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Dear Paul,

RECEIVEL
MAY 19 2025
WESTPORT P. & 7

Here are a few additional questions for you to consider to pose to the applicant, ROAN:

o TRAFFIC

» ROAN has not included lot 8 or Phase |l of the development (where more residential and
commercial space adds more parking needs and cars) in the traffic analysis. When will ROAN be
providing an updated analysis that includes the entire project (Phase | and Il) and Lot 8 since
they intend to use this lot.
e Asbackground, the town traffic reviewer commented that not including Lot 8 in the
traffic volume is ok because cars from the new development would not contribute to
additional traffic to Lot 8. Perhaps the traffic reviewer is unaware that the developers
anticipate using Lot 8 for parking. And intersections 1,2,3 and 4 in March SLR study are
on Saugatuck Avenue and would be impacted by cars in lot 8.

= The town traffic reviewer has not addressed the unsolvable loss of service for the Park
Street/Charles Street at Charles and Commuter lot driveway. This intersection is highlighted in
the SRL report dated January 23, 2025, page 15. The northern Charles Street traffic during
weekday afternoons {commuter time) drops from LOS C to LOS F and on Saturday midday
drops from LOS B to LOS E. Several mitigations were investigated and none were found to
improve the situation. Since this impact goes against the text amendment, how does ROAN
propose to solve this issue? If this is not solvahle, the P&Z can utilize the text amendment
wording regarding avoiding a negative impact on traffic to reduce the size of the project.

= The traffic analysis has a 20% credit for TOD, what is the information in the application to
demonstrate that the TOD credit would be applicable?

o PARKING

= ROAN please help us understand the difference between your reply provided to the peer
reviewer where you state there are 63 peak number of employees for the development and the
640 permanent employee positions mentioned in the brownfield remediation request to the
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state. In addition, an employee parking plan has been required in the text amendment which
was approved in 2022 and it is meant to satisfy the P&Z, why is it not possible to create a
proposed plan now for the 640 employees?

» When will the applicant provide a parking demand report based on the proposed use of the
development as required by text amendment 24-C? This analysis is recommended to include
Phase | and Il of the development in order to be complete.

» Since more back to work mandates have occurred since the railroad parking supply study was
done in December 2024,
¢ Canyou please provide an updated supply report (police update the survey
monthly)
* Please include Phase | and Il of your development
¢  Provide a more detailed parking supply which matches the timing of demand
e And since the project will be done in 3 years or so, please include projected future
use by commuters

o Since the ARB rejected your plans due to it not meeting the Text amendment requirement
“the appearance will be sympathetic to existing buildings and historic structures by requiring a
building design in a style and vernacular of New England village” as well as the proportions of
building heights to width was not adequate (created dark spaces) - Are you planning on

. adjusting your plans? Why or why not?

o ROAN explained how they are meeting the text amendment for “Enhance coastal access”
including “scenic views and visual access” for current Westporter’s yet the plan today keeps the
existing marina, utilizes a view of the river over Lot 5 which includes the 1-95 piling and provides
no public parking; peer reviewer mentioned that it is not meeting the text amendment
requirement, ROAN how do you plan to adjust your CURRENT plan to meet this text
amendment requirement?

Sincerely,

Michele Paquette

7 Norport Drive

Westport



