In May of 2001 the Traffic Council heard from residents of Daniel St. regarding the 
installation of a stop sign at Jackson and Daniel Streets. The request was denied by 
Traffic Council. 
In May of 2004 the Traffic Council heard from residents of Daniel St. regarding the 
installation of three way stop signs at Jackson and Daniel Streets. The request was 
held by Traffic Council. 
In November of 2004 the Traffic Council voted to take no action on the three way 
stop request but did vote to recommend intersection reconfiguration plans to be 
prepared. 
In early 2005 the City hired Traffic Solutions, LLC to study and make 
recommendations for the intersection. 
On 6/2/05 a public meeting was held at City Hall to solicit public input. 
On 6/28/05 another public meeting was held and potential recommendations were 
presented and discussed with the public. 
On 9/16/05 the final report and recommendations from Traffic Solutions was issued. 
The report recommended three options: 

Roundabout 
"T" intersection 
all way stop 

On 1011 9/05 the Public Safety / Transportation Committee held a public meeting 
where the final report and recommendations were discussed with public input. The 
Committee voted to hold the item until a sandbag trial was performed for the 
roundabout. 
The sandbag trial was performed in November and December of 2005. 
On 5/3/06 the Public Safety / Transportation Committee held a public meeting to 
discuss the results of the trial. It was presented that after further review there was 
insufficient right-of-way area to construct the roundabout. Also in general it was 
deemed that the trial was not very successful. As a result the Committee held the 
item in order to do a sandbag trial of the "T" intersection option. 
On 11/8/06, the Public Facilities Committee held a public meeting and approved the 
"T" intersection project. 
On 11/13/06, the Finance Committee held a public meeting and approved the funding 
for "T" intersection project. 
On 11/20/06, the Board of Alderman approved the "T" intersection project including 
the funding. 
In the spring of 2007 the Engineering Division marked out the proposed curb line 
which triggered many phone calls, etc. including a meeting on 6/7/07 with interested 
parties, including people from Walter Street who were concerned that the 
improvements would divert traffic to their street. 
In the summer of 2007 the DPW installed berm as a trial in a location that was 
less "severe" than the plan previously approved by the Alderman. Traffic 
analysis was done on Walter St. before and after the berm installation in the 
Fall of 2007. The berm trial is continuing until this day. 
In early Summer of 2007 the DPW Engineering Division remarked out the curb 
line based upon the Alderman approved plan. Immediately thereafter, similar to 
last year many phone calls were triggered. 
In the couple weeks thereafter I personally visited the site several times and for 
several hours, moving the cones from the "Alderman" curb line to the "not as 
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no evidence that the larger bump-out achieves more traffic calming results.)" 

The more I think about it, why wouldn't someone just respond with "it's where the berm was 
before - 78" from the curb"? Why is anyone considering,or even requesting a2ft. 
change,yet another dimension and something for which there is no data? 

Regardless of whether I agree with the bumpout or not, I'm not following the logic ofyet 
another change to the configuration. Can someone explain that? 

If folks are busy, and they don't have time, I can understand that. When do you think you 
might get to it? 

On Apr 17, 2009, at 3:31 PM, Ken Parker wrote: 

Dear DanielIJackson intersection neighbors, 

We are writing as your three Ward 6 Aldermen to share our thoughts on the 
DanielIJackson intersection project recommendation we all received from 
Public Works Commissioner Tom Daley last week. We had the opportunity to 
meet with Commissioner Daley and with Traffic Engineer Clint Schuckel 
yesterday and they were very forthright in answering our questions and 
helping us to understand his recommended solution. 

This has been a long and difficult process and we are well aware of the level 
AD &%*'4 

of controversy and frustration that surrounds the issue. We recognize that 
whatever outcome Commissioner Daley decided to pursue, some of the 

u\w 
people in the neighborhood would be disappointed. We also recognize that 

( \ 35  
there have been flaws in the process of decision-making, information- 7 fb L,~b> 

X 
gathering, and communication, for which we apologize. We recognize that this 
issue could have and should have been handled better and we will strive to 5, .4kr- b&i 

ake sure that the City does a better job of handling issues like this in the 
ture. 

That having been said, we are have decided to give Commissioner Daley our 
strong support for his decision.We would be happy to organize and attend a 
neighborhood meeting to discuss our thoughts in greater detail, but here are 
the answers to some of the questions we have already received. 

1) Would stop signs be a better (and cheaper) sol'ution? Traffic Engineer 
Schuckel confirmed again that additional stop signs at the intersection should 
not be installed with the current intersection configuration and he would not 
recommend them as a safety enhancement. However, with the reconfigured 
intersection, it is possible that additional stop signs could be added at some 
point in the future, if necessary. Please note that all three of us supported the 
neighborhood petition for 3-way stop signs at this intersection that was 
rejected by the Traffic Council several years ago. 

2) Would a larger bump-out be safer for the neighborhood? Commissioner 
Daley informed us that when he considered all factors, the smaller bump-out 

d he has proposed Itisthe right thing to do in regards to vehicle and pedestrian 
safety inthe neighborhood." He pointed out that according to the data 

average speeds on Daniel St. were actually reduced more with the 
than with the larger one. (It may be that these differences are 

meaningful, but there is no evidence that the larger bump-out 
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Message 

6- 

Don Neuwirth 

Page 2 of 3 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Ken Parker <ken@kenparker.org> 
To: Don Hillman <downhilman@aol.com> 
Sent: Mon, 4 May 2009 2:21 pm 
Subject: Fwd: Re: FWD: DanielIJackson bumpout location 

Hi Don, 

I just received the attached file from Lou Traverna. Please take a look and let me know what you think. 

Regards, 

Ken 

> 
>See attached layouts. 
> 
>The October 2006 layout is the BOA approved 
>plan, at 12' max bumpout. 
> 
>The June 2007 lavout is the Roonev 
>compromise (aka the Taverna compromise), at Cb / $717/cn ,‘14 > 10' max bumpout. 
> n(Y1 lr6tfw 
>Both of these underwent traffic trials. ./ 

> P b l ; r / l  

>The April 2009 plan is the Daley compromise, 7~fi 142 00 7 
>which is the same as the Rooney compromise. >-The only difference is that we softened the 

X >radius by 18" in front of the driveway. So h . U h 7 ~  
>instead of a 10' max bumpout at the driveway, 
>we have a 8.5' max bumpout at the driveway. F\ /LICJ~< 

>This was at the request of the homeowner. 

*$:Lou 

\ / , ,CJ  
JC '1 

> 
> 
>Louis M. Taverna, P.E. 
>City Engineer 
>Newton Department of Public Works 
> 1000 Commonwealth Ave 
>IVewton, MA 02459 
>Phone: 617-796-1020 
>Fax: 617-796-1051 
> 
>Note New E-Mail Address: Ltaverna@newtonma,sov 
> 
>Content-type: textlplain; charset=US-ASCII 
>Content-disposition: inline 
>Content-description: Attachment information. 
> 
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'7 ! j -  h+qg/~ /3i)/1-u+-ja,.4r+ Main Talking Points regarding DanielIJackson St. bumpout. ' I 

1. It wasn't recognized until early 2009, but the road configuration was first publicly talked about (as far as 
we know) in 2004 as a remedy for the cut-through traffic on Daniel St. It's currently defined as a minor 
collector by the city. There has probably been an increase in traffic over the years, but it has always been 
a busy road. It goes between Langley and Parker St. 
2. Although there were some sandbags put up in a couple of different configurations no one gave it much 
thought or knew much about it. 
3. When people realized what was happening, they called the Aldermen. 
4. Everyone I knew was told that it was essentially a done deal when the talked to the aldermen 
individually. 
5. When folks started communicating, the aldermen agreed to have a meeting June 2006. 
6. It was learned at the meeting that the configuration was being based on the sandbag trial. It was also 
communicated that stop signs (basically universally desired as an alternative) were not permissible due to 
state guidelines. 
7. Since it was pointed out that the sandbags were destroyed within days, there was really no useful data 
collected. 
8. It was also learned that the traffic council, COULD authorize stop signs if they so desired. Later on, it 
was also learned that the traffic consulting group contracted to study the intersection, also felt that the 
nature of the intersection would pass the state guidelines and was a valid option. 
9. Things quieted down, the "small" berm was installed and data was collected. (july-Aug. 2007) 
10. In August 2008, before even receiving any data from the trial, new "pink" lines were drawn on the road, 
and it was indicated this was the location of the berm. 
11. These lines protruded TWICE the distance from the curb as the small berm. A change from 7 8  to 
150" 
12. It was pronounced that the data indicated no diversion 
13. Analysis done by Ira Kronitz, indicated there was diversion, but no one disputed the method used or 
addressed the conclusions. 
14. A new trial at the pink line was agreed to. 
15. It was then that the proponents said that there was no "material" diversion, and it was silly of people to 
think that no diversion would occur. 
16. When the data was announced, it was said that there was no material diversion, and that there was no 
advantage to having the larger berm. The DPW would build it to the smaller berm. But great pain was 
taken to indicate that the traffic engineer said the smaller berm was a 2ft reduction from the larger berm - 
pink line. That is INCORRECT. 
17. At first the question was ignored, then it was said tht the difference between the berms was 30-36. 
That is INCORRECT. 
18. The citizens were asked to measure the difference between the berm and the latest green marks. 
These marks were also not 2ft. behind the larger berm. Only 8 112 to 12" behind it. 
19. No response regarding the petition that the residents slgned at the time of the pink line being drawn. 
20. Aldermen were told the curb was being built to the small berm, and they endorsed that, but it is not 
true. 
21. It has been pointed out that the intersection is not safer from a pedestrian point of view, but the only 
data that the proponents feel is acceptable is a small decrease in speed. 
22. The commissioner and aldermen pointed out that the smaller berm actually decreased the speed 
more than the larger berm. But still, the intent is to build the largerst berm possible. 
23. When the question came up as to why they're bothering to build it at all, the response was "because 
the aldermen approved it and the money is available" 
24. When you look back at the wording of the approval, we would contend that it was dependent upon 
the study, which the sandbag trial is not really valid, and also dependent upon the opinion of the 
neighbors, one of whom was mis-represented regarding his feelings about his driveway being extended. 
25. Additional anecdotal information: 
a. inability to determine how to overturn the traffic council decision regarding stop signs. 
b. inability to determine why a study involving stop signs was not agreed to. 
c. inability to find out what happened to the petition 
d. inability to obtain any explanation regarding how the data was analyzed. 
e. inabilit to obtain any firm dimensions for the planned bumpout. 
f. inability to determine why the traffic council does not want stop signs 
g. inability to even discuss the intersection in connection to neighboring intersections. Traffic council 
closed off all discussion of DanielIJackson intersection when considering JacksonICypress intersection. 
Again, not permitting a stop sign closer to the top of the hill. 
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Timeline of the Discussions regarding the DanielIJackson St. Loa L 

B~~~~~~ yaw 
The following is the general progression of the DaniellJackson Street bumpout proposal fkY) 
and the ensuing ernails. It's long and at times, information is repeated because it was felt 
that the entire email should be included. The purpose of putting this together is to show 2-tP 
that not only has the process been mishandled, but for the last two years (approx.) there 
has been a majority of the neighborhood indicating that they feel the bumpout 
configuration is more dangerous now, than the original intersection. Why only the last 
two years? Because prior to those two years, the residents had not been properly 
notified. That statement has been contentious, but there have been more than a few 
residents who have declared that they had never received notice of the intended plans for 
the intersection. Only when the lines were on the road, and construction was about to 
begin did the residents have notice that the intersection was about to be changed. From 
that point on, however, due process truly seems to have fallen apart. It has been difficult 
to get answers to some basic questions. 

The original impetus for the change appears to be a traffic calming for Daniel St. residents. 
Orignally it was promised that no cars would be diverted to other streets. When it was 
shown that some cars were diverted, it was said that the overall number was not 
signficant. When the data showed that the bumpout, even the larger one, only slows cars 
for about 100 ft, the Daniel St. residents indicated that it was really a safety issue for the 
intersection. The objective seems to be in flux. 

Ultimately the majority of the neighborhood, as well as most of the abutters would prefer 
that the original configuration be maintained. It is believed that the proposed 
configuration is dangerous; both for pedestrians, as well as drivers, regardless of the 
Smph decrease in speed. The safety record over the last several decades speaks for itself. 
If the safety of the intersection is not improved, and the speed along Daniel street is not 
even substantially reduced, it does not make sense to change it. 

And if something is going to be built, there appears to be a huge lack of logic in regards to 
what should be built given the data. The city officials seem intent upon building the 
largest possible bumpout, although it is admitted that the smaller berm (for which there is 
data) shows an even better reduction in speed than the larger berm. A number of emails 
from Mr. Daley appears to obfuscate what the dimensions of the berm will be, although the 
smaller curb extension is specified. 

In the following document, comments are made in bold print, in purple, and the text of the 
emaila are in black print. 

Although this is repeated below, to put this entire effort into context, this is the document 
that was sent to the mayor to start things off. 

From the document below: 

The principal benefit of the redesign will be to slow the westbound traffic before it enters Daniel 
Street. It is also hoped that the turn will discourage cut-through traffic. A hard left turn onto Jackson 
from Daniel should lessen the frequency of "rolling" stops. <?xml:namespace prefix = o ns = 
"urn:schemas-microsoft-com:office:office" I> 

Finally, the current intersection is long to walk across, discouraging pedestrian use. The redesign 
will shorten the sidewalk-to-sidewalk distance from Daniel to Daniel and from Daniel to Jackson, 
making the corner more pedestrian friendly. 
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Thanks Sean, I appreciate the reference. 

But the conclusion is predicated on the sand bag trial which was said to be "working well" That wasn't a real 
trial and it was wrong to say it was working well. Those bags were destroyed within days. If it wasn't agreed 
that those bags were useless, we wouldn't be doing this endless stream of emails now. In my opinion the 
only irrefutable fact that came out of that first meeting we had was that those sand bags were destroyed in a 
few days. That is why the berm was planned. 

It seems like a non-starter to me. Any agreement that was based on those bags doing anything meaningful 
has got to be null and void. Now whether or not the city will listen to that as a reasonable argument is 
another story, but with all due respect, (and I do mean that, I respect the time and effort you have put into 
this), I don't see how my logic can be refuted. 

I'm willing to listen, but no matter how many times I made the statement that those sand bags were useless, 
no one has called me on it. Adn you know I'm not the only one that said that either. Adam now seems to be 
off somewhere putting a pin in a voodoo doll of me, but I know I had a conversation with him on the way 
back from Bowen after that first meeting. And when I made the case for not being able to get any real data 
from that sandbag trial, he agreed with me. He looked down and said "I guess so" Maybe he didn't really, 
but he didn't have any counter arguments either. At the time, I think there were still broken sandbags in the 
street. As I said, no one has publicly called me on it. 

#289-03(4) COMMISSIONER ROONEY requesting approval of roadway modification plans for 
curb-line geometry changes to calm traffic at the intersection of Daniel and Jackson Streets. 

ACTION: APPROVED 7-0 SUBJECT TO SECOND CALL (Yates not voting) 

NOTE: Commissioner Rooney presented the item to the Committee. 'The intersection of Daniel 
and Jackson Streets has been a safety concern of the neighborhood for some time. The 
neighborhood hired a consultant who came up with three designs. The Commissioner believes 
the one that has been selected is the best most affordable solution to the safety issues at the 
intersection. The proposal is to create an extended bump out of the curb line. The bump out 
would create a more definitive intersection at Daniel and Jackson Streets causing traffic to slow 
down when turning onto Daniel Street. The proposed bump out has been sand banned for a 
trial and it is workincl well. Ald. Salvucci asked if the Fire Department has done a test run to 
make sure that the trucks can maneuver the corner. Commissioner Rooney responded that he 
would ask the Fire Department to make a test run. 

Sean Roche, 42 Daniel Street, stated that the sand bagging had an immediate, positive 
effect on the speed of vehicles. Many of the neighbors have noted the improvement. He 
would like the neighborhood to have the opportunity to comment on the details of the 
design before it is finalized. The Commissioner responded that the neighbors would have 
an opportunity to comment. Donald Neuwirth, 193 Jackson Street, questioned why there 
could not be stop signs. It was explained that stop signs may make the problem worse but 
it can be revisited in the Traffic Council. 

G d .  Salvucci asked if the family with the driveway to be extended is okay with the proposal. The 
Commissioner explained that the owners of that property actually make out because their 
driveway is very small and their car hangs over onto the sidewalk. With the extension, they will 
gain additional space for their driveway. Ald. Salvucci is not comfortable approving the item 
without a letter from the Fire Department stating that they can make the turn in their trucks. Ald. 
Weisbuch moved the item subject to second call in order to receive the letter from the Fire 
Department. The item carried unanimously., 

Regards, 
Ira %* 3 Dan;&\ N c ~ d o n  B Q ~  1, w 
Ira Kronitz 

L CQ\\C~ .  D P ~  'k 

e45 h b  c u l ~  4" Y6J 
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Concerned Residents of Daniel Street 
Newton, MA 02459 

May 23,2004 

The Honorable Mayor David Cohen 
City Hall 
Newton. MA 

Dear Mayor Cohen: 

As you are aware, the residents of Daniel Street have been concerned for some time about the 
traffic situation in our neighborhood. We are writing to request that you: 

Authorize the City Traffic Engineer and the Department of Public Works to redesign and 
reconstruct of the intersection of Daniel and Jackson streets, such work to be paid for with money 
from the Terraces mitigation fund; 

Write to the Traffic Council to express your concern about our problems, encourage efforts 
to ameliorate the situation, and support the petitions before the Traffic Council to be heard on 
May 27,2004; and 

Authorize the City Traffic Engineer and the Department of Public Works to remove the 
painted stripe on Daniel Street. 

Background 

The problems on Daniel Street result from what it is and where it is. Daniel Street is a narrow, 
residential street. It is ill suited to the volume, speed, or behavior of traffic that uses Daniel and 
Jackson streets as a cut-through between Parker and Langley. It is a feeder and cut-through 
because the DaniellJackson link from Parker to Langley is the only path between a rock - 
Institution Hill - and a hard place -the very broken Route 9. It is an attractive alternative to those 
drivers looking to avoid Newton Centre congestion or the problems of Route 9, especially those 
traveling from the west and south to the south end of Langley. The DaniellJackson Streets cut- 
through avoids the turnaround at Hammond Pond Parkway necessary to go north on Langley 
from eastbound Route 9. 

The overuse and misuse of Daniel Street is only going to get worse, probably dramatically worse. 
Occupancy has begun at the Terraces. Hebrew College is shortly going to apply for a Special 
Permit to expand and create an entrance fromlexit to Langley. Congestion steadily increases in 
Newton Centre and on Route 9. These forces will combine to drive cut-through traffic through our 
neighborhood. 

We have attached a more detailed description of the problems and our proposed solutions. 

Intersection redesign/reconstruction 
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A particular problem with Daniel Street traffic is caused by the design of the intersection with 
Jackson Street. Westbound traffic from Jackson has but a gentle bend to negotiate to enter 
Daniel. As a result, cars carry too much speed into Daniel's narrow straits. Cars routinely cross 
over the center line to pass parked cars, more than occasionally having to stop sharply or veer to 
avoid eastbound traffic. 

Representatives of the neighborhood met with City Traffic Engineer Clint Schuckel to discuss the 
situation and potential solutions. We propose, and Mr. Schuckel endorses, a plan to build out and 
square the intersection to make the turn from Jackson to Daniel a ninety-degree turn. This will 
diminish traffic speed as cars make the transition from the wider Jackson to Daniel. The added 
effort may even make DanielIJackson less attractive as a cut-through.* 

It is our understanding that your authorization is all that is necessary for Mr. Schuckel to begin to 
redesign the intersection, to test the feasibility and effectiveness of a redesign with sandbags, 
and to plan construction. The intersection redesign project is an appropriate use of Terraces 
mitigation funds, as occupancy will inevitably aggravate existing traffic conditions. Would you 
please authorize Mr. Schuckel to begin work on this project? 

Petitions 

We have two petitions before the Traffic Council, to be heard on May 27, 2004. Would you please 
write to the Traffic Council to express that you believe our situation merits immediate attention 
and action, and that you are especially concerned for the safety of the school children who walk 
along Daniel and Jackson to Bowen each day. We request your support not just for the two 
petitions, but also for additional traffic calming measures that have been suggested by Mr. 
Schuckel. 

The two petitions are: 

#289-03 ADAM PELLER, 28 Daniel Street, requesting three way stop sign at the 
intersection of JACKSON STREET and DANIEL STREET. (Ward 6) 

#290-03 SEAN ROCHE, 42 Daniel Street, requesting speed limit' on Jackson Street 
,heading to Daniel Street be reduced to 25 mph (currently 30 mph). (Ward 6) 

Removal of Yellow Stripe on Daniel 

Mr. Schuckel suggested one immediate measure the city could take. Daniel Street is currently 
marked with a single yellow stripe, which he believes indicates to drivers that they are on a larger 
thoroughfare where fast speeds are acceptable. According to Mr. Schuckel, it is not customary to 
stripe residential streets such as Daniel. At a meeting with Mr. Schuckel on May 19, he indicated 
that the yellow stripe could be removed by the Department of Public Works. Would you please 
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instruct Mr. Schuckel and the DPW to remove the stripe? 

Thank you very much for your ongoing attention to our concerns. If you have any questions, 
please direct them to Jennifer Youtz Grams, Adam Peller, or Sean Roche. Ms. Grams and 
Messrs. Peller and Roche have been spearheading our neighborhood efforts. 

Sincerely, 

The residents of Daniel Street 

cc: Alderman George Mansfield 
Alderman Ken Parker 
City Traffic Engineer Clint Schuckel 

Daniel Street Traffic Conditions 

Children on Daniel Street 

Daniel Street is a principal route for children walking to Bowen School, particularly children who 
live just west of Parker Street. In addition, lots of young children live on Daniel Street. On the 
short street, there are 14 children under the age of 8, ten of whom are five or younger. A fifteenth 
is due in August. 

Children are regularly on the sidewalks. 

Residential character of Daniel Street 

Daniel Street is a narrow, residential street ill suited to carry the volume of traffic that travels it 
each day. Almost all of the driveways are short and narrow. On-street parking - which is limited to 
the north side of the street - is an absolute necessity for working families to handle vehicle 
logistics. Cars parked on the street further narrow the street. 

The sight lines on the street are short because of a curve at the west end. 

Not only is the street narrow, the setbacks are uniformly short. This contributes to the negative 
effect of traffic on the neighborhood, discussed more below. 

Daniel Street is a cut-through 

Though it is not obvious from a map, Daniel and Jackson Streets'combine to form a cut-through 
between Parker and Langley Streets. DanielIJackson is the only meaningful path from Parker to 
Jackson between Route 9 and Newton Centre. Because Route 9 and Newton Centre are so 
badly congested, drivers look for an alternative and use DanielIJackson. 
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The DanielIJackson cut-through is particularly attractive for traffic from the south and west 
heading to Langley Road. Taking Route 9 east to Langley means continuing over a mile past 
Langley, using the Hammond Pond turnaround, heading back onto Route 9 west, and exiting at 
the Langley jug-handle. It is not only a question of added distance. Route 9 is woefully congested 
at rush hour and the Langley exit is a disaster. 

Traffic behavior 
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Jackson Street is wider than Daniel Street, the grade from Jackson to Daniel is a pronounced 
downhill slope, and the "turn" onto Daniel from Jackson is barely a bend. Consider on their own, 
these factors mean that traffic heading west on Daniel from Jackson is generally moving at a 
good clip. The problem is greatly compounded by the unavoidable use of on-street parking, 
described above. To avoid cars parked on the north side of Daniel, westbound traffic routinely 
travels completely in the eastbound lane, with all four wheels over the yellow stripe. Westbound 
traffic often continues in the eastbound lane nearly the length of Daniel, even deep into the curve 
at the west end of the street. 

Frequently, westbound traffic in the eastbound lane comes upon eastbound traffic. The result is 
either rapid braking, swerving into spots between parked cars, or traffic passing three abreast 
(parked car, westbound car, eastbound car) with inches to spare. While - miraculously -there 
have not been any collisions (though plenty of minor damage to parked cars, like rear-view 
mirrors shearing off), it seems unavoidable that something serious is going to happen. (One car 
did swerve onto the sidewalk, knocking down a "Caution: Children" sign and narrowly missing a 
tree.) 

We don't need an actual collision to create anxiety in the neighborhood. The unending series of 
close calls create an inhospitable atmosphere. 

Traffic volume 

I The current traffic volume is unacceptable to the nature and design of Daniel Street. The volume, 
however, is certain to go up. Way up. - 

I As described above, Jackson and Daniel Streets are a particularly attractive cut-through to and 
from Langley. Occupancy has begun at the Terraces on Langley, which will greatly increase the 
use of the cut-through. And, Hebrew College is set to request a Special Permit to expand its 
facilities on Institution Hill. 

The Hebrew College plan poses a double-whammy. Not only is the college hoping to expand, 
they want to build an entrance fromlexit to Langley. The expansion promises higher total traffic 
volume and the Langley Road entrance means that Daniel Street will be an attractive cut-through 

a big chunk of both existing and new traffic. 

The JacksonIDaniel intersection 
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The design of the intersection with Jackson Street contributes to the Daniel Street traffic problem. 
Westbound traffic flows into Daniel without slowing, despite the fact that Daniel Street is narrower 
and far more likely to have cars parked in the westbound lane:The eastbound situation is better 
because of the stop sign on Daniel Street, but the shape of the intersection does not discourage 
traffic. (In fact, much eastbound traffic treats the stop sign as a requirement to do no more than 
brush the brakes, if that.) 

The proposed redesign will "square" the intersection, building out the north side of the intersection 
and pulling the stop sign farther into the current intersection. The effect will be to turn what is a 
"Y" into a "T," requiring a hard right turn for westbound traffic from Jackson to Daniel and a hard 
left turn for eastbound traffic from Daniel to Jackson. 

principal benefit of the redesign will be to slow the westbound traffic before it enters Daniel 
Street. It is also hoped that the turn will discourage cut-through traffic. A hard left turn onto 

from Daniel should lessen the frequency of "rolling" stops. 

Finally, the current intersection is long to walk across, discouraging pedestrian use. The redesign 
will shorten the sidewalk-to-sidewalk distance from Daniel to Daniel and from Daniel to Jackson, 
making the corner more pedestrian friendly. 

Further traffic calming 

Because of its unique location between Institution Hill and Route 9, we believe that Daniel and 
Jackson Streets will continue to be an outlet for the traffic pressures of Newton Centre and Route 
9. Absent major construction to widen Daniel Street (which would necessarily involve significant 
takings), steps should be taken to resist those pressures. The intersection redesign is an 
important first step, but Daniel Street is an ideal candidate for further traffic calming, particularly a 
chicane or traffic table. 

Traffic tables are currently forbidden by ordinance, but it is time to reconsider the ordinance. A 
traffic table mid-block on Daniel and a table or tables at the intersection of Cypress and Jackson 
are appropriate to the neighborhood and the proper use of its streets. 

To: Mayor David Cohen 
May 23,2004 

From: 

(signed by roughly a dozen Daniel Street residents) 

Again, as you can see from the note, the intention to protect Daniel St. is the overriding factor. As 
well as the professed intention to not push the problem to other streets. 
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-------------- Forwarded Message: -------------- 
From: "Bob Lenson" <blenson@gmail.com> 
To: ~ionharmony@comcast.net~ 
Subject: FW: 171 Jackson St 
Date: Fri, 8 Jun 2007 02:55:01 +0000 

> 
> From: Sean Roche [mailto:sean.roche@gmail.com] 
> Sent: Thursday, June 07,2007 10:41 PM 
> To: Bob Lenson 
> Cc: Adam L. Peller 
> Subject: Re: 171 Jackson St 
> 

> Sorry you weren't able to follow the link. The link is not dead. Somehow in 
> the process of it being forwarded to you, it split over multiple lines. Try 
> this: 
> 
> http://newtonstreets.wiki-site.com/index.php/Daniel/Jackson~Street~lntersect 
> ion 
> 
> 
> While I understand that you are frustrated with the pending construction, I 
> don't think your description of the problem or our intentions are fair or 
> accurate. 

> Throughout this process, we have worked very hard -- and have been very 
> careful -- to come up with a solution to the speeding on Daniel Street 
> without pushing the problem onto another part of the neighborhood. 

> It is not our intention, nor is it a reasonable expectation, that traffic 
> will avoid Daniel Street. We just want the existing traffic to travel more 
> slowly. 
> 
> As for the Bowen school community, Adam Peller and I have a record of our 
> commitment to making walking to Bowen safer and more attractive for the 
> entire student body. We started a traffic committee with Dr. Kelly, Suzanne 
> Freudberg, and others. (Restarted is probably more accurate as there have 
> been previous efforts.) We submitted Bowen for enrollment in the state's 
> Safe Routes to School program, making it the first school in Newton to 
> enroll. We have been pressing the city for a roadway redesign on Langley to 
> make that crossing safer (a crossing, by the way, that neither of us ever 
> use). We are currently engaged in an effort to survey the students and 
> parents about how they get to school and why. We have all sorts of programs 
> and efforts planned for the new school year. 
> 

> If you are as concerned as we are about a safe walk to Bowen, we invite you 
> to join our committee. We can use all the help we can get. 
> 
> Please feel free to call me any time to discuss the intersection redesign, 

(,32,04 Ihe 
> the process, or any other traffic-related issues. 
> 
> Thank you. 
> 
> Sean Roche 
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> On 6/7/07, Bob Lenson <blenson@gmail.com> wrote: 
> 
> You are kidding. The city did another traffic study, DURING APRIL SCHOOL 
> VACATION. Boy was that an accurate picture . 
> Again the city is trying to help satisfy a few residents on Daniel St while 
> sacrificing the peace of mind and the safety of our children on Jackson and 
> Walter st. not excluding all the members of the Bowen school community who 
> need to use this road. 
> 
> Details below pictures included. 
> 
> Do the right thing for everyone. 
> 
> Bob Lenson 
> 781 831-0982 
> 171 Jackson St 

An initial note, indicating from the start that the sandbag trial did not work. 

From: Ira Kronitz <ikronitz@emc.com> 
Subject: Newton issues: Against the Jackson Street sidewalk extension 
Date: Mon, 4 Jun 2007 12:52:56 -0400 

Ken, 
Thanks for taking the time to talk with me. Here is an email to provide 
some point of contact for a neighborhood meeting that you indicated you 
had discussed with George Mansfield for later in the week. 

As you said, I realize this has gone pretty far long, however, there 
have been layout lines and sandbags placed in the road at least twice 
and it was unclear to me what the extent of the change would be. I'm 
also fairly certain that I did not receive a flyer concerning earlier 
meetings on this topic. 

Now that I'm thinking about it, I realize that the first set of sand 
bags must of have been late fall last year. They were more like burlap 
bags. A number of cars just rolled over them spilling the sand, which 
was then swept up and the bags removed. I assumed that was a failed 
test to determine the effectiveness of the bags. The reason I think the 
timeframe was late fall or early winter is because I remembered thinking 
that the last pieces of bags and sand were probably picked up to allow 
free access for snow plows. 
The latest round of sand bag testing had the sand in white 
(polyethylene?) bags which seemed tougher. 1 assumed this was to get a 
better idea of the effectiveness. Many of them were also split open, 
and then finally dragged to the side. I'm mentioning this, of course, 
to make a point that the trials haven't been effective and the idea that 
this extension would work has not been proven. 

Another issue you mentioned was that the design was to allow enough 
width for two cars to pass each other along JacksonIDaniel St. I'm 
fairly certain the current lines drawn on the road do not accommodate 
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that. As you said, it would be worthwhile double checking the proper 
dimensions. 

I can appreciate the fact that you ran into a stumbling block when 
investigating the placement of a stop sign on the west bound side of 
Jackson St. 
As I said, though, I walk my daughter to school every morning and the 
basic comments from others on the street is, "Why don't they just put a 
stop sign there" For a meeting later in the week, it might be a good 
idea to be armed with the details of why the street configuration does 
not qualify for a stop sign. Maybe something has changed andlor the 
traffic volume today is such that it does qualify? 

It makes sense to me that prior to trying to change the traffic pattern, 
it would be worth the investment to add a stop sign and trim the foliage 
to ensure the signs in both directions are visible far down the street. 
A crosswalk painted on the roadway might also be a fairly inexpensive 
way to alert drivers to children waiting and the proximity of an 
elementary school. 

Given the pedestrian traffic to and from Bowen that comes from both 
sides of Daniel St., as well as from Walter and Jackson Streets, I'd be 
interested in knowing why the rules would prevent even a 3-way stop 
intersection and crosswalks on both sides of the street. 

Please feel free to use this email or my home email address (copied on 
this email) to notify me of the meeting. I realize time sometimes goes 
too fast and that you had plans for being out of town, so I copied 
George Mansfield and Victoria Landberg on this note. 

Thanks again for your time. 

Regards, 
I ra 

The now infamous basement meeting: 

From: Vdanberg@aol.com 
Date: Tue, 5 Jun 2007 12:24:32 EDT 
Subject: Re: FW: Jackson street sidewalk extension 
To: ken@kenparker.org, ikronitz@emc.com, ritabeckmanl @gmail.com, 

sweeneei@bc.edu, furgang@srbc.com, sean.roche@gmail.com, 
peller@gmail.com 

CC: ikronitz@comcast.net, gmansfield@newtonma.gov, 
Vdanberg@aol.com 

X-Mailer: 9.0 Security Edition for Windows sub 5365 
X-Spam-Flag: NO 

A meeting has been scheduled regarding the Jackson St. traffic calming project. It is on Bob Rooney's 0 fie 
calendar scheduled for 6:30 pm on Tuesday, June 12 in the CAFETERIA of City Hall (lower level). The 
meeting will start promptly at 6:30, as City officials have other meetings at 7:45 pm. 

In addition too Mr. Rooney, Clint Schuckel, David Koses and Candace Havens are being notified, in addition 
to members of Public Safety and Transportation. 

I have asked Christine Owen to notify the same list of streets that were noticed on October 5, 2005. Notice 
is short, but June 12 is the only date that works on the City side. Anyone receiving this email may notify 
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others via email. If you have any questions, please feel free to call me. 

Vicki Danberg 

It was an effort to even ensure that a trial was done during the school year. Enough 
neighborhood involvement forced the issue 

Date: Thu, 14 Jun 2007 10:23:03 EDT 
Subject: Re: Jackson street sidewalk extension 
To: ikronitz@emc.com, sean.roche@gmail.com, RachelSG@aol.com, 

ken@kenparker.org 
CC: peller@gmail.com, ikronitz@comcast.net, ionharmony@comcast.net, 

edmurray@verizon.net, tortles.rule@gmail.comm, sweeneei@bc.eduu, 
luciec@comcast.net, blenson@comcast.net, mb8johnson@hotmail.com, 
dai@alum.mit.edu, ritabeckmanl @gmail.com, furgang@srbc.com, 
jefftarmy@hotmail.com, carlplan@rcn.com, rrooney@newtonma.gov, 
chavens@rcn.com. cschuckel@newtonma.gov, dkoses@newtonma.gov, lo mr $) 
vdanberg@gmail.com 

Ira, 

When I spoke with Commissioner Rooney yesterday, explained that he will be able to conduct trials this 
summer, but needs to conclude the trials in time to resume work on previously scheduled projects due to 
begin in September. He indicated to me that he had enough wiggle room right now to put the project on 
hold and conduct the counting and trial, but he needs to hold to his fall schedule. 

Public Works has had a great deal of experience with these kinds of things. I have confidence in Mr. 
Rooney's ability to assess this project. In a perfect world, we would wait until school opens in the fall to do 
anything. Public Works has agreed to work with us. We need to work with them. 

Vicki 

We still (as of 5/2/2009) have not received any clear answers regarding stop 
signs. Given the savings and the fact that "will not disproportionably burden 
any streets parallel to 
Daniel Street" 

From: Ira Kronitz <ikronitz@emc.com> 
Subject: RE: Jackson street sidewalk extension 
Date: Wed, 13 Jun 2007 10:02:09 -0400 
X-MS-Has-Attach: 
X-MS-TNEF-Correlator: 
Thread-Topic: Jackson street sidewalk extension 
Thread-Index: AcetgPUNExntgo/lSkuoi8tYE+imkAAPvppQ 
To: <sean.roche@gmail.com>, <ikronitz@comcast.net>, ~ionharmony@comcast.net~, 

<edmurray@verizon.net>, <tortles.rule@gmail.com>, <sweeneei@bc.edu>, 
~luciec@comcast.net~, <blenson@comcast.net>, <ikronitz@emc.com>, 
~mb8johnson@hotmail.com~, <dai@alum.mit.edu>, <RachelSG@aol.com>, 
<Vdanberg@aol.com>, <ken@kenparker.org> 

Cc: <peller@gmail.com>, <sweeneei@bc.edu>, ~ritabeckmanl@gmail.com~, 
<furgang@srbc.com> 

'Thanks. I didn't actually use a link, I searched the Newton website given the "hints" mentioned in the 
meeting. 
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Given all the talk about stop signs, I was surprised to read the following in the report. It seems to indicate 
that the intersection, would, in fact, meet the criteria. And, it would be a "good" thing in all respects except 
for the necessity of enforcement. Now that may not be a small thing, but given that all the negativity 
surrounding the option was that we wouldn't meet the criteria, it seems as if it should be revisited. And if 
refused, some cold hard facts regarding why the criteria is not met, especially given the assessment of the 
experts and the advantages of cost. In other words, how many accidents would be necessary, what is the 
traffic volume required vs. what we have, etc. I really feel as if I don't know who to trust. I was told the 
experts in the town said the stop signs can't be installed. And now I'm reading that the experts we hired said 
the configuration is a fairly good candidate for them. A trial study would seem to be in order regardless of 
the "possible" downside. Again, logic dictates that if there is truly going to be a downside to the pedestrians 
if the signs are removed, then the signs must have been working, the trial would have been a success, and 
that should trump any un-met criteria. In other words, if the cars weren't stopping the pedestrians would not 
have become accustomed to them being there. 
Please tell me if I'm missing something in this report? 
Here is the excerpt I'm referring to: 

Based on our review of the conditions at this intersection, we believe that<?xml:namespace prefix 
= o ns = "urn:schemas-microsoft-com:office:office" I> 
the guidance contained in the MUTCD regarding the installation of 
multiway stops signs is satisfied. We believe that the current substandard 
geometry, unexpected conflicts, and pedestrian demand meet the 
criteria. In addition, the fact that the two streets are of "similar design and 
operating characteristics" supports the installation of multiway stop 
control at this intersection. 
The overall benefit to this plan is that it will introduce roadway elements 
that will increase travel time for all vehicles using the <?xml:namespace prefix = st1 ns = 
"urn:schemas-microsoft-com:office:smarttags" />Daniel Street and 
Jackson Street bypasses. Properly enforced, all-way stop sign control will 
require vehicles to reduce speeds on all approaches in order to 
successfully negotiate the intersection. In addition, driver expectations will 
be less likely to be violated due to clearer right-of-way assignments. 
In contrast to Alternative 2, this plan will address evening peak hour cut 
though traffic using Jackson Street as a cut through in the westbound 
direction. The all-way stop control will increase vehicular travel times in all 
directions and will not disproportionably burden any streets parallel to 
Daniel Street. However, this plan relies heavily on enforcement and does 
not deliver the environmental benefits of Alternatives 1 and 2. 
Range of Capital Costs: $500-$1,000 

Regards, 
Ira 

Another request for the aldermen to look into stop signs: no% 
To: ikronitz@emc.com, peller@gmail.com 
Subject: Re: Jackson street sidewalk extension 
Date: Wed, 13 Jun 2007 13:08:51 -0400 
X-MB-Message-Source: WebUI 

04 d p h s  @ v p b  
From: rachelsg@aol.com 
X-MB-Message-Type: User The S%kt 
X-Mailer: AOL WebMail 27618 
Cc: sean.roche@gmail.com, ikronitz@comcast.net, ionharmony@comcast.net, 

edmurray@verizon.net, tortles.rule@gmail.com, sweeneei@bc.edu, 
~ \ \ l  

luciec@comcast.net, blenson@comcast.net, mb8johnson@hotmail.com, 
dai@alum.mit.edu, Vdanberg@aol.com, ken@kenparker.org, 
ritabeckmanl@gmail.com, furgang@srbc.com, jefftarmy@hotmail.com 1%'~ df b 
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Hi, 

This was my first meeting as we did not receive the notification for the other meetings. My opinion 
is that for every law or requirement, there can always be exceptions made. For example, zoning 
laws may be overruled with a variance. Therefore, I feel strongly that our elected officials should 
go back to the state and ask for a "variance" or "special permit" in order to have the stop signs. I 
don't buy the excuse that most drivers don't stop at stop signs. Apparently, they do, since it's not 
as if accidents are happening constantly in intersections. Perhaps people may not always come 
to a complete stop, but even a car coming to a rolling stop would solve a great deal of the 
problem. Cheaply, too. I think that stop signs, in conjunction with raised sidewalks, would be a 
good solution. As an aside, the city should have gone to that elderly woman for the study rather 
than all those so-called traffic engineers - she had a great idea, and then it would probably qualify 
as a real intersection, and then maybe we would meet the "warrants" for the stop signs! These 
are simply the musings of a first time meeting attender. 

Rachel Geller, Jackson Street 

Another request for a study of stop signs that was ignored: 

From: eileen sweeney <sweeneei@bc.edu> 
Subject: Re: Jackson street sidewalk extension 
Date: Wed, 13 Jun 2007 12:36:02 -0400 
To: Vdan berg@aol.com, 
Ken Parker <ken@kenparker.org> 

X-Mailer: Apple Mail (2.622) 

Dear Ken and Vikki, 

I want to thank you so much for holding last night's meeting and spending so much time on this 
issue which has already absorbed more than it's fair share of a great number of people's times. I 
know that we were a difficult group but I do think that the neighborhood can work together 
eventually (and besides, as a philosophy professor, I cannot give up hope on a group where both 
Kant's categorical imperative and the notion of social constructionism were both mentioned -- 
Only in Newton!) 

I just wanted to re-iterate what I think was wide agreement on the need to do a valid study. That 
means that data measuring both quantity of cars on Jackson, Walter and Daniel, and speed of 
cars on DanielIJackson needs to be measured both before and after a strong and persuasive 
temporary version of the bump out is used (Jersey barriers as was suggested would be good). I 
think it would also make sense for the residents to be notified of when and how long the trial 
would be (just by email). 

I myself would advocate a trial also of a raised crosswalk from Daniel to Jackson as well as a 
stop sign trial. I know the latter is much disputed and seems hard to get passed but the full copy 
of the study by the traffic consultant states clearly that he did think the intersection could qualify 
for the new someone softened rules for stop signs (even though the report at the end argues 
against stop signs). 

Here's that portion of the report: 

Based on our review of the conditions at this intersection, we believe that 
the guidance contained in the MUTCD regarding the installation of 
multiway stops signs is satisfied. We believe that the current substandard 
geometry, unexpected conflicts, and pedestrian demand meet the 
criteria. In addition, the fact that the two streets are of "similar design and 
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operating characteristics" supports the installation of multiway stop 
control at this intersection. 
The overall benefit to this plan is that it will introduce roadway elements 
that will increase travel time for all vehicles using the Daniel Street and 
Jackson Street bypasses. Properly enforced, all-way stop sign control will 
require vehicles to reduce speeds on all approaches in order to 
successfully negotiate the intersection. In addition, driver expectations will 
be less likely to be violated due to clearer right-of-way assignments. 
In contrast to Alternative 2, this plan will address evening peak hour cut 
though traffic using Jackson Street as a cut through in the westbound 
direction. The all-way stop control will increase vehicular travel times in all 
directions and will not disproportionably burden any streets parallel to 
Daniel Street. However, this plan relies heavily on enforcement and does 
not deliver the environmental benefits of Alternatives 1 and 2. 
Range of Capital Costs: $500-$1,000 

Thank you for your time, patience and efforts on our behalf. 

Yours, 

Eileen Sweeney 

Although denied by the proponents, this was not about the safety of the 
intersection: 

Date: Wed, 13 Jun 2007 13:12:11 -0400 
From: "Adam Peller" <peller@gmail.com> 
To: "Ira Kronitz" <ikronitz@emc.com> 
Subject: Re: Jackson street sidewalk extension 
Cc: sean.roche@gmail.com, ikronitz@comcast.net, ionharmony@comcast.net, 

edmurray@verizon.net, tortles.rule@gmail.com, sweeneei@bc.edu, 
luciec@comcast.net, blenson@comcast.net, mb8johnson@hotmail.com, 
dai@alum.mit.edu, RachelSG@aol.com, Vdanberg@aol.com, 
ken@kenparker.org, ritabeckmanl@gmail.com, furgang@srbc.com, 
jefftarmy@hotmail.com 

Ira, 

The traffic study showed that the vast majority of traffic goes to 
Daniel and does not continue on Jackson. And, given the requirement 
that we not displace the problem on other streets, and I think the 
implicit requirement that we not make things worse for Daniel, that 
lead to the current bump out design. I don't know if it was 
intentional, the other "T" design drawn on the board last night was an 
insult to your Daniel Street neighbors. While it would continue to 
protect WalterIJackson from a problem it does not have today, it would 
in fact make for a straighter faster path to Daniel. I was hoping for 
more compassion, given our lengthy conversations. 

Another call for stop signs, with no response from the Aldermen: 

On 611 3/07, Ira Kronitz <ikronitz@emc.com> wrote: 
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Another case in point: (Incidentally, it has been pointed out that the 
existing stop sign does not meet warrants and would probably not be approved 
if considered anew today.) 
What are the warrants? Actually at this point, I meant that to be 
rhetorical. 

We've had way too much email, but it seems to come down to: 
7 .  The city can put stop signs whereever it deems they are needeg 
2. The traffic council does not want to approve a 3 way stop at this 
intersection. STOP 5 [W+ 
Victoria, Ken, 
This may be rehashing things, but it appeared last night that there are 
enough people who think the stop signs are a good alternative and a valid 
study point to at least ask the traffic council to review their reasons. 
In light of the Traffic Solutions study, I would hope to get some details as 
to why they don't like the idea. What can you do to facilitate this? 

Also, can you please let us know what the plans are for the trial? Start, 
stop, times, where the measurements will be taken, etc. 
Thanks again for your time and assistance. 

Regards, 
Ira 

Even Sean indicated that he knew where thelines were going to be, yet the 
study wasn't done that way. Instead we got a berm that was six feet from 
the curb (78"). 
And I clearly remember that "reaching out" effort. The attempt included 
trying to wordsmith a statement down to the word. Sean would say: "Well, 
Ira, what's wrong this word, do you agree with this word?" My response 
was that their statement was one sided and that I didn't like it. So, I wasn't 
going to put my name on it. 
It mentions a thorough process, but we have since come to know that the 
neighborhood did not have the opportunity to have their opinions aired. 
And the bait and switch began regarding the various dimensions of the 
berm: 

From: Sean Roche [mailto:sean.roche@grnail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 13,2007 3:29 PM 
To: George Mansfield; Ken Parker; Vicki Danberg; Rooney Robert; Lou Taverna; Clint Schuckel; David Koses 
Cc: kronitz, ira; Eileen Sweeney; Rita Beckman 
Su bjed: ~aniel~~ackson streettrial 

After last night's discussion, it is clear that there are two needs to be identified and balanced. 
1 C X L \ @ ~ )  

On the one hand, there is the proposed solution to an identified traffic problem on Daniel 
Street. There has been a thorough process that has identified the problems on Daniel Street as 
substantial and worth addressing. Through the process, Traffic Council, a traffic consultant, and 
the Board of Alderman identified a reconfigured curb line as a responsible and appropriate 
response to the problem. 

On the other hand, there are concerns with the validity of the sand bag trials to test the collateral yro\ob 
effects of the redesign. 

f i g~zn  $@Jt+ 

4-Q 9YLf"i 
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To move forward on the City's commitment to solve the problem on Daniel Street and. at the 
' % same time, respond to the recently raised concerns of neighbors, Adam Peller and I propose the 

following: 
contrary to suggestions last night, do not put up a new trial right away. 
Instead, get new baseline traffic counts as soon as possible. 
Once there are baseline traffic counts, install a trial that is both non-permanent and not 
degradable. We suggest concrete curbs secured to the pavement. Behind the curbs (on the non- 
roadway side) place chevrons or similar warning signs. 
Set up the trial near the original design line (14' at its widest extension, not the suggested 10'). 
Make sure that the trial includes appropriate restriping. 
Run a trial for a substantial period, perhaps 90 days. 
Get new traffic counts early in the test and later in the test (to see if traffic behaviors changed 
over time). 
Review the trial. 
Some may request that the trial be postponed until school in the fall. In light of the extended 
process to date, that would not be a reasonable request. However, it may make for better data to 
wait a few weeks until after school gets out to do the baseline counts and then test again against 
numbers while school is still out, so that there is an apples (non-school traffic) to apples 
comparison. If there is time, it may be possible to count for one week of school traffic and one 
week of post-school traffic, so that we have baselines for both conditions. 

While we should start the trial as soon as possible, it may be valuable to extend the trial into the 
school year, too. 

As for the starting curb line, if we are going to have an extended trial, the trial should start with the 
most aggressive extension that the professionals feel is safe. Clearly, the most aggressive 
extension will have the greatest slowing effect on Daniel Street. If the extent of the extension 
causes collateral negative impacts, we can always move the curb line in by increments and 
renew the trial. 

I should note that Adam and I reached out to Mr. Kronitz to see if he would join us in this 
recommendation. He was unwilling to. 

Sean Roche 
61 7 792-8998 

Again this was a Daniel St. problem, only when it became hard to sell to the neighborhood was it an 
intersection problem: 

Date: Thu, 14 Jun 2007 14:13:49 -0400 
From: "Sean Roche" <sean.roche@gmail.com> 
To: Vdanberg@aol.com, ken@kenparker.org, RachelSG@aol.com, 

"Ira Kronitz" <ikronitz@emc.com>, peller@gmail.com, 
"David Iwatsuki" <diwatsuki@gmail.com>, ikronitz@comcast.net, 
ionharmony@comcast. net, edmurray@verizon. net, tortles.rule@gmail.com, 
sweeneei@bc.edu, luciec@comcast.net, blenson@comcast.net, 
mb8johnson@hotmail.com, ritabeckmanl@gmail.com, furgang@srbc.com, 
jefftarmy@hotmail.com, carlplan@rcn.com 

Subject: Understanding the Daniel Street problem 

I appreciate that many of you are most aware that parents driving to Bowen are a source of 
problems on Daniel Street. But, school traffic is by no means the only problem. (To the extent that 
you believe school traffic is a problem, I urge you to get involved with Adam and me with Bowen 
School's Safe Routes to School program and try to encourage children to walk to school, which 
will have a collateral benefit of reducing traffic on everyone's streets.) 
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Speaking for myself, cut-through traffic is a much larger problem than school traffic. At least the 
school volume is limited to certain relatively short periods during the day. I urge you to look at the 
traffic study and how it describes the problem. 

I am not convinced that there is anything special about the school-bound traffic that necessitates 
postponing a trial until fall. If you must, go ahead and ask that the trial be postponed. I will 
respectfully disagree. 

But, please don't diminish our problem by suggesting that it is limited to an hour in the morning 
and an hour in the afternoon, Monday through Friday, September through June. It's a day-long, 
all-week, year-round problem. 

I don't mean to pick on David, especially because he has been an active and engaged participant 
in the process over the years (and others have made similar comments). But, we don't 
experience summer as a lull. If anything, it's a time when we like to be outside, which 
makes the traffic problem that much more frustrating. 

Thank you. 

Sean Roche 

First sighting of the bait and switch, with the changed configuration: 

From: Ken Parker <ken@kenparker.org> 
Subject: Re: JacsonlDaniel st - UPDATE 
Date: Tue, 5 Aug 2008 16:49:03 -0400 
To: Ira Kronitz <ikronitz@emc.com> 
X-Mailer: Apple Mail (2.753.1) 
X-Junkmail-Status: score=I 0150, host=mr02.lnh.mail.rcn.net 
X-Jun kmail-SD-Raw: score=unknown, 

refid=str=0001 .OA010208.4898BC78.009F,ss=l ,fgs=O, 
ip=207.172.4.11, 
~0=2007-I 0-30 19:OO: 17, 
dmn=5.4.312008-02-0 1 

X-Junkmail-IWF: false 

Hi Ira. 

Thanks for the update. I'll be right over to have a look. I will also invite DPW Commissioner Tom 
Daley. 

Regards, 

Ken 

Ken Parker 
Newton Alderman 
ken@kenparker.org 
(61 7) 965-3723 

On Aug 5, 2008, at 4:43 PM, Ira Kronitz wrote: 

Thanks for following up on this Barry. 
I just took a walk down to look at it with tape measure in hand. 
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By sight alone the bumpout, as shown by the pink line, reaches the double yellow line extending down 
Jackson St. to Daniel St. In other words the bumpout is taking away the entire lane. 

Measuring from the existing curb, the existing asphalt bumpout is 7 8  from the curb. The pink line is 150 
from the existing curb. Double is not usually considered a "tweak" The southern part of Jackson St. has the 
bumpout DECREASED from 84 inches to 33 inches. Halving a measurement is also not generally 
considered a tweak. 

The combination certainly seems to promote the idea of someone turning rather than going straight along 
Daniel St. 
The study is useless given the change in dimensions. As useless as the study with the trampled sand bags. 

Ken, Vicki, 
I would think the bumpout needs to return to what was studied, or another evaluation is required. The 
meetings we all attended seemed to allow us to come to some sort of consensus given the study and how it 
was to be measured. This change appears to have thrown all of that out the window. 
Can you explain how you're going to rectify this? 

Regards, 
Ira 
Ira Kronitz 

After the trial the lines changed again. I don't think Ken ever got back to us on this. 

From: Ken Parker <ken@kenparker.org> 
Subject: Re: JacksonIDaniel st - UPDATE 
Date: Fri, 15 Aug 2008 12:03:00 -0400 
To: Ira Kronitz <ikronitz@emc.com> 

Ira. 

Vicki was not on the Traffic Council when it rejected the application for stop signs. I have 
requested the other information (study results, details of plans) and that the DPW Commissioner 
hold a community meeting at which this information is presented. I'll let you know as soon as I 
hear back. 

Regards, 

Ken 

Ken Parker 
Newton Alderman 
ken@kenparker.org 
(61 7) 965-3723 

A note from Mr. Daley. Several issue with this note. It has been said, many times before 
that those "public meetings" were not advertised, and that the abutters as well as folks on 
Walter and Jackson St. were not notified. Mr Daley states that he was moving cones back 
and forth between the less severe and alderman approved plan. Later notes seemed to 
imply that the first berm was the less severe distance. Very confusing. At the time there 
was no analysis at this distance. The term "it is the right thing to do" appears to be 1' overused and repeated for different configurations. 

4 

From: tom daley <tdaley@newtonma.gov> 

S Date: Fri, Sep 5, 2008 at 7:52 PM 
Subject: Daniel I Jackson intersection 
Hello: 
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If you are receiving this it is because you are someone that may have interest in the new curb 
layout at the intersection of Daniel St. and Jackson St. I will begin by saying that several people 
offered to share information to anyone else interested in this project so if you would it would be 
greatly appreciated. 
As you probably know, the Newton DPW painted a pink line several weeks ago at the intersection 
that represented where we were going to install the new curbing. After we painted the line in the 
field we received some calls 1 e-mails, etc. that prompted me to look into the proposed 
improvements and get up to speed on all of the history of this project. The history is as follows: 

In May of 2001 the Traffic Council heard from residents of Daniel St. regarding the 
installation of a stop sign at Jackson and Daniel Streets. The request was denied by 
Traffic Council. 
In May of 2004 the Traffic Council heard from residents of Daniel St. regarding the 
installation of three way stop signs at Jackson and Daniel Streets. The request was 
held by Traffic Council. 
In November of 2004 the Traffic Council voted to take no action on the three way 
stop request but did vote to recommend intersection reconfiguration plans to be 
prepared. 
In early 2005 the City hired Traffic Solutions, LLC to study and make 
recommendations for the intersection. 
On 6/2/05 a public meeting was held at City Hall to solicit public input. 
On 6/28/05 another public meeting was held and potential recommendations were 
presented and discussed with the public. 
On 9/16/05 the final report and recommendations from Traffic Solutions was issued. 
The report recommended three options: 

Roundabout 
"T" intersection 
all way stop 

On 10/19/05 the Public Safety 1 Transportation Committee held a public meeting 
where the final report and recommendations were discussed with public input. The 
Committee voted to hold the item until a sandbag trial was performed for the 
roundabout. 
The sandbag trial was performed in November and December of 2005. 
On 5/3/06 the Public Safety 1 Transportation Committee held a public meeting to 
discuss the results of the trial. It was presented that after further review there was 
insufficient right-of-way area to construct the roundabout. Also in general it was 
deemed that the trial was not very successful. As a result the Committee held the 
item in order to do a sandbag trial of the "T" intersection option. 
On 11/8/06, the Public Facilities Committee held a public meeting and approved the 
"T" intersection project. 
On 11/13/06, the Finance Committee held a public meeting and approved the funding 
for "T" intersection project. 
On 11/20/06, the Board of Alderman approved the "T" intersection project including 
the funding. 
In the spring of 2007 the Engineering Division marked out the proposed curb line 
which triggered many phone calls, etc. including a meeting on 6/7/07 with interested 
parties, including people from Walter Street who were concerned that the 
improvements would divert traffic to their street. 
In the summer of 2007 the DPW installed berm as a trial in a location that was 
less "severe" than the plan previously approved by the Alderman. Traffic 
analysis was done on Walter St. before and after the berm installation in the 
Fall of 2007. The berm trial is continuing until this day. 
In early Summer of 2007 the DPW Engineering Division remarked out the curb 
line based upon the Alderman approved plan. Immediately thereafter, similar to 
last year many phone calls were triggered. 
In the couple weeks thereafter I personally visited the site several times and for 
several hours, moving the cones from the "Alderman" curb line to the "not as 
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severe" line and observed traffic flow. 

the above history because I have heard from a few people that there hasn't been 
enough public involvement and/or insufficient study of this intersection. It is mine and the 
oplnion of the Dept. of Public Works that this intersection improvement project has received 

analysis. thought, study, ub l i c  inout. time and effort. The City and residents 
studying this intersection for seven years or maybe even longer. With that being 

said and considering the amount of input, analysis and effort that has gone into this project 

O ~ L  I have decided to implement and construct the plan that was adopted by the Board of 
Alderman, which is the "pink line that is marked in the field. I base this decision on 

regarding traffic calming. In my professional opinion it is the right thing to do. wL* .  <y engineering analysis, engineering traffic standards and accepted design 

L~ ,!,) The proposed plan will safely slow traffic in the area of the intersection. Based 
traffic analysis and our professional opinions traffic will not be diverted down Walter 
The proposed project will be a benefit to all in the neighborhood including pedestrians. 

ip'j 

nub '  Work will begin on the project this construction season. I thank everyone for their input. ~ h 1  wO,$l) 
energy and professionalism regarding this project. 

Thank you. 
~ D T  Thomas E. Daley, P.E. 

&lne Commissioner of Public Works 
Newton City Hall 
1000 Commonwealth Avenue 
Newton.MAO2459 ""' Phone: (61 7) 796-1 000 0 C\ '@ Fax: (61 7) 796-1 050 'Pne smid 

bnp -o~t 51ovj' 
Another letter asking for more clarification, as well as stating that most of the / r f ~ & ~  
residents are opposed. None was received, that 1 know of. 

Date: Mon, 8 Sep 2008 00:03:03 -0400 
From: "Bob Lenson" <blenson@gmail.com> 
To: tdaley@newtonma.gov 
Subject: Jackson St. 1 Daniel St. 
Cc: gmansfield@newtonma.gov, vdanberg@aol.com, ken@kenparker.org, 

dcohen@newtonma.gov, "circle realty" <circlerealty@aol.com>, 
sweeneei@bc.edu, luciec@comcast.net, Cbronstein@hotmail.com, 
blenson@comcast.net, furgang@srbc.com, RachelSG@aol.com, 
joelAK@aol.com, edmurray@verizon.net, tortles.rule@gma~l.com, 
mb8johnson@hotmail.com, jefftarmy@hotmail.com, 
IONHARIMOWY@comcast.net, CommAve@aol.com, diwatsuki@gmail.com, 
ikronitz@comcast.net, "Conrad Warre" <conradw@gmail.com>, 
barrysbergman@yahoo.com, "jodi riseberg" <jriseberg@ya hoo.com>, 
"Rira Beckman" <rbeckman@mountida.edu> 

An open letter to Commissioner 'Thomas E. Daily 

From Robert Lenson, a lifelong Newton Resident with 20 years in the Bowen Thompsonville 
neighborhood. 

Commissioner; 

In June of 2007 1 was very active in the discussion of the bump out. I was particularly amazed 
that your department contrived its "professional opinion" during the April School Vacation, Not 
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what many of our neighbors agreed was a good model of traffic on this intersection. It was during 
this meeting that many of our aldermen agreed and set up the Berm trial with the agreement that 
it would actually be conducted while school is in session. 

For this reason I am very surprised that in the Dog Days of August, you direct a School bus down 
Jackson St. without the benefit of a normal school day's traffic and any inclement weather. 

While you admitted that your department has been studying this for 7 years allot has changed. 

7 years ago while traveling east bound on rte 9 you could get by the Langley light in a turn to a 
turn and a half, today rush hour traffic is backed up to parker St. causing many motorists to take 
Parker to Daniel to Jackson to get up to the light. We have added a major condo complex on 
Langley rd and one on Boylston St. This has been complicated by the new Apartment complex at 
the old Susse Chalet, and soon the new Chestnut Hill Square. Their Impact has been great at 
Bowen school it just seems that some of the earlier studies are obsolete in today's world and 
studies done today need to take the impact of futures projects into consideration. Further just 
because seven years of study have been conducted lets no just do this project to get it done. 

I do not have your Professional experience and I am not entitled to make a professional opinion. 
I do have 20 years of experience in the Neighborhood; I know the people and the pulse of the 
neighborhood and common sense. With the exception of the Walter St residents (should be 
Daniel St.) who will benefit from this, the rest of the residents are opposed. Don't watch and 
move cones around during the summer! Do it during the school year, do it when it is raining hard 
or with Snow and Ice and extra cars are on the road trying to get their kids at school. Most of all 
Do it during the 2 daily school rushes. 

Please Commissioner, Share with us your Engineering analysis, show us the scientific studies, 
and help us believe in our hearts that a school bus on an inclement day at school rush hour is 
going to negotiate that turn. Prove to us that the residents on Walter St will not feel any increase 
in their traffic load. 

Would you do this if you lived on Walter St? 

Please use your professional opinion to come up with something that works for all of this. And 
Please, Please, Please Do not put your children on a bus leaving Bowen. 
Thank you 

Bob Lenson 
617-233-51 11 

And the data from the first berm (78" from the curb) trial: 
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/ 1 Highest hour (amlpm) based 
on # vehicles counted. and # 
vehicles counted during that 
hour (both directions) 

/ Two locations were recounted at a later I I date due to missing data from initial 1 
/ count (could be a car parked on tube, I I broken tube, etc.) 1 

Mr. Daley indicated there was no diilersion; but I analyzed the data as follows. There was never any 
explanation as to why he disagreed. 
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Sept 22,2008 email, I analyzed the numbers from the first berm trial in this way. I've asked for input, but 
no one has contradicted my methods. 

Email Analysis: 
Thanks for the additional details. 

I'm sony but I don't understand why you say that there is no diversion 
fiom Daniel St. 

Looking at the numbers in the following way it appears there was a 
differnce in traffic flow between the normal curbs and the moderate 
berm. 

For Jackson St. North of Rte. 9: 
before the berm: 287 cars on Jackson north of route 9 
after the berm: 352 cars on Jackson north ofroute 9. 

That's 65 more cars on Jackson St. a 651287 or 23% increase. 
For the AM volume it's 78 cars after the berm, 5 1 before, that's a more 
pronounced 2715 1 or 53% increase. 

For Walter St.: 
before the berm: 440 cars on walter st. 
after the berm: 469 cars on walter st. 

That's only 29 more cars on Walter st, but when you look at the 
volume that's a shift of 68 to 87 which is 19168 or 28% increase. It 
seems to fit exactly that the additional 28% turned in the morning. 

Similarly for Jackson St. west of Cypress, after the berm there was an 
additional 5311 85 or 29% increase in the morning traffic. Even while 
there was a decrease in the 24hr volume for the day. 

There seemed to be comparable decreases in Daniel St. volume. The 
percentages are lower, of course, due to the higher volume. The volume 
makes sense since Daniel St. is considered to be a "minor collector" 
according to the Newton Comprehensive Plan. Walter Street and Jackson 
St. north of Rte. 9 are designated as local streets. In case folks are 
interested, the definitions are as follows: 

" - Minor Collectors: Minor collectors are similar to major collectors, 
but, in general, have a lower volume, generally ranging between 1,000 
and 5,000 vehicles per day. 36 Newton streets or street segments have 
been categorized as minor collectors." 

" - Local Streets: The local street system's primary function is to 
provide access to the land activities that front upon them. All streets 
in Newton that are not placed in one of the categories above and are not 
private streets are classified as local streets." 

The times designated by the PM volume numbers from before and after the 
berm are so different from each other I don't see how you can draw any 
conclusion from them. The "before berm" numbers are around evening rush 
hour and the "after berm" numbers are around school dismissal times. 
Could that be saying that the berm has shifted the peak travel hour on 
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all of these alternative roads fi-om evening rush to school release time? 
Even so, from the evening data, there doesn't appear to be a way to 
define how much of the traffic is diverted or not diverted at any 
particular time of day; which was the point of the study. 

I'm assuming you looked at the numbers differently. I'd be interested 
in understanding how you arrived at your conclusions. 

From Commissioner Daley, the determination of what is considered significant or not: 
"Traffic Engineering studies are performed on "typical days" according to engineering 
judgement. A sample count generally occurs over 24 to 48 hours. A typical day 
depends on the characteristics of the study area and the purpose of the study. In this 
case, a typical day is a Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday when area schools are in 
session and weather is favorable. Daily traffic on a typical days can vary up to 15%. 
Traffic volume data from Saturdays, Sundays, Mondays, and Fridays are generally 
lower than during midweek days, therefore, these days are often excluded fi-om this 
kind of study. This might differ, however, if the study was for a movie theatre, for 
example, where a weekend count might be more appropriate. In the "after" study, we 
will again choose typical day(s) according to the same criteria as in 
the "before" study, and wait at least one week following the change, so that any "novelty 
effect" is reduced and the expected long-term traffic patterns are measured." 

I hope this helps answer your concerns. 
thank you. 

Callng for a response to the petition that Ken indicated just recently (April, 2009) 
that he couldn't find: 

From: Ira Kronitz <ikronitz@emc.com> 
Subject: RE: Daniel / Jackson lntersection neighborhood petition 
Date: Mon, 10 Nov 2008 13:58:02 -0500 
X-MS-Has-Attach: 
X-MS-TNEF-Correlator: 
Thread-Topic: Daniel / Jackson Intersection neighborhood petition $ ? ! & \ h M  -**- 
thread-index: AclDW1 i98NvQtvqUSQ6HXeBcOrEhUwAAlblHyw 
To: <ken@kenparker.org> 
X-OriginalArrivaITime: 10 Wov 2008 18:58:03.0300 (UTC) FILETIME=[4230F640:01 C943661 
X-RSA-Inspected: yes 
X-RSA-Classifications: 
X-RSA-Action: allow 

Ken, 
I'm really trying to understand this. This is stupidly aggravating, and it's over a ridiculous bumpout. 

Without all the extra email if you want it that way, please tell me what your thoughts are/. 
Seriously, aren't you my insight into what is going on in City Hall? 

I'm challenging a conclusion made by the Commissioner. Since we are going ahead with a second study 
with an even larger bumpout, his feeling must be that it doesn't divert any cars away from Daniel St. and the 
bumpout is safe. I'm challenging his conclusion about the diversion of cars. Others have challenged his 
conclusion regarding safety, and have sent in a petition requesting that the bumpout not be built. 

The commissioner is not responding. Your replies Ken, indicate that he is not responding to you either, and 
that you have no control over that. 

It's my understanding that the board of aldermen approved this bumpout depending upon the outcome of a 
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study. If you're not challenging my conclusion, then the study indicates there is a problem. If you can't get 
an answer, why isn't the board of aldermen stopping any further expense on performing another study? 

To tell you the truth, I don't understand why this process isn't working. A whole bunch of neighborhood 
people sat down and agreed to do a study, the city agreed. Then the data went missing for months, then the 
burnpout lines changed, then it was agreed to do another study with the new burnpout lines, then the data 
showed something that wasn't expected. 
Now people are accusing others of this getting personal. 
There's nothing personal. Why can't the DPW explain the numbers? ' 

XgQd my \ 

I still think it's the aldermen's job to do the following: 
e+p\cm nu* 

1. Find out what happened to the petition and tell us if it has any bearing on the issue. And if it doesn't, why 
not? 
2. How did the DPW use the data collected to say the criteria for building the burnpout is not violated i.e. no 
traffic diversion. 

And if the aldermen can't answer number two, then they should at least be able to present us with the proper 
steps to be taken to somehow recieve an answer. 

Why did this suddenly become such a black box? 

Regards, 
Ira 
Ira Kronitz 

From: Ken Parker [mailto:ken@kenparker.org] 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2008 12:40 PM 
To: kronitz, ira 
Cc: tdaley@newtonma.gov; tkropf@aol.com; downhilman@aol.com; gmansfield@newtonma.gov; 
VDANBERG@aol.com; Irothstein@comcast.net; catcost@aol.com; jlvacca@hotmail.com; 
merlehass@gmail.com; MCOSTELLO@partners.org; markjfield@hotmail.com; sean.roche@gmail.com; 
jackmaypole@yahoo.com; kasdavidson@hotmail.com; RachelSG@aol.com; Edailey@bromsun.com; 
blenson@gmail.com; jefRarmy@hotmail.com; iuciec@comcast.net; barrysbergman@yahoo.com; 
peller@gmail.com; gspector@cnc.com; ionharmony@comcast.net; commave@aol.com; 
edmurray@verizon.net 
Subject: Re: Daniel / Jackson Intersection neighborhood petition 

Hi Ira, 

I am not challenging your analysis of the data from the old trial, simply waiting for the data from 
the new trial. Commissioner Daley is a recipient of this email. I hope that he will clarify the time 
frame to let us know when the current trial will conclude and new data will be released. 

Regards, 

Ken 
.................... 
Ken Parker 
Newton Alderman 
ken@kenparker.org 
(61 7) 965-3723 

On Nov 10, 2008, at 11:51 AM, Ira Kronitz wrote: 

Thanks Ken. 
I'd like to understand what the dates are for the trial. 
And I'd like someone to explain how their analysis differs from the one in the attached email I sent out Sept. 
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22nd. 
An additional 29 cars as compared to 1500 on Daniel St. doesn't mean much. But the whole reason the 
measurements were taken on Walter St. and the south end of Jackson St. was to see if cars were being 
diverted. The criteria for building the bumpout was that it was not going to divert any traffic. Tell me if I have 
that wrong. 
I looked at the numbers, and it seems to be doing that. I didn't make up the numbers, and I think I laid them 
out in a fairly transparent manner. 
If you don't agree with the conclusion, tell me how you reached a different one. Everyone has the same 
numbers. 
What am I looking at incorrectly? 

Regards, 
Ira 
Ira Kronitz 
EMC Cambridge Software Center 
1 1 Cambridge Center 
Cambridge, M A  02 142- 1405 
Ph: 617-679-1115 
kronitz-ira@emc.com 

From: Ken Parker [mailto:ken@kenparker.org] 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2008 11:20 AM 
To: kronitz, ira 
Cc: tkropf@aol.com; downhilman@aol.com; tdaley@newtonma.gov; gmansfield@newtonma.gov; 
VDANBERG@aol.com; Irothstein@comcast.net; catcost@aol.com; jlvacca@hotmail.com; 
merlehass@gmail.com; MCOSTELLO@partners.org; markjfield@hotmail.com; sean.roche@gmail.com; 
jackmaypole@yahoo.com; kasdavidson@hotmail.com; RachelSG@aol.com; Edailey@bromsun.com; 
blenson@gmail.com; jefftarmy@hotmail.com; luciec@comcast.net; barrysbergman@yahoo.com; 
peller@gmail.com; gspector@cnc.com; ionharmony@comcast.net; commave@aol.com; 
edmurray@verizon.net 
Subject: Re: Daniel / Jackson Intersection neighborhood petition 

Ira, 

My understanding is that the trial is still underway and that before and permanent solution is built, 
the findings of the trial will be a released to the neighborhood. I also understand that some 
neighbors are workirlg on organizing a neighborhood meeting, which I have promised to attend. 
I'm not sure what else you want from me at this stage. I'll be happy to weigh in with an informed 
judgment when I have seen the data from the trial. 

. Regards, 

Ken 
.................... 
Ken Parker 
Newton Alderman 
ken@kenparker.org 
(61 7) 965-3723 

On Nov 10, 2008, at 10:22 AM, Ira Kronitz wrote: 

Maybe I'm not on some email lists, but after 6 weeks, there doesn't seem to have been any response to the 
petition, or my request as to how the data was viewed. As far as I can see, it shows more cars turning down 
Walter St. even with the smaller bumpout and the criteria Mr. Daley specified. I think we are all open to 
seeing how someone else analyzed the data, but the silence seems to speak volumes. 

Long after the proposed schedule, the larger bumpout was finally built 
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This seems to be the pattern. Wait awhile, go ahead without responding and then act surprised when 
people are taken aback and become vocal again as you move ahead without ever answering the questions. 

Ken, if that's the way you're going to operate, I don't think your mayoral campaign will go very far when this 
- -- pattern is noticed by the general populace. 

At any rate: I was walking my daughter to school today and I hear the Bowen School crossing guard at 
Jackson and Cypress Streets tell Adam Peller that there was almost an accident down at the bumpout. She 
had said that one of the parents indicated it was almost a head on collision. This is without any snow and 
ice on the roads, when people can actually stop if they want to. I suggest an impartial observer find out what 
really happened. Some people may get over excited and some may try to brush it off. If accidents start 
occurring, as all the 20 year residents seem to think they will, there is going to be a long hard look at the 
dismissed opinions and the process that was used (or wasn't used) to get to this point. 

Given the petition, the anaylsis of the data showing that it has already failed the criteria for the project 
moving ahead, and a rather quick indication that accidents are likely, can someone please explain what the 
city's plan is to move on? And what the decision criteria is now supposed to be. Since the usual, "we'lll 
have a week in this configuration and a week in that configuration" doesn't seem to ring true, I, for one, 
would like calendar dates put on the schedule. 

Other thoughts, comments? 

Regards, 
Ira 
Ira Kronitz A 
From: tkropf@aol.com [mailto:tkropf@aol.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 24, 2008 6:45 PM 
To: downhilman@aol.com; tdaley@newtonma.gov u - 
Cc: ken@kenparker.org; gmansfield@newtonma.gov; VDANBERG@aol.com; Irothstein@comcast.net; 
catcost@aol.com; jlvacca@hotmaiI.com; merlehass@gmail.com; kronitz, ira; MCOSTELLO@partners.org; 
markjfield@hotmail.com; sean.roche@gmail.com; jackmaypole@yahoo.com; kasdavidson@hotmail.com; 
RachelSG@aol.com; Edailey@bromsun.com; blenson@gmail.com; jefFtarmy@hotmail.com; 
luciec@comcast.net; barrysbergman@yahoo.com; peller@gmail.com; gspector@cnc.com 
Subject: Re: Daniel / Jackson Intersection neighborhood petition 

I agree. The proposed alterations make the intersection more dangerous for both pedestrians and 
drivers, not only for westbound drivers but also eastbound Daniel St. drivers who are stopped at 
the stop sign facing the westbound cars coming downhill having to make a sharp right turn to 
continue onto Daniel. 

Terry Kropf 

Ken did respond with some information about the petition, but it wasn't a status, just some 
general information about where the petition goes. I don't think I received any feedback 
about what the aldermen approved regarding the trial or not. 

From: Ira Kronitz <ikronitz@emc.com> 
Subject: RE: Daniel 1 Jackson lntersection neighborhood petition 
Date: Mon, 10 Nov 2008 16:29:55 -0500 
X-MS-Has-Attach: yes 
X-MS-TN EF-Correlator: 
'Thread-Topic: Daniel 1 Jackson lntersection neighborhood petition 
thread-index: AclDW1 i98NvQtvqUSQ6HXeBcOrEhUwAAMHywAAbsOTA= 
To: <ken@kenparker.org> 
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Ken, 
Thanks for the call. I understand your position. I think you could make it clearer about the petition being in 
the executive branch, and what they could do about it with the right data but I understand that more 
comprehensive data should be available in the near future. 

Regarding your comment about the aldermen already approving the bumpout, I found an email from June, 
2007 that included the minutes of a couple of the meetings regarding this issue. 

From the may-2006 report, the discussion centered around the fact that the traffic circle wasn't going to 
work. Alternative #2 was to be tried, and the committee was holding this item until the new survey and sand 
bag trial info was available. 

If you're talking about the approval in March, 2007, that approval is based on the sand bag trial. Everyone, 
and I mean everyone, including those folks on Daniel St. agreed that the sand bag trial was useless from the 
start. SUVs ran over them within hours, and at the latest, they were disintegrated within 3 days. 
People are not going to feel they have been treated fairly if it's pointed out that the Aldermen approved this 
measure based on that trial. The minutes from May 2006 clearly state that the committee voted to hold the 
item until new survey information and a sandbag trial with the new proposed design was carried out. 

If I'm reading this incorrectly, please let me know how.. 

So, the question is, why, or how can you say it has already been approved given the minutes of these 
meetings? 

You mentioned that you could look up the approval. I'd be interested in knowing if it did or did not reference 
these item numbers indicating a trial was to be held. 

Thanks again for the call 
Ira. 

From May, 2006: 

Since there was a need for further technical information before moving forward with a 

new design, the Committee voted 8-0 to hold this item until the new survey information 

can be compiled, and the DPW has a chance to put out sand bags as a trial with the new 

proposed design 

From March 2007: 

#289-03(3) PLANNING DEPARTMENT submitting a Recommendation Memo i?om 

Traffic Solutions, contracted per Board Order #250-Ol(4) to recommend 

roadway modifications i n  the JACKSON STREET and DANIEL STREET 

area. (sand bag trial) 

Regards, 
Ira 
Ira Kronitz 
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From: kronitz, ira 
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2008 1:58 PM 
To: Ken Parker 
Subject: RE: Daniel / Jackson Intersection neighborhood petition 

Ken, 
I'm really trying to understand this. This is stupidly aggravating, and it's over a ridiculous bumpout. , \  \ 
Without all the extra email if you want it that way, please tell me what your thoughts are/. 
Seriously, aren't you my insight into what is going on in City Hall? 

I'm challenging a conclusion made by the Commissioner. Since we are going ahead with a second study 
with an even larger bumpout, his feeling must be that it doesn't divert any cars away from Daniel St. and the 
bumpout is safe. I'm challenging his conclusion about the diversion of cars. Others have challenged his 
conclusion regarding safety, and have sent in a petition requesting that the bumpout not be built. 

The commissioner is not responding. Your replies Ken, indicate that he is not responding to you either, and 
that you have no control over that. 

It's my understanding that the board of aldermen approved this bumpout depending upon the outcome of a 
study. If you're not challenging my conclusion, then the study indicates there is a problem. If you can't get 
an answer, why isn't the board of aldermen stopping any further expense on performing another study? 

To tell you the truth, I don't understand why this process isn't working. A whole bunch of neighborhood 
people sat down and agreed to do a study, the city agreed. Then the data went missing for months, then the 
bumpout lines changed, then it was agreed to do another study with the new bumpout lines, then the data 
showed something that wasn't expected. 
Now people are accusing others of this getting personal. 
There's nothing personal. Why can't the DPW explain the numbers? 

I still think it's the aldermen's job to do the following: 
1. Find out what happened to the petition and tell us if it has any bearing on the issue. And if it doesn't, why 
not? 
2. How did the DPW use the data collected to say the criteria for building the bumpout is not violated i.e. no 
traffic diversion. 

And if the aldermen can't answer number two, then they should at least be able to present us with the proper 
steps to be taken to somehow recieve an answer. 

Why did this suddenly become such a black box? 

Regards, 
Ira 

A note I received from Sean about when the board approved the bumpout. As 
stated, it appears it's predicated on the results of the sand bag trial. Everyone still 
seems to be resisting stop signs, and it has been universally recognized that the sand 
bag trial had no useful data. We don't know who the many neighbors were, but we 
do know that this meeting was not well attended, and the neighborhood as a whole 
did not have a chance to weigh in. 

From: kronitz, ira 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2008 2:05 PM 
To: 'Sean Roche' 
Subject: RE: Daniel / Jackson Intersection neighborhood petition 
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EMC Cambridge Software Center 
11 Cambridge Center 
Cambridge, MA 02 142-1405 
Ph: 617-679-1 115 
kronitz-ira@emc.com 

From: Sean Roche [mailto:sean.roche@gmail.corn] 
Sent: Friday, November 14, 2008 1:25 PM 
To: kronitz, ira 
Subject: Re: Daniel / Jackson Intersection neighborhood petition 

There was a subsequent, 11108/06 meeting of the Public Facilities committee, during the course 
of the sandbag trial, at which then-Commissioner Rooney reported the results of the trial and 
recommended construction of the intersection. The minutes are here. The committee approved 
the design subject to Fire Department approval. Commissioner submitted a letter from the Fire 
Department in December, the condition was removed and it was moved to the Finance 
Committee. 

I can't remember when it was finally approved by the full board, but I can try and find it. 

Sean 

Again a call for some comprehensive plan that has gone unanswered. And some 
clarification as to the fact that other options have not been reviewed or considered. 

From: Jeff Tarmy <jefftarmy@hotmaiI.com> 
To: <sean.roche@gmail.com>, <blenson@gmail.com>, <downhilman@aol.com>, 

~commave@aol.com~ 
CC: <rachelsg@aol.com>, <ejengelman@gmail.com>, <diwatsuki@gmail.com>, 

<clong@cnc.com>, <adam@peller.org>, <markjfield@hotmail.com>, 
<ikronitz@comcast.net>, <edmurray@verizon.net>, ~ionharmony@comcast.net~, 
~gspector@cnc.com~, <barrysbergman@yahoo.com>, ~Iuciec@comcast.net~, 
<edailey@bromsun.com>, ~kasdavidson@hotmail.com~, ~jackmaypole@yahoo.com~, 
<mcostello@partners.org>, <merlehass@gmail.com>, ~jlvacca@hotmail.com~, 
~catcost@aol.com~, <Irothstein@comcast.net>, <vdanberg@aol.com>, 
<gmansfield@newtonma.gov>, <ken@kenparker.org>, <tdaley@newtonma.gov> 

Subject: RE: DanielIJackson 
Date: Mon, 9 Feb 2009 1 3: 10: 19 -0500 
X-OriginalArrivalTime: 09 Feb 2009 18: 10:19.0490 (UTC) FILETIME=[AAD17C20:01 C98AElI 

Sean, * P\c\o%(NJ 0 f *b" 4&%;v) z9nof4 \ 

Thanks for the email. Just a quick point because you brought up my name and an idea that I 
shared with you. To my knowledge, my idea has not been reiected by the City of Newton. I 
shared it with Clint Schuckel who said that plans to study and review the'current option (bumb- 
out) was his first and only priority. He did not comment on my idea at that time (last spring, I 
think). So if my idea was rejected, it was presented by someone else, and thus not my idea. 

It is a shame that this issue has become so universally emotional when our collective goals are 
the same. If we all step back, I think we can all agree that we want a safe neighborhood. 

However, as you and I have discussed Sean, our approaches to this issue differ. You seek 
sequential solutions; first the JacksonIDaniel intersection, then the JacksonICypress intersection, 
so on a so forth (as you suggested in today's email). My preference is to find a more 
comprehensive solution to JacksonIDaniel intersection. I hope I am not misrepresenting your 
words from the last time we spokelemailed about this topic when you agreed with me that the 
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benefits of the current bump-out design primarily serve Daniel street residents. 

For the record, I admit that my concerns are selfish. I live two doors down from the intersection. I 
am selfishly concerned about traffic coming down Jackson from Langley street, who then turn left 
because the traffic flow directs them to lower Jackson without stopping. This scenario, which I 
beleive is currently playing out, potentially increases traffic and speed in-front of my house. With 
two small children, I have the same concerns of traffic and speed as the families on Daniel. I 
would rather not change this intersection, only to have change the next one. 

So while my concerns are selfish, I hope we can find a solution that is not. For those who have 
been following this intersection debate for sometime, at one point there was a plan for a traffic 
circle recommended by a consulting group hired by the city. That idea was later rejected by the 
city (I think because emergency vehicles could not fit - but I am not exactly sure - feel free to 
correct me). What I liked about this idea was that it provided an equitable flowlcalming of traffic 
to and from Daniel, lower Jackson and upper Jackson. An equitable solution/annoyance for 
everyone. 

So why have we not found more comprehensive solutions? Perhaps it is becasue the original 
challenged was focused on this intersection. Or perhaps the three options put forth by the 
consultants all had flaws. I am not sure why the best solution has not been developed, but I feel 
confident from what I see with the current design and what I am hearing from this neighborhood 
that we have not found the answer yet. 

In summation, I beleive we should strive to find a comprehensive approach. The current 
sequential approach seem ineffiecient and divisive. I am writing becuase my name was used and 
I felt misepresented. I am happy to share my design ideas with a larger group and/or the City at 
any time. Sean, you and Adam have seen my rough layouts, and I believe were accepting of the 
concept. 

Again, it is a shame that this issue has become so universally emotional and divisive when our 
collective goals are the same. 

Best regards, 

Jeff 

Date: Mon, 9 Feb 2009 1 1 :31:34 -0500 
Subject: DanielIJackson 
From: sean.roche@gmail.com 
To: blenson@gmail.com; downhilman@aol.com; commave@aol.com 
CC: RachelSG@aol.com; ejengelman@gmail.com; diwatsuki@gmail.com; clong@cnc.com; 
adam@peller.org; markjfield@hotmail.com; ikronitz@comcast.net; edmurray@verizon.net; 
ionharmony@comcast.net; gspector@cnc.com; barrysbergman@yahoo.com; 
luciec@comcast.net; jefftarmy@hotmail.com; Edailey@bromsun.com; 
kasdavidson@hotrnail.com; jackmaypole@yahoo.com; MCOSTELLO@partners.org; 
merlehass@gmail.com; jlvacca@hotmail.com; catcost@aol.com; Irothstein@comcast.net; 
Vdanberg@aol.com; gmansfield@newtonma.gov; ken@kenparker.org; tdaley@newtonma.gov 

Don, Bill, Steve (and anyone else), 

Is it possible that the proponents of the bumpout aren't "selfish" (twice in one e-mail), aren't "too 
emotionally involved," and, in fact, do "care one iota about their neighbors"? Is it possible that we 
have legitimate disagreements about the scope and nature of the problem, the best way to solve 
it, and what the trial is demonstrating? 
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A few facts: 

The current design is the result of a very public process during which numerous options 
were considered. There has been no shortage of outreach to the neighborhood for input. 
There have been numerous meetings at which neighborhood feedback was solicited, 
including at least one meeting of an aldermanic committee at which Don himself stated the 
same objections he continues to make now. 
Those of us who took steps to address the dangers of the intersection did not start with a 
solution. We started with a description of a problem and professionals reviewed and ranked 
potential solutions. Technically, we had to start with a solution, because Traffic Council 
required that a petition request a particular change. Inconveniently for Don's narrative, we 
first asked for stop signs. It was because we have open minds and have listened to expert 
explanations of what would be safest that we have come around to supporting the 
bumpout. 
There have been all sorts of counter solutions proposed by opponents to the project, 
including the evergreen stop-sign solution and Jeff Tarmy's chicane solution. They have 
been evaluated by the city and rejected as unsafe or less safe. 
Crossing into the other lane has been a problem in the intersection for years. The 
difference now? Cars that cross over into the opposite lane are traveling much slower. 

As I have written in various places, 50,000 cars go through the intersection each month. Slowing 
those cars makes the intersection safer. Is it possible that a car driving too fast for the intersection 
would have an accident? Sure. That's a true statement of any intersection. But, the evidence is 
overwhelming: cars are slowing down ... hundreds of thousands since the latest trial began. That 
motorists feel that they need to drive slower to avoid an accident is not a flaw of the design ... it's 
what's causing people to slow down. 

I'm not sure I'm 100% with Bob in predicting that slowing cars down at Jackson and Cypress 
would result in cars slowing down on lower Jackson. But, it doesn't matter. Cars should be 
slowed at JacksonICypress simply to make that intersection safer. I'm 110% with him that the 
JacksonICypress intersection also needs a redesign. I know that Adam Peller has been working 
very hard with town and state officials to see what can be done. 

Sean Roche 
61 7 792-8998 

The discussions have become more heated. We can see from a number of notes, as 
well as the initial note to the mayor that the motivation of the bumpout was to limit 
the speed on Daniel St. There was never any real polling of what the other 
neghborhood residents thought about the bumpout. 

To: sean.roche@gmail.com 
Subject: Re: Daniel l Jackson Intersection neighborhood petition 
Date: Mon, 09 Feb 2009 12:20:00 -0500 
From: downhilman@aol.com 
X-M B-Message-Type: User 
X-Ma~ler: AOL Webmail 41421-STANDARD 
Cc: edmurray@verizon.net, ionharmony@comcast.net, gspector@cnc.com, 

barrysbergman@yahoo.com, luciec@comcast.net, jefftarmy@hotmail.com, 
blenson@gmail.com, Edailey@bromsun.com, kasdavidson@hotmail.com, 
jackmaypole@yahoo.com, sean.roche@gmail.com, MCOSTELLO@partners.org, 
merlehass@gmail.com, jlvacca@hotmail.com, catcost@aol.com, 
Irothstein@comcast.net, Vdanberg@aol.com, gmansfield@newtonma.gov, 
ken@kenparker.org, tdaley@newtonma.gov, CommAve@aol.com, 
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Sean, 

I did receive your e-mail and I found it far too patronizing to respond civilly back then. 

Now I will respond since you have pushed for a response. 

"I was initially very surprised to learn that you were opposed to the project. As I understand the 
impact of the design, there are four homes that will see the most direct improvement: yours and 
your three neighbors to the west" 

This statement showed that you don't have a clue or care at all about your neighbors on Jackson 
Street. If you did, you'd welcome further public discussions and meetings to address the concerns 
of your neighbors. Instead you continually respond how the process has already run it's course 
and the rest of the community should suck it up and accept this flawed design which many people 
feel will lead to a serious accident. 

Please don't pretend to represent anyone's good interests except your neighbors on Daniel 
Street. THERE IS NO OTHER PERSON IIV THIS NEIGHBORHOOD WHO SUPPORTS YOUR 
PLAN! 

Doesn't that tell you something? )): @ ThtJ cm;lj V ( J A p y ~  

-----Original Message----- 
From: Sean Roche <sean.roche@gmail.com> 
To: downhilman@aol.com 
Cc: tdaley@newtonma.gov; ken@kenparker.org; gmansfield@newtonma.gov; 
VDANBERG@aol.com 
Sent: Mon, 9 Feb 2009 1 1 :36 am 
Subject: Re: Daniel I Jackson Intersection neighborhood petition 

Don, 

Based on your recent e-mails and the fact that you did not respond to this last fall, I suspect that 
you may not have received or read this. So, I'm resending. 

Sean 

On Thu, Sep 25, 2008 at 5:33 AM, Sean Roche <sean.roche@gmail.com> wrote: 
Don, 

I've chosen to send this e-mail to you and the public officials, only. Please feel free to 
distribute to whomever you wish. I just feel that a more personal approach is called for. 

One thing is abundantly clear. You and I share the same objective. We want traffic to be 
safer through the DanielIJackson intersection. We just disagree on our vision of the 
consequences of various actions (and non-actions). 

f I was initially very surprised to learn that you were opposed to the project. As I understand 
the impact of the design, there are four homes that will see the most direct improvement: 

7 Nofie 6q Hm45 a r c  on j 3 0 ~ k b M  
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yours and your three neighbors to the west. The greater the extent of the bumpout, the 
slower traffic will be on the approach to the intersection,through the intersection, and just 
past the intersection. I don't think that there is much debate that drivers will have to slow 
down to negotiate the turn. And, I think it's safe to assume that most of them will slow down 
before your property. 

Your objection, as I understand it, is that the same obstacle that's going to slow traffic will 
also create the potential for an incident, such as someone going too fast and running over 
the curb. (The Walter Street folks have a separate concern.) The safety philosophy 
reflected by your objection has a long and distinguished history. For years, safety types as 
legitimate as Ralph Nader and Daniel Patrick Moynihan subscribed to and promoted a 
theory of passive safety: the safest streets (and highways) were those that had the fewest 
obstacles. The unintended direct consequence of the passive safety theory was that 
speeds rose. Without obstacles motorists feel -- not unreasonably -- safer and more 
comfortable driving at higher speeds. The secondary consequence was that high speeds 
along the roads made them less safe and less friendly for pedestrians and bicylists. (In fact, 
the higher speeds made the roads less safe for motorists, too.) 

The whole traffic calming movement is based on the premise (and research) that speed is the 
biggest safety factor. The way to bring down speeds is to make motorists less comfortable driving 
at high speeds. (This is called lowering the design speed of a street.) Speed bumps, bumpouts, 
chicanes, &c. It's somewhat counterintuitive. You put something in the way of motorists that 
would be dangerous (or at least uncomfortable to them), if they go faster than is prudent. The 
practical result is that, relying on motorists' good judgment, speeds slow and they don't have 
those crashes. 

Is there the possibility of someone driving too fast down Jackson Street and launching 
themselves over the curb? I guess that's a possibility. But, the day-to-day, hour-by-hour 
consequence will be that speeds will be lowered through the intersection. And, speed is the 
greatest threat to pedestrians, not the hypothetical one-off incident. A person who is struck by a 
car at 20 mph has a 5% chance of dying. A person struck by a car going 30 mph has a 45% 
chance of dying. (And, the likelihood of serious injury rises as well.) 

I'm not surprised that you feel the way you do. I've spent the last few years reading about traffic 
calming and how to make safe streets for everyone. I didn't get to my position on this overnight. 

I will also note that the issue of traffic calming was thoroughly reviewed and discussed during the 
lengthy approval process. 

I have every confidence that, once the bumpout is built to the approved specification, that you 
and other traffic calming skeptics will experience and appreciate a calmer and safer intersection. 

Sean Roche 
61 7 752-8998 

Date: Wed, 25 Feb 2009 11 :41:10 -0500 
Subject: Re: DanielIJackson bumpout - possible consequences for Duxbury I 

Marshfield Streets as well 
From: Sean Roche <sean.roche@gmail.com> 
To: downhilman@aol.com 
Cc: vdanberg@gmaiI.com, blenson@gmail.com, ikronitz@comcast.net, 

btna-announce@googlegroups.com, RachelSG@aol.com, ejengelman@gmail.com, 
diwatsuki@gmail.com, clong@cnc.com, adam@peller.org, markjfield@hotmail.com, 
edmurray@verizon. net, ion harmony@comcast.net, gspector@cnc.com, 
barrysbergman@yahoo.com, luciec@comcast.net, jefFtarmy@hotmail.com, 
Edailey@bromsun.com, kasdavidson@hotmail.com, jackmaypole@yahoo.com, 
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For a more complete discussion of my so-called concession, I refer you to this longish post: 
http:Nnewtonstreets.blogspot.com/2009/01/who-you-calling-loud. html 

Sean 

On Wed, Feb 25, 2009 at 11:26 AM, <downhilman@aol.com> wrote: 
Dear Vicki, 

I would like to answer for my neighbor Bob, and I welcome him to correct me if I misspeak 
in his behalf. 

r(\bCG There is a general frustration from the people in this neighborhood over the lack of 
/. representation that we are receiving. Somehow despite the unanimous opposition of every 
~ C J ~  household (15 houses) who live on Jackson Street within one block of Daniel Street, the 

9wU- proposed bumpout is apparently going to be shoved down our throat, without the 
opportunity to speak out against this folly before our elected representatives. 

54 Households in this neighborhood have expressed opposition, and there has not been 
'b'L'L' one vote in support of the plan, outside of those residents who live on the street that will 

kbkk benefit, at the cost of the rest of the neighborhood. 

%dC We, the residents who live right at the intersection have seen how dangerous this intersection has 
been since the temporary barriers have been installed. We have seen the close calls, heard the whbr skidding sounds. seen the tire marks on the bumpout curb, seen the temproary warining cones 
knocked away, and hear the incessant sounds of car horns warning oncoming cars of another 

@dk close call. .Worst of all is the incresed danger to bicyclists and pedestrians. Even lead proponent 

7 s  
Sean Roche has conceeded according to the Newton Tab "Taken too fast, the intersection 
could cause an accident, Roche acknowledged" 

The residents of this street and neighborhood are disgusted that no one is willing to listen to what 
they want on their own street and in their own neighborhood. Some of us have other ideas to 
seek a compromise but heal this neighborhood. Unfortunately neither you nor the prmoters of this 9 plan have any interest in seeking a solution that may address the concerns of everyone. 

Maybe now you might understand some of the concerns and frustration of my neighbor Mr 
Lenson and the rest of our neighborhood.. 

Sincerely, 
Don Neuwirth. 

Announcement of the latest data, and an indication that the bumpout will 
be built at the location of the "smaller" berm, for which the data is listed. 
Mr. Daley specifically states " I have decided that the best way to move 
forward iswith the original "compromise plan" or "smaller curb extension" 
plan" Reading carefully, there are discrepancies in what is being specified. 
One thing is sure, however, the data available, is for the smaller berm, and 
Mr. Daley indicates that the data for the larger berm does not show any 
improvement. The detailed data has not been provided. 
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--------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: tom daley <tdaley@newtonma.gov> 
Date: Fri, Apr 10, 2009 at 3:37 PM 
Subject: Daniel 1 Jackson Intersection 
To: [deleted] 

Hello: 

As I stated in my previous e-mail please forward this to anyone else who may be interested. 
First, I would like to say, "thank you" for everyone's patience. We have been quite busy with a 
number of big issues over the past few months, but I have finally had a chance to review the 
Daniel 1 Jackson traffic information counts from last Fall. The following write up I received from 
our Traffic Engineer, Clint Schuckel along with the attached map and count information: I was 
going to paraphrase what Clint said, but I decided I couldn't do any better than he, so here we go: 

"Please find the DanielIJackson study results attached. Figure 1 is a map showing the count 
locations and directions. Table 1 provides the vehicle volume and speed data collected over the 
course of the following three trials: 

1. Trial # I= Smaller curb extension 
2. Trial # 2= No curb extension (original conditions) 
3. Trial # 3= Board-approved design curb extension 

The rows in bold text indicate the key measurements of vehicle speed just prior to entering 
(location # 2 westbound) the intersection, and just after exiting (location # 3 northbound) the 
intersection for the travel lane adjacent to the changes in the curb line. 

In each study, the weekday average volumes were given a weight of 5 and the weekend average 
volumes a weight of 2, to calculate a 7-day average (5 weekdays, 2 weekend days). Only days 
with a full 4 hours of data were used for the volume counts, while all data were used for speed 
counts. Each trial count was conducted for 4 to 7 days, including at least one weekend, which 
exceeds the typical 8-hour weekday duration for this type of traffic study. 

The following conclusions can be drawn from the beforelafter traffic study data: 

I. Following the placement of the Board-approved design (trial # 3), there was no significant 
diversion of traffic to parallel streets. This is based on the volume counts from Jackson St south 
of Daniel St (location # 1) and on Walter St (location # 4). The observed variation was within the 
expected daily fluctuation of traffic volumes. The daily vehicle volumes at locations 1 and 4 
remained a fraction of those observed on Daniel St (location # 3) and Jackson St east of Daniel 
St (location # 2). There was no change in vehicle speeds for locations 1 and 4. 

2. The westbound direction for Jackson Street at location # 2 is the critical location for speed 
reduction since it is located just prior to the curb extension and there is no stop sign for that 
approach. For westbound vehicles only, there was a 3-4 mph reduction in the 85th percentile 
speed from no curb extension (trial # 2) to the Board-approved design (trial # 3). 

3. For cars exiting the curb extension area, the northbound direction for Daniel Street (location # 
3) experienced no reduction in the 85th percentile speed from trial # 2 to trial # 3. The likely 
explanation is that drivers generally returned to their original speed by the time they reached the 
counter after slowing down to pass through the intersection. Therefore, it is estimated that the 
curb extension reduces speeds for less than a 100 feet on northbound (downstream) Daniel 
Street leaving the intersection. 
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4. The Newton Police have no reported accidents since September 1, 2008. 

5. In summary, the above information provides no new evidence that indicates the Board- 
approved design creates unsafe conditions, nor is there evidence that the design diverts traffic to 
parallel streets." 

Quite honestly I have languished over this decision. I have never seen such an issue cause such 
turmoil in a neighborhood. I do agree with c l i n k  observations and summary. However, due to 
the severe turmoil I have observed from the neighborhood over this issue, I have decided that the 
best way to move forward is with the original "compromise plan" or "smaller curb extension" plan 
that is 
mentioned in the attachment. It is my understanding from the City Engineer that the initial 
compromise plan was a 2' radius reduction from what the Alderman approved and what is out 
there now. That is what we will construct. I totally agree with Mr. Schuckel's statement that "..the 
above information provides no new evidence that indicates the Board-approved design creates 
unsafe conditions, nor is there evidence that the design diverts traffic to parallel streets." In 
addition I also intend not to construct the curbing on the southerly side of the intersection. 

I hope the reduction satisfies some of the abutters, but I also trust that the new curbing will have 
some positive affect and it is a compromise. I sincerely hope that this decision helps with the 
relations within the neighborhood. 

Work will most likely begin fairly soon. Thank you all again for your patience and thoughtful 
concerns. 

Thank you. 

Thomas E. Daley, P.E. 
Commissioner of Public Works 
Newton City Hall 
1000 Commonwealth Avenue 
Newton, MA 02459 
Phone: (61 7) 796-1 000 
Fax: (61 7) 796-1 050 
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A History of Docket Item #289-03 
 
#289-03 - Originally docketed through Citizen Request petition to the Traffic council for additional stop signs at 
Daniel and Jackson in June of 2003.  Taken up by Traffic Council and voted No Action Necessary on December 
6, 2004. 
 
Traffic Council Report of November 18, 2004 
#289-03 ADAM PELLER, 28 Daniel Street, requesting three-way stop sign at the intersection of 

JACKSON STREET and DANIEL STREET (Ward 6).  HELD 5/25/04 
ACTION: NAN (5-0); APPROVE AS AMENDED #289-04(2) (5-0) 
NOTE:  The Traffic Council previously held this item so City staff could explore the potential for street 

redesign.  Clint Schuckel and David Koses indicated that funding is currently available and the 
RFP process is underway to hire a consultant to do the design work.   

 
Adam Peller asked whether stop signs could be installed in the interim.  Candace Havens 
indicated this was considered at the previous review and the majority of the Council did not 
support stop signs there.   
 
The Traffic Council supported the concept of redesign and acknowledged that review of street 
redesign is not within their purview or part of the original proposal.  As such, the Traffic Council 
voted (5-0) to recommend intersection reconfiguration be studied and referred by the Board to 
the appropriate committee. #289-03(2)TRAFFIC COUNCIL requesting use of The Terraces 
traffic mitigation funds to hire a consultant to examine a redesign of the intersection of Jackson 
Street and  Daniel Street. (Ward 6)  

 
#289-03(3)  In 2006 The Planning Department Submitted a docket request to Public Safety recommending 
roadway improvements to Jackson and Daniel Streets.  Neighborhood was notified 
 
Public Safety Report of May 3, 2006 
#289-03(3) PLANNING DEPARTMENT submitting a Recommendation Memo from  Traffic Solutions, 
contracted per Board Order #250-01(4) to recommend   roadway modifications in the JACKSON 
STREET and DANIEL STREET  area. (sand bag trial)  
ACTION: HELD 8-0 PENDING MODIFICATION OF ROADWAY TRIAL (DPW) 
 
NOTE:            The Committee was joined by Clint Schuckel, Traffic Engineer, Candace Havens, Traffic 
Council Chair, and David Koses, Transportation Planner, for its discussion of this item.  Mr. Schuckel provided 
aerial photos of this area as well as a brief history of the item.  Approximately two years ago, the Traffic 
Council heard a number of proposals for traffic control in this area, including stop signs, speed limit reduction, 
etc.  The issues were held in May of 2004, and in November of 2004, the Traffic Council recommended 
redesign of this intersection (because it was determined that an all-way stop would not provide the desired 
traffic calming effects).   
 
From that point, Mr. Koses worked on retaining the consultant, Traffic Solutions, to perform the traffic study 
(using traffic mitigation funds received from the Terraces project).  There was a neighborhood meeting to 
gather information on concerns and then another to present the findings of the traffic study.   Subsequently, item 
#289-03(3) was discussed by the Public Safety/Transportation Committee last fall, at which time the Committee 
showed its support for the roundabout option and requested that a sandbag trial be performed to determine 
whether this roadway change would provide the expected results. 
 
Mr. Schuckel informed the Committee that the sand bag trial was performed from November to December of 
2005; the sand bags were removed in advance of the first snowstorm (as is common practice to avoid damage to 
personal vehicles as well as to snow plows).  He explained that this location was surveyed over the winter in 



order to determine where property lines meet the public way.  He then provided further views of what the road 
signage would be (as was used during the trial period), taking into consideration the stop sign currently located 
on Daniel and the keep right signs to be posted at the roundabout. 
 
Mr. Schuckel indicated concern about this intersection due to its close proximity to the Bowen school.  He 
stated that one of the concerns or criticisms of the trial was that the roundabout (as it was set up by the 
sandbags) was not to scale of the actual structure that would be put into place as a permanent measure; 
therefore, it did not seem to actually slow westbound traffic (coming downhill from the school), as there was no 
change to the intersection causing motorists to reduce speed in that direction.  He indicated that, depending on 
what happens with curbing, there is the potential for two driveway openings to be affected. 
 
He indicated that the traffic volumes at this location were well below the number needed to meet the warrants 
for stop sign installation.  He also explained that the options for this design that were presented by the 
consultant (Traffic Solutions), were formulated based upon aerial views, and not actual survey plans.  The 
reality is that, based on the Engineering Dept survey, the amount of available right of way at this location is not 
as large as it appeared in an aerial view.  The proposal was for a 12-foot circle surrounded by granite curbing.  
In addition, there was an area of an extra 10-foot area around that structure in which some material such as 
cobblestone or possibly rumble strip would be installed (in order to channel the traffic better and slow the pace 
of the cars maneuvering within this intersection).  However, the survey showed that there is not ample room for 
that installation (to the original intended distance around the curbing).   
 
Mr. Schuckel informed the Committee that the sand bag structure that was put in place for this trial was as close 
to “alternative #1” (which was the widely supported alternative for the redesign for this intersection) as it could 
be, given current curb locations and the need for school bus turning radius with this setup.  He also indicated 
concern over the proposed crosswalk location (it seemed unrealistic to expect pedestrians to walk that far out of 
their way to cross the street, particularly with the low vehicle volume recorded on Jackson. 
 
Mr. Schuckel went on to state that the proposed “alternative #2” (as contained in the consultant report) would 
be much more “doable” at this location.  This plan includes bump-outs of curbing and creating a T-shape; it 
would involve extension of one existing driveway and installation of one crosswalk.  He indicated that this 
would create a safer environment for pedestrians (particularly those walking to the elementary school).  Mr. 
Schuckel seemed to think that this option would slow the downhill traffic entering the intersection, thereby 
increasing safety. 
 
Mr. Schukel also pointed out that there is an existing catchbasin in this location which would not need to be 
relocated if the roundabout was installed, but if alternative 2 (the t-shape intersection) was implemented, then it 
would definitely need to be moved to ensure proper drainage.  He also indicated that, at this location, there are 
still some funds available (from the traffic mitigation fund that was used for the study) to help with the 
financing of this project. 
 
There was a question as to how long the traffic mitigation funds would be available.  Mr. Koses indicated that 
he would check to find out whether there was an established timeframe for the availability of those funds. 
 
Ald. Fischman asked whether a trial period for stop signs had been attempted at this location. 
 
Mr. Schuckel indicated that there were 3 members of the Traffic Council who were opposed to the original 
request for stop signs.  He also stated that he was not in favor of performing a trial for an all way stop here 
because it can actually cause more confusion (because the right of way is a question, therefore, if there are cars 
at all entry points, motorists get confused as to who has the right of way).  He stated that if the trial fails, and 
during the trial period pedestrians had become used to them being there, this increases the likelihood of an 
incident when the stop signs are removed. 
 



Chair Samuelson indicated that she understood the support that neighbors showed for slowing traffic on Jackson 
Street, but she also agreed with Mr. Schuckel’s support of the alternative #2 plan to narrow this intersection. 
 
At this point, Mr. Schuckel indicated that it would be necessary to gather more survey information in order to 
give accurate geometric descriptions for the t-shaped approach.  Committee members indicated their desire to 
have these final measurements and to have residents present (since they had shown their support for the 
roundabout approach, but that this recommendation was different than the one supported by the Committee at 
its meeting last fall). 
 
Since there was a need for further technical information before moving forward with a new design, the 
Committee voted 8-0 to hold this item until the new survey information can be compiled, and the DPW has a 
chance to put out sand bags as a trial with the new proposed design.   
 
 
This item was superceded by the following item.   
 
Filed on November 6, 2006 
#289-03(4) COMMISSIONER ROONEY requesting approval of roadway modification plans for curb-line 

geometry changes to calm traffic at the intersection of Daniel and Jackson Streets. 
 
 
Public Facilities Report for November 8, 2006 
#289-03(4) COMMISSIONER ROONEY requesting approval of roadway modification plans for curb-line 

geometry changes to calm traffic at the intersection of Daniel and Jackson Streets. 
ACTION: APPROVED 7-0 SUBJECT TO SECOND CALL (Yates not voting) 
 
NOTE: Commissioner Rooney presented the item to the Committee.  The intersection of Daniel and 
Jackson Streets has been a safety concern of the neighborhood for some time.  The neighborhood hired a 
consultant who came up with three designs.  The Commissioner believes the one that has been selected is the 
best most affordable solution to the safety issues at the intersection.  The proposal is to create an extended bump 
out of the curb line.  The bump out would create a more definitive intersection at Daniel and Jackson Streets 
causing traffic to slow down when turning onto Daniel Street.  The proposed bump out has been sand bagged 
for a trial and it is working well.  Ald. Salvucci asked if the Fire Department has done a test run to make sure 
that the trucks can maneuver the corner.  Commissioner Rooney responded that he would ask the Fire 
Department to make a test run. 
 
 Sean Roche, 42 Daniel Street, stated that the sand bagging had an immediate, positive effect on the 
speed of vehicles.  Many of the neighbors have noted the improvement.  He would like the neighborhood to 
have the opportunity to comment on the details of the design before it is finalized.  The Commissioner 
responded that the neighbors would have an opportunity to comment.  Donald Neuwirth, 193 Jackson Street, 
questioned why there could not be stop signs.  It was explained that stop signs may make the problem worse but 
it can be revisited in the Traffic Council.   
 
 Ald. Salvucci asked if the family with the driveway to be extended is okay with the proposal.  The 
Commissioner explained that the owners of that property actually make out because their driveway is very small 
and their car hangs over onto the sidewalk.  With the extension, they will gain additional space for their 
driveway.  Ald. Salvucci is not comfortable approving the item without a letter from the Fire Department stating 
that they can make the turn in their trucks.  Ald. Weisbuch moved the item subject to second call in order to 
receive the letter from the Fire Department.  The item carried unanimously. 
 
Approved by the Board on November 20, 2006 by a vote of 22 yeas with 2 absent (Albright & Gentile). 
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