January 25, 2016

BY ELECTRONIC MAIL: msarcione@shrewsburyma.gov
AND BY HAND

Shrewsbury Zoning Board of Appeals
Richard D. Carney Municipal Office Building
100 Maple Avenue

Shrewsbury, MA 01545-5398

Re: The Pointe at Hills Farm, Shrewsbury - Traffic Impacts

Dear Members of the Zoning Board:

As you may recall, this firm represents neighbors and abutters to the proposed 280-unit
residential development located at 440 and 526 Route 20, Shrewsbury (the “Project” and the
“Project Site”), which is the subject of a pending application for a comprehensive permit under
General Laws Chapter 40B, Sections 20-23 proposed by Smart Growth Design, LLC (the
“Developer”).

We understand that the hearing this evening will focus on the Project’s traffic-related
impacts, and the adequacy of the Project to prevent traffic conflicts and threats to public safety.
We have rev1ewed the Developer’s Traffic Impact and Access Study, and have the following

comments
1. Sight Distances

The Developer’s calculation of minimum sight distances does not appear to be consistent
with the AASHTO standards that the Developer cites and relies upon in its report. “Intersection
sight distance” or “corner sight distance” (“ISD”) is the sight distance required for a driver of a
car approaching an intersection to enter that intersection and safely make a turn onto the
intersecting road. On Table 14 in its Traffic Study, the Developer states that the minimum
AASHTO ISD for a left turn onto Stoney Hill Road (west) for a 32 mile-per-hour design speed is
233 feet, and that the “desirable” ISD for this design speed is 353 feet. According to the
Developer, the 85" percentile speed of traffic on Stoney Hill Road in the vicinity of the Project’s
westerly driveway is 32 MPH. ISD is measured by applying a simple equation: 1.47 * (design

! As of Noon today, the peer review report from Conley Associates had not been made publicly available, and
therefore we reserve our right to modify these comments, or make additional ones, based on the report.
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speed) * (time gap for minor road vehicles to enter the major road). The equation from page 659
of the AASHTO manual is reproduced in Figure 1 below.

In this case, the design speed is 32 MPH, and the time gap assumption in the AASHTO
manual is 7.5 seconds for passenger cars (the gap is longer for larger vehicles such as trucks).
This 7.5 second factor is consistent with the calculations in the Developer’s Appendix 1.
Applying this equation, the ISD should be 353 feet. This is consistent with the Developer’s
“desirable” figure, but the Developer’s “minimum” figure is not based on any alternative
equation we could find in the AASHTO manual.

FIGURE 1
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As noted on Table 14 of the Developer’s traffic study, there is only 260 feet of available
intersection sight distance, and therefore this intersection would be unsafe under the AASHTO .
standard, particularly for trucks. This intersection’s “stopping sight distance™ appears to have
been calculated correctly. The Developer’s Table 14 is reproduced below for your convenience.
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Critically missing from the Developer’s sight distance analysis is any consideration of
sight distances at the two intersections of Stoney Hill Road and Route 20. On Figure 4 of the
Traffic Study, the Developer identified six “study area intersections,” but provided sight distance
analysis for only four intersections. One reason for this omission could be that those sight
distances do not conform to AASHTO standards. Existing traffic speeds on Route 20 in this
location are fast (55 MPH), and combined with the steep grade (5-6%), makes entering Route 20
from Stoney Hill Road dangerous, particularly in bad weather. Applying AASHTO’s
intersection sight distance equation, one would need at least 711 feet of ISD (1.47*55*8) * 1.1
(adjustment for steep grade of Route 20). The time gap is increased by .5 seconds because
vehicles turning left onto Route 20 would need to cross an extra lane of traffic on Route 20
eastbound. See, Traffic Study, Appendix I.

Similarly, the minimum stopping sight distance for vehicles travelling westbound on
Route 20 at the westerly intersection of Stoney Hill Road is 553 feet, assuming a 6% downgrade.
See, AASHTO Exhibit 3-2, reproduced below as Figure 2.
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Exhibit 3-2. Stopping Sight Distance on Grades

AASHTO recommends that the values expressed in Exhibit 3-2 for SSD be éxceeded for truck
traffic, for the reasons explained on page 114 of its manual, reproduced below:
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Increasing SSD at this location is appropriate given that the Developer’s own traffic
consultants observed that trucks represent 14% of the existing traffic on Route 20 westbound in -
the morning. See, Traffic Study, p. 4. Notably, a trucking company is located across Route 20
from Stoney Hill Road’s westerly intersection. We do not see any calculation of available ISD
or SSD in the Developer’s Traffic Study for either of the two Stoney Hill Road intersections with
Route 20. The Board should ask the Developer to supplement its Traffic Study with this
information.
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2. Level of Service Analysis

The Developer concedes that the intersection of Stoney Hill Road (west) and Route 20
will operate at a “level of service” (LOS) rating of “F” after the Project is completed and
occupied. Traffic Study, p. 16. LOS F represents a condition where minor street demand (here,
Stoney Hill Road) exceeds capacity, resulting in extreme delays or “queuing.” The federal
Highway Capacity Manual published by the Transportation Research Board (cited by the Traffic
Study) defines a LOS F as average delays of 50 seconds or greater. Here, the Developer states
that the delays at the intersection are already in excess of 120 seconds, and will be in excess of
120 seconds after the Project is built, but does not tell us how much worse the Project will make
the delays for the existing residents of the Stoney Hill Road neighborhood.

Appendix G of the Traffic Study may contain this information, but it is difficult for a lay
person to interpret. The Appendix seems to indicate that the existing delay at the intersection is
645 seconds (11 minutes) in the morning, well in excess of the 50 second threshold for LOS “F”
intersections. The Appendix then appears to predict that by 2022, delays will be 6,691 seconds.
This, of course, seem implausible, so we would request that the Developer clarify, with
specificity, what the projected delays are under current and future build conditions. The
Developer should provide this information so that the Board can thoroughly evaluate the traffic
impacts from this Project.

We further note that the Developer conducted a “study” of queuing at the Stoney Hill
Road (west) intersection at Route 20. Data was apparently collected on just one day, raising
questions as to whether this could constitute an adequate sample size. Moreover, data was
collected on February 24, 2015, which as Shrewsbury residents will not soon forget was during
one of the worst extreme winter weather months in history. In our experience, commuting
congestion was materially lower last February as a result of the storms, and the aftereffect of
people choosing to work from home or to flee south for a vacation during that time. We believe
that a queuing study would be helpful for the Board to evaluate traffic impacts, but suggest that
the Board require the Developer to take additional observations and data collection, on more than
one day of the week, during normal weather conditions.

The Developer seems to have taken a position that a traffic signal at the Stoney Hill West
intersection with Route 20 is not “warranted,” and would not be approved by the state
Department of Transportation. In our experience, a “warrant analysis” is not dispositive on this
issue, and that municipal concerns can also weigh in the state’s decisionmaking. If a
comprehensive permit is approved for this Project, it should be conditioned at least on the
installation of a traffic signal, whether MassDOT approves it or not. We refer to the comments
and slides from Steve Danielson, a Stoney Hill Road neighbor, on this issue.

3. Trip Generation

The Traffic Study measured 102 existing outbound daily trips from the Stoney Hill
neighborhood during the morning peak hour (both legs). The study predicts that the Project will
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generate 116 outbound trips, an increase of more than 100%. Similarly, the Project will generate
123 inbound trips in the afternoon, compared to 84 trips into the neighborhood under current
conditions. The Study assumes that 7% of the people commuting to work from the Project will
carpool, bike, walk, or take public transit. However, as the Developer has acknowledged, there
is no public transit within walking distance, there are no bike lanes on Route 20, and there are
very few employers within walking distance. The carpool assumption is pure speculation and
not substantiated by any hard data. We think that discounting the trip generation projections for
these assumptions is inappropriate given the isolated location of the Project Site, which is the
antithesis of “smart growth” notwithstanding the Developer’s trade name.

We also request that the Board ask the planning department to review the Developer’s
assumptions with respect to future projects that are likely to increase traffic on Route 20. We
note that the Developer stated in one section that it was applying a “growth™ factor of 1% per

year, but in another section that factor was stated to be .5%. The Board should seek clarification
on this.

We further note that the Study stated that its trip counts were taken on two days in April,
2014, and one day in November, 2014. The Developer stated that that it used a traffic
monitoring station on Route 9 to determine whether a seasonal adjustment should be applied to
the counts taken in November (determining that no adjustment was necessary), but it did not
state whether it considered a seasonal adjustment for the April trip counts. We request
clarification on this issue as well. :

* ok sk

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Developer’s Traffic Study, and for the
Board’s diligence in reviewing this application.

Very truly yours,

(
YN

Enc.

cc: Peter Freeman, Esq.
Shrewsbury Board of Selectmen
Client



